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Executive Summary

Public participation is becoming a major elememational and local government
policy-making and delivery. It now involves a sificeint amount of public spending.
Recent informal estimates provided to this studygest each local authority spends
over £2million annually, with over £1billion beirgpent in the UK by the public
sector as a whole per year.

At this stage in the development of participatorking, it is right that innovation
and experiment continue, with all the demands gastment and flexibility that
requires. However, with such large sums of moneglived, it is important to
recognise that some assessment needs to be matiatgiublic participation actually
costs - and what it achieves.

This is however much easier said than done. Marnlieofmportant deliverables that
public participation seeks to produce (such asaseaipital, active citizenship and
capacity building) are hard to measure, and eveshenao satisfactorily compare to

the time and money required to deliver them. Betnetangible outcomes such as cost
savings through, for example, reduced crime andaism, are not properly captured
at present, due to a poor fit between establishethige ment techniques (such as
existing personal performance indicators) and @igdtory activities. In essence,
there is at present simply no satisfactory framévior thinking through the costs and
benefits of public participation.

Some suggest that because participatory produetsm&angible’ they are beyond
economic analysis. The reality is, however, théivdang participation processes
costs money, and the amount allocated affects istulivered and whether or not it
works. Participation is competing for funds witlhastitutional budget setting
processes with many other worthwhile activitiesnibers of the public participation
field (practitioners and academics) have long ssiggkthat the resources allocated to
public participation are inadequate, but at pretierie is no clear picture of what
adequate resources actually are.

During this research we have found that what ecanassessment there is within the
emerging UK participation field has tended to bgedr by specific institutional
interests and academic discourses. The partici@stoo often been overlooked, as
have wider impacts on local communities (especthibse traditionally excluded) and
society as a whole. Phenomena such as consulfatigne are the result of
participants' efforts being ignored or insensityvedsponded to while they give freely
of their time to take responsibility as active zzts.

As conventional political engagement declines,née civic activism offers one of
the few opportunities for building a new active ademacy - and that cannot be done
in a climate of ignorance or fear of rigorous assent of what participation can
achieve, what it costs, and what its risks andtéitions are.

In defining costs and benefits in this researcthease, therefore, explicitly sought to
ensure they are considered in the round, not Heamged by the values embedded in
any particular academic discourse or from any sipgirticipatory actor's perspective.
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The questions we ask in this research are, in suypnma

» Are there any existing economic assessment methatisve can use to assess
participation meaningfully?

* What economic assessments of participation have theee so far?

* What costs and benefits are people keeping record$ the moment?

* What are the general components of the cost anefibeof participation?

* What can we learn from past research to informré&ugconomic assessments
of participation.

We have sought to answer these questions througttisted interviews with leading
thinkers in this arena from the UK and from ovessdlarough an extensive literature
review and from an analysis of 15 real-life exarspdépublic participation

initiatives. In particular we have sought to embed findings in practice by working
with members of the Involve network wherever pdssiNetwork members were
directly involved in setting the original reseafwief, in the interviews, an interactive
workshop and the production of case studies.

The findings of our research are contained inrégp®rt, which includes:

* A summary of findings (Section 1)

» A literature review, covering existing researchcosts and benefits
(Section 2)

* A summary of the case study findings (Section 3)

* A new framework for assessing costs and benefést{@& 4)

Each of these is available separately on the Ivalgbsite (www.involving.org).

There is huge interest in this area of researcler @O0 contributions were received
from the Involve network in response to an initiall for input, and the interactive
workshop to discuss emerging findings was fully kexbweeks in advance of the
date.

However, there remains scepticism about the wisdbiwaluing' participation by
linking achievements to costs. There are cleadyris in principle about the
dangers of attempting to reduce rich human prosdssinancial assessment, and
practical concerns about diverting resources tesassent when budgets are already
so stretched simply continuing to develop and @elgood participation. As a result,
any economic assessment is starting from a venblase - there is very little
financial data on participation available at afidano obvious methodologies.

Through this research we have made some headwiagtbrof these. It will now be
crucial to ensure that the interest this reseaashgenerated is built upon, and a clear
way forward mapped out to ensure the initial entera does not become
overwhelmed in despondency in the face of whailisasdifficult challenge.

Public participation is an emerging and dynamitdfiand this research provides a
basis upon which to found a more substantive dssonsof its true costs and benefits.
Existing economic assessment models (such as easfibanalysis and all its spin-
offs) do not seem to be appropriate or feasibléeBnt people will always value
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different qualitative outcomes of participationfdiently, and the complexity of
participatory processes means their outcomes ozt be reduced to a simple
monetary calculation alone.

It is possible, however, to ensure that the varfmerspectives within participation are
accounted for as part of the commissioning andeptajelivery process of
participation. This will require the developmentaiw participation-specific models
of planning, and assessing the costs and benefitd be a core arena for developing
that thinking. Asking people to think through trmeomic value of participation may
have posed a great challenge to some, but it saf@tussed the minds of many,
surfacing the values and frameworks they curreuhy to interpret participation.

As a way forward Involve therefore proposes:

. Building on this research to create a widely-ategpodel for assessing the
costs and benefits of public participation, buiglon the draft framework
contained in this report;

. Creating a new theoretical model for understan@egicipation that goes
beyond the individual values, principles and exgreres associated with the
different disciplines and fields within which paipatory working began, to
create a richer, more encompassing model spedyfitcal participation.

How This Report Has Been Compiled

This full report of 'The True Costs of Public Peigiation’ research study, consists of four
main sections. Of these four sections, three aredstlone: Summary of Findings,
Literature Review and The Framework. These canskd independently of this full report,

Section 1, Summary of Findings, has been produaethbse seeking @uick review of
the key findings and recommendations from the reseah.
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1. A Summary of Findings

1.1 Introduction

The aim of this research has been to take a steyafd in our understanding of the
costs and benefits of public participation. In reogears there has been a huge rise in
participatory activity across the UK, but this riseactivity has not been matched by
the development of the analytical frameworks taoémas to fully understand the
phenomenon or to continue to improve practice.

In spite of the absence of robust evidence, thriceon public participation
continues to grow, particularly in terms of the gewrs of poor participation (e.g.
Cooke and Kothari 2001) and on the potentially tiggamplications for
conventional political leadership (e.g. Parris 200&verne 2005).

Headline Findings:

. There remains considerable enthusiasm amondqieis, policy makers,
researchers and practitioners for continuing arteacing public participation.
Understanding of the benefits is growing in gengrahs, although there is
significant unwillingness to quantify these bersefiand particular reluctance
‘monetarise’ the benefits (assign a monetary \altigem).

. There is a serious lack of data on the practioats and benefits of
participation, for a range of practical and ethiegsons.

. The lack of understanding of potential costs badefits makes it difficult to
develop a coherent hypothesis about participatienadl.

. New analytical frameworks are needed. Partiojpais a new and cross-cutting
approach that is only partly captured by existiogdemic and professional
disciplines. A new theoretical model is needed tjoas beyond the disciplin
and fields within which participation began.

. Participants' perspectives are critical to definihe costs and benefits of
participation. Only by including this perspectiversgside that of institutional
interests, and considering the wider impacts oalloommunities and society
as a whole, can the true costs and benefits atation be understood.

. Greater investment in assessing participatioegsses is required, to build a
robust evidence base.

. A simple framework for capturing the actual preait costs and benefits of
participation is needed, to complement the widgrkihg needed around broag
new analytical frameworks. In this way, simple dzaa begin to be captured
and provide benchmarks against which future agtindgtn be tested.

This research has aimed to contribute to the dpwetmt of some frameworks for
analysing and understanding the real costs anditeeakparticipation for all those
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involved, to address one of the key gaps in cutkaowledge on the subject. This
summary paper provides a brief overview of theasgefindings, next steps and
recommendations.

The research has been funded by the Home Offical @ newal Unit). The research
has involved structured interviews, desk reseancheaworkshop for members of the
Involve network to produce a literature review diidcase studies. Support for the
research was provided by an Advisory Group (WalidBsari, Oxford Brookes
University; Archon Fung, Assistant Professor of IRuBolicy, Harvard University;
Jeremy Nicholls, New Economics Foundation; Duncam®, Home Office Civil
Renewal Unit; Frances Truscott), the Involve netwamd by the workshop
participants.

1.2 The findings in more detail

The findings from the literature review and casel&s are outlined in slightly more
detail below.

1.2.1 Support for participation

There remains significant enthusiasm for the cartiion and enhancement of public,
community and stakeholder participation. The praitand policy backing for
participation from government and elsewhere comenio grow. Academic and other
research continues to provide examples of goodipeaand beneficial outcomes
(especially in regeneration programmes). The smadkambition of new participatory
initiatives continues to grow (e.g. the Your Healtlour Care, Your Say initiative in
2005).

The literature review and case study researctfsmiroject illustrates some of the
benefits claimed for participation, including thaldwing:

. Improved governance including increased democratic legitimacy for
institutions because of close links with citizeingproved reputations for
public bodies, increased opportunities for actitizenship, and greater
accountability of public bodies because of moreai¥e information
dissemination and better dialogue.

. Greater social cohesioretc, including bringing diverse and sometimesitest
communities together, bringing ‘hard to reach' ‘dighdvantaged’ groups into
discussions, building relationships within and kesw different communities
and social groups (‘bonding' and 'bridging' socagdital), strengthening and
creating new networks that enable different intsreswork together as a
result of building more positive relationships lzthsea a better knowledge of
each other, and increased equality of access toypmid decision-making
processes.

. Improved quality of services, projects and programnes including ensuring

public service investment is based more on peoplgisessed needs, reducing
management and maintenance costs by reducing vemdahd misuse as a

10
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result of engendering a sense of ownership, ergabdister and easier
decisions (e.g. on new developments or proteciggthations) by reducing
conflict between different parties and increasmugttthrough better
communications, and enabling people to share imeigonsibility for
improving their own quality of life (e.g. healthéwell-being, or the local
environment).

. Greater capacity building and learning including raising awareness and
increasing understanding of public institutions &melway they work,
enabling citizens to better access the servicgsrtbed, and to understand the
boundaries and limitations of different public beslibuilding confidence and
optimism among citizens who then go on to otheicaetivities or learning,
supporting the voluntary and community sectorsdmpgnising their vital role
in building the capacity of community and specifiterest groups (especially
disadvantaged and excluded groups), and incre#&singkills among the staff
running participation and those taking part (esgcinterpersonal skills).

The analysis of the costs and risks of participatsofar less detailed, but includes the
following:

. Monetary costs including staff time (paid and unpaid), staff erpes,
external staff / consultants, fees to participapasticipants' expenses, training
for staff and participants, administration, venire fother event costs (e.g.
refreshments, equipment), newsletters, leafletgitmang and evaluation
fees.

. Non-monetary costs including time contributed by participants, akdls
needed for the new approach (taking time from otbak).

. Risks, including risks to reputation (from bad partidipy practice), stress,
uncertainty and conflict.

However, although this research evidence sugdeststtis relatively easy to identify
the benefits of participation in general termsréehie very little detailed analysis of
the nature and value of these benefits - to pp#itis, the organisations
commissioning participation, or society as a whufery often, the practical benefits
of participation are taken for granted and notlyeakentioned at all. In addition, there
is very little data indeed on the costs of paragipn - in time or money.

1.2.2 Possible reasons for lack of data
There is very little detailed data currently aviaiéaon the actual costs and benefits of

participation in practice (however any of theseneare defined). Reasons for this
include:

. the cross-cutting nature of participation, soviots may be funded from
various budgets;
. the experimental nature of participatory pracgtg®initial budgets / plans may

not reflect final resource use;

11
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. lack of funding for adequate monitoring and ewadlon, so projects are not
reviewed and data simply not collected;

. the complex range of investors and beneficiamesuding the participants
themselves in both roles;

. costs may be 'hidden' by practitioners wantinmtest more in the process;

whether by spending more time (e.g. unpaid oveitimeby finding resources
from other budgets - both contribute to difficudtief identifying all costs;

. commercial confidentiality, so some participatgpecialists are not willing to
share data on their costs; and
. some scepticism among participation practitiormdrsut 'valuations' of

participation practice in any form because of thmplexity of the issues and
an unwillingness to take what is deemed a redustidsimplistic economic
or monetary analysis of the costs and benefits.

Where costs and benefits are recorded, costs todhemissioning' / initiating
organisation are recorded most often, with costmtticipants rarely covered at all.
Benefits tend to be recorded qualitatively, if htand, again, with the focus on
benefits for the commissioning organisation rathan participants.

1.2.3 Lack of understanding of the potentiatosts and benefits

Part of the problem in analysing the costs and fidisre participation is that there is
little common understanding of what participati@sts might be, or what the benefits
might be.

The whole field is still in its very early days,dapractitioners are often very isolated,
so sharing expectations and experience remains fgrart from some early work on
indicators, and development of good practice guids| there has been little detailed
development of thinking about what the overall s@std benefits of participation
might or could be. Without such hypotheses, difscult for individuals to assess
the effectiveness of their own practice, and thardoution their work makes to
society as a whole.

1.2.4 Lack of appropriate analytical frameworks

Numerous traditional economic analysis models lmaen examined including cost-
benefit analysis, cost-minimisation analysis, aggity analysis, cost-efficiency
analysis and cost-consequences analysis. In adgdilie study reviewed methods
designed specifically to capture non-market valoekiding production function
method, hedonistic pricing, stated preference nustfjoontingent valuation and
choice modelling), balanced scorecard and sodiatmeon investment.

None of these models were found to be appropriather own to examining the
broad costs and benefits of participation - becaluseeductionism required gives
inadequate recognition to the richness and comglexiparticipatory practice, they
are too complicated and have little meaning for-aoanomists, and because full
economic analysis are very high cost exercisesandrovide only limited
conclusions.

12
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Beyond the economic models, numerous useful inolisdtave been identified for
assessing such elusive concepts as social capitere indicators have been
developed, they have tended to relate to speadfids (such as citizenship, cohesion,
community development), and further work is neellefdre these could be widely
used for assessing public participation at all leyeational to local).

At present, public participation is often understdlorough frameworks from
disciplines including political science, socialestie, community development and
international development. Each of these providesgul perspectives on the costs and
benefits of participation within their own fieldubare not appropriate across the
board. New models are needed that enable reseatchanpick the intricacies of
participatory working within appropriate acadenmianieworks.

1.2.5 Lack of representation of the participants' prspective

Many of the existing sources of data fail to adeelysaddress the costs and benefits
from the perspectives of the participants (the ulhe stakeholders, the community
etc). Consultation fatigue is a growing problemattban only be addressed by more
effective consideration of the costs and bendiifgarticipants individually and
collectively.

In particular, there is a dearth of knowledge andistributional impacts of
participation, leading to little or no understarglof the relationships between
participation and equity / social justice. Wherere have been studies, they have
tended to focus only on disadvantaged groups / aamitias (of place or interest),
rather than on the broad communities within whigadvantage is placed. The
danger of this gap in knowledge is the potentiedgquitable distribution of the
benefits of participation, such as the capturerotesses by elites.

1.2.6 Lack of willingness to invest in assessing maipation

The scepticism of some participation practitioraveut 'valuing' participation is part
of the problem here, but there are much deepeigrah Participation has often been
an 'add-on' to conventional project and programraaagement, both in design and
funding. As a result, little evaluation has beenalof participation itself (especially
at local level), rather than as a means to an etiiwa particular project of
programme. This leads to further difficulties iteatpts to gain additional funding for
the participatory part of the process. Howevethout effective assessments of the
costs and benefits of the process, as well astgtiedi assessments of good practice
etc, continued investment (by government as wetlyastakeholders), is unlikely to
continue.

13
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1.3 Findings from the case studies

The 15 case studies were undertaken by telephtewigws with commissioning
organisations (project managers), and in some eeiie participants and a senior
politician / manager. The case studies were:

. Ymbarel community development project (Blaen&esfniog, Wales)
. Council Partnerships Team (Birmingham)

. Council Consultation Team (Bristol)

. Race Forum (Bristol)

. Mystery Shopper Exercise (Camden, London)

. Health Partnership (Cannock Chase, Staffordshire

. Carer Involvement (Devon)

. Volunteer Cancer Centre (Easington)

. Citizens’ Jury (Halifax)

. Community Strategy (Hammersmith and Fulham)

. Council Community Services (Harlow, Essex)

. Humber Estuary Designation Project (Humber Regio
. Women'’s Policy Forum (London)

. London 2012 Engagement (London)

. Regeneration Partnership (Pontypool, Wales).

The findings from the case studies fed into theé{soabove, but it is worth identifying
those points that emerged from the case studiesfispdy. Very briefly, these
findings were:

. Financial recording on the project level is framted and infrequent.
. Costs are more commonly recorded than benefits.

. Benefits are almost exclusively measured in n@ametary terms.

. With few exceptions, staff costs were found tdhmelargest cost of

participatory processes.

. The iterative nature of participatory project ragament makes financial
analysis difficult, and hampers effective fundinigem allocations are fixed.

. The context of the individual project has a laigpact on the costs and
benefits.

. Costs are commonly recorded by unit and getting\erview of a partnership
project can be very challenging.

. A significant number of interviewees were highbeptical of attempts to
measure benefits in monetary terms.

. Cost and benefits are difficult to measure rqteasively.

1.4  Overall findings and conclusions

This research clearly shows the dearth of dathemrdosts and benefits of
participation. One local authority Chief Executsaad "we really have no idea how
much we spend on participation, it tends to be mabtogether from different budgets
at the end of the financial year". On some topius,evidence is growing (e.g.

14
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participation in national regeneration programmbsj,overall the evidence remains
extremely patchy.

Such financial uncertainty, and lack of common wstding about what the
benefits of participation coulde (so achievements against that can be asseissed),
seriously undermining the continued developmemtasficipation in practice. At
present, belief in the benefits is providing suéfitt political momentum to continue
investment from the public, private and voluntaggters - but criticism is already
beginning to surface and there is too little evieat present to counter that criticism
effectively, or to change practice to make it meffective and equitable.

Without appropriate data on costs and benefitdigizeition managers cannot set
realistic budgets for new participation initiatiyesid cannot effectively identify
appropriate methods to achieve the desired outcdrttesre is no data on which is
most cost effective (only one criterion, but an artpnt one: Involve 2005). In
particular, the real lack of analysis of the c@sid benefits to participants means that
the costs are often underestimated, and demanparboipants continue to grow,
contributing to consultation fatigue.

In addition, the research findings suggest two angtting practical points:

. Understanding can be greatly enhanced but evidenaell always be
incomplete All economic analysis contains assumptions amdocdy act as a
decision making guide. The costs and benefitspybaess will therefore only
ever be one of several factors that decision matamsider in choosing
methods or in using participatory approaches iregan

. Fixed budgets are problematic for participation prectice. Although better
information on costs and benefits will help projeenagers budget more
effectively, this research shows that fixed budgets be incompatible with
iterative and dynamic participative processes aacthanging decision-
making environment within which they exist. Fleiktlg will continue to be
essential although, it is hoped, this will be withihore clearly defined limits
in future.

Public participation is becoming central to newrapghes to governance and change
management, as well as to effective project andrarame management of all sorts
from local to national levels. Judgements haveetoade about balancing different
options and, at present, there is too little datargue effectively for any specific
participatory approach.

1.5 A way forward
1.5.1 A new framework for data gathering
There can be no single simple formula for assesbiagosts and benefits of

participation, but Involve has used this reseangbropose a new framework for
considering such an assessment. This frameworsigjiged to provide users with

15
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a practical way of thinking about measuring thesasd benefits of public
participation (both monetary and non-monetary castsbenefits).

This new framework is given in section 4 of thipoH.
1.5.2 A new theoretical model

Participation needs to move beyond its origins withwide range of different
disciplines and develop its own theoretical baSarrently the ways in which
participation is assessed is based on an amalg#me ealues and principles from the
different fields in which participation began. Fotample, social scientists tend to
focus on understanding the context and the peoyldheir interactions, development
studies is sensitive to the wider cultural presspeople may face (e.g. prejudice,
oppression etc.) and political science often iretgppeople’s actions as part of wider
social movements. Each one of these perspectiezpially valid and must be
considered as part of any new theoretical models.

If participation is to move forward and be well @nstood, a broader, composite
analytical set of frameworks is required which cas the richness - and unique
qualities - of participation that recognises antiga the different perspectives that
led to its initial development.

This research on the true costs of participatistraught these different
interpretations to the surface, by encouraging lgetapthink through the absolute
costs and benefits. Asking people to think throtigheconomic value of participation
may have posed a great challenge to some, bsoifatussed the minds of many,
surfacing the values and frameworks they curramghy to interpret participation.

As a way forward, Involve proposes bringing togetihhemall but diverse group of
individuals to continue the debate around the ¢asts of participation with two tasks
in mind:

» Taking this research forward (in particular leagnfrom other fields such as
environmental economics) to create a model foetteomics of public
participation;

* Scoping out the validity of creating a new compogirticipation theoretical

model which recognises the diversity of perspestimgolved to create a
richer, more appropriate academic framework forausthnding of this field.

1.6 Recommendations

Overall we recommend that project managers involvigdl participatiorkeep
records on financial dataas far as is practicable, and we recommend onovefnaork
outlined in Section 5 is used as a starting panttis

The research process and findings has also ldetimlowing recommendations for
future research

16
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. Disaggregating intangible benefits In order to understand the value that
participation may add, a deeper understandingasea of the intangible
benefits that have been linked to participatiog.(eust, social capital,
community cohesion etc.)

. Comparative studies Researching the effects of participation inc#je
settings will further the development of best picaind contribute to the
development of analytical frameworks. Possibleristudies might include:

. Comparisons of spending on participation, anceetgd benefits, in
different areas and regions (e.g. nationally ac@S€D countries, in
UK local authorities or LSPs).

. Comparative studies of different levels of papétion in similar
circumstances (e.g. very minimal consultation resgliby legislation
compared to more in-depth engagement in similauonstances, to
compare costs and benefits).

. Comparative studies of similar participation iffetent areas and
contexts, to test the importance of context inéresercises - a major
gap in current data.

. Distributional effects. Who the beneficiaries of participatory working @aan
be as important as how large the benefits are. lvisearch is needed into
how the costs and benefits are distributed betweemps and the impacts of
these on the processes, institutions and individual

. New analytical models Development of frameworks which draw on the rich
pedigree of established disciplines but have teadith to account for
participation's wide ranging effects.

. The link between actual and perceived costs and befits. Research has
shown that the perception of the costs and bereiishave a large impact on
people’s willingness to take part. It may be usé&uurther examine these
incentives and barriers in more detail.

There is clearly considerably more research negdtds field. This current research
project was intended to contribute to opening u debate on the costs and benefits
of participation, and start to provide some inifraimeworks for the future
development of both theory and practice. Involvé edntinue to develop these ideas
with its network in the immediate future.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Public participation has been an integral partoofie aspects of public policy-making
for several decades, but it has become much matespiead and extensive over
recent years. The public, private, and voluntagtars are investing large amounts of
resources in public and stakeholder participafidris expenditure is generally
expected to achieve a variety of goals includingrioning service delivery,

increasing social cohesion and social justice, ldgweg capacity building and

learning for individuals and communities, and dregat more vibrant and inclusive
democracy (Involve 2005).

Evaluations of participation are increasing andg¢hare beginning to yield interesting
results, even as the theoretical underpinning agithoaologies continue to be
developed. However, very few evaluations coveffitiencial costs of participatory
working, and this gap in the evidence base on fieeteszeness of participation is
beginning to become uncomfortably apparent.

Claims for effective participation continue to indes costs and time saved through, for
example, reducing conflict and reducing managerardtmaintenance costs (e.g. by
reducing hostility to new developments and thusiting less vandalism and more
sense of community ‘ownership’). At the same tipoditical commentators such as
Mathew Parris (2005) and Dick Taverne (2005) hageed that participation might
waste both money and time. There is also cautidgharacademic literature that
participation may not deliver all that it promigesg. Cooke and Kothari 2001). In
Scotland, the costs of consultation have beconaianal issue: a typical headline
appeared in the Glasgow Evening Times on 17 Aug@@5"273 consultations... but

no one was any the wiser".

As these debates simmer the quality of the data whoch they are based is beginning
to surface. The best cost estimates for GM Natlmnational debate on genetic
modification held in 2003, are approximately £600,0But as a recent report
commissioned by the Council for Science and Teadmo(Momenta 2003) found this
does not include the costs of "the independenuatiain and additional time for those
involved [hundreds of events were run at no cosetatral government]"”.

Such analysis does not begin to account for theedasts and benefits of this work. The
costs of the participants' time to attend meetingernal institutional time to run

events and opportunity costs (what else could Ibe ddth that time) are just some of
many factors that are usually overlooked. Similénky wider (and often most
significant) benefits are often excluded from saohlysis - benefits such as creating
better and more deliverable policy, strengthenimgmunities, accessing new
information or deepening and widening Britain’s dematic life.

Many within the UK participation movement do notiéee it is acceptable to
monetarise the benefits of participation. They atersparticipation too important and
too valuable to reduce to a single financial measfs one interviewee put it: "l am
extremely uncomfortable with the idea that somewiliedecide whether or not
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‘participation’ is ‘economically viable'. The questshould be whether there is scope
for the participant to change things. Not will thearticipation be ‘cost effective™
(respondent to Involve 2005).

Others would argue that it has become essentialddetter ways of assessing the
financial performance of participation - both tdghplan and deliver more cost-
effective participation, and to ensure there isugblevidence to show 'what works' in
different circumstances and contexts. Without évislence, there is a danger that
attacks on participation will reduce investmenthiis work before it has been
adequately tested.

The emerging debate on the economics of particpdtas many parallels with the
environmental economics discourse of the 1970s88sdJust as environmental
economics sought to place a value on ‘invaluablérenmental resources such as
clean air and forests, the question now is whetietogical conclusion of the
development of some form of 'participation econ@nig to put a value on similar
‘public goods' such as social capital, personalosvepment and more democratic
institutions.

This literature review does not answer these questilt does however seek to bring
together the existing thinking in this area, batimf economics and from existing
experience of evaluating participation. The airtoislevelop a greater appreciation of
the wider costs and benefits of participation anthbve away from the narrow
ranges of discourse that have dominated thus fathé overall research project
covers relatively new territory, this has been sseatial and major part of the study.
It covers:

. Background theory. A review of existing material on assessing thetsand
benefits of participation, and potentially relevanbnomic theory.

. Valuation methods The various methods that exist to measure caosks a
benefits, with a special focus on intangible bdeefnd costs.

. Examples of economic valuationsExisting studies where the costs and
benefits of participation have been assessed,anititus on which methods
these studies used and the results they produced.

. Limitations, strengths and gaps A summary of the current research
situation, identifying where more work is needed.

. Conclusions and ways forwardfor future analysis of the costs and benefits
of participation.
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2.2 Background

Any assessment of the costs and benefits of pphlitcipation must be grounded in
the appropriate social, political and economic th&ocal background. This section
outlines some current thinking on the value, casts benefits of 'participation’
(somewhat emergent and provisional), and relevemi@mic theory.

2.2.1 Defining Participation

Involve has found previously that "ParticipatiorBritain today is characterised by
its diversity of practice and theory. Itis an egieg field with many very different
players using different definitions and with diet perspectives." (Involve 2005).

In terms of political engagement, the focus hasgaly been on increasing formal
initiatives that relate to the electoral processl(amcreasing people's willingness to
participate by voting). The Power Inquiry was ebsited by the Joseph Rowntree
Charitable Trust and their Reform Trust. This imgdocused on "democratic
innovations that might increase and deepen cifageticipation in the political
decision-making process" (Smith 2005), with theuon "formal methods for
involving citizens" in that process, and on theizein-political authority relationship”
(ibid 13). The Power Inquiry (and various othershis field) therefore does not cover
autonomous political activities by citizens, notidties by voluntary organisations or
in the workplace.

A similar focus was taken by the Electoral Comnaiss audit of political
engagement (2004), which examined levels of "deatacparticipation”. Their focus
was the contrast between the "decline in traditiborans of political participation”
(e.g. voting and membership of political parties)l &itizens' apparent growing
willingness to join pressure groups and take tcstheets in demonstrations. As
Labour MP Douglas Alexander has said: "Civic astiviis flourishing as political
activism falters" (Alexander 2005).

Alongside the importance of political participatjame of the key motivations for
increased public participation in recent yearshieen the improvement of public
services (NAO 2004). For example:

. "Services are more likely to deliver intendedomumes if they are developed
on a sound knowledge and understanding of whatlpewegnt, believe or
need. An important way of determining expectatiand satisfaction with
services being delivered is through consultatiothn ey stakeholders."
(National Audit Office and HM Treasury, 2003).

. "Public services must meet the needs and expeesadf the public, and be
delivered at a cost that is broadly acceptable .e flbre effectively
communities are engaged in shaping services, the hkely it is that quality
will be delivered ... Indeed, reform and modernisatd the public services
will not be accepted as legitimate unless it issdasn citizens' support.”
(ODPM / HO 2005).
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The specific focus on political engagement and ovwed service delivery contrast to
some extent with the much broader field of pardtign generally across land use
planning, international development, health caseied welfare, regeneration,
housing, environmental management etc. These fields been developing
participatory working methods for many decadeshwitowing emphasis on sharing
decision-making between citizens and (mainly) pultpistitutions, and on citizens
having more power and control over resources. kamgle:

. Gaventa and Valderrama, 1999, define citizenphigicipation as the "direct
ways in which citizens influence and exercise aantr governance" (cited in
Jones and Gaventa 2002).

. The United Nations Research Institute for Sobevelopment (UNRISD)
defines participation as "the organised effortstmease control over
resources and regulative institutions on the gErtggoups and movements
hitherto excluded from such control" (Pearse anf@|Sit979).

. "Participation is concerned with human developnaat increases people's
sense of control over issues which affect theedjvhelps them to learn how to
plan and implement and, on a broader front, prespdwem for participation at
regional or even national level " (Oakley 1991).

. Participation is "the act of sharing in the fotation of policies and proposals
... Participation involves doing as well as talkimglahere will be full
participation only where the public are able toetak active part throughout
the plan-making process" (Skeffington 1969).

There is also a growing trend linking volunteerargl participation, although in the
past volunteering was not seen as part of thid.fleere participation is defined as
broadly covering civic and community engagement'aetping others'. For example,
David Blunkett, then Home Secretary, said "Volunitegis a growing activity ... 51
per cent of peoplparticipated in their community.." (ESRC 2004; emphasis added).
Here, participation is about voluntary / commurattivity rather than influencing
decision-making, service delivery etc.

A major distinction in objectives has developedissin those seeing participation as
a way of re-legitimising and reinvigorating exigfidemocratic structures by
increasing public engagement, and those who seitiicreasing the quality,
effectiveness and efficiency of public (and otrsEjvices and developments - an
‘instrumental’ view - and those who see partiogmasis essentially ‘transformative’ - at
least partly an end in itself (i.e. participatierthe goal as well as the means) (Nelson
and Wright 1995).

Such distinctions are fundamental to any assessofi¢éiné 'success' of participation:
‘what works' to transform people and organisationgays that make participation
itself work better may not always deliver efficiev@w housing developments. While
it is, of course, entirely possible for any pagatiory process to have both
instrumental and transformative objectives, itasyoften the case that these are not
clearly articulated at any stage, making evaluatiofiisuccess very problematic.
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Involve (2005) has previously summarised the foamnarivers for the enormous
current expansion of participation as follows:

. Governance (e.g. strengthening democratic legitimacy, insieg interest
and engagement in politics, accountability, stirfintpactive citizenship).

. Social cohesion and social justicé.g. building relationships, community
cohesion, ownership, social capital, justice andtgy

. Quality of services (more efficient and better services - especialiiglic
services - that meet real needs and reflect cantynualues).

. Capacity building and learning (increased skills, abilities, confidence and
empowerment for individuals and organisations,rtavigle a basis for future
growth and development and, especially, to helfsironger communities).

2.2.2 Some Economic Issues

As this literature review centres on the costslagmkfits of participation, some
analysis of current economic theory is requirediémtify some of the thinking

behind the analytical models that may help devalffamework for assessment. This
section focuses on general economic theory; thdendfosection 3 analyses specific
economic assessment methods. Neither of theseas)prehensive summary of
economic theory or economic appraisal methodsishdesigned to raise some of the
relevant underlying issues for assessing participat

Neo-classical economics

Neoclassical economics has been the dominant agptoaeconomics for over a
century. Neoclassical economics views human bebaws essentially rational: it
assumes that if an individual is free to pursue@nyse of action and has perfect
information about the available options, he orwhlechoose the option that
maximises his or her well-being (Pollak 1998).

Economists tend to believe that private costsdeatical to social costs, and private
benefits identical to social benefits: "This is hemonomists define a perfectly
competitive market and perfectly competitive maskattomatically allocate
resources efficiently” (Kuhn 1998, 14). Howeveeréhare many situations where
efficiency is not achieved by the market alone.reenists call thisnarket failure
(Jacobs 1991). Some of the main reasons for mtaikete have been defined as
imperfect information, externalities and public gedKuhn 1998):

. Imperfect information . Here, the theory is that individuals need good
information on which to base rational decisionghaut that, the quality of
the decision-making is impaired. Improving the flohinformation, both
vertically and horizontally, is commonly cited asienportant function of
public participation (Le Quesne 2005, Neef 2001h#sand Lilja 2004), and
could therefore be seen as addressing this patipobblem of 'market
failure'.
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. Externalities arise when an activity that produces benefitsostfor others
is not directly priced on the market. House (2@&X), describes externalities
as follows: "An externality occurs in a market eaoty when an activity
carried out by one or more people affects the weléd others, and when this
effect is not transmitted through market prices haflis, there is some
mechanism external to the market by which some Ip&oactivities impinge
on others' welfare not taken care of by the maitkelf".

A commonly used example of externalities is air eader pollution. Polluting
industries cause costs to individuals and socielgrge without having to pay
for the costs that their pollution causes (HM Tueg2003). If an externality
is negative there will tend to be too much of heTopposite it true as well. An
unregulated market will tend to produce too litifea good that is a positive
externality (Kuhn 1998, 21).

. Public goodsare goods with two characteristics (HM Treasur§30
. non-rival (one person's use of the good doesathice some one else's
use of it) and
. non-excludable (it is very difficult to excludayone from gaining

benefits from the good).

Public goods are linked to 'collective action pewb$' because, as it is
impossible to exclude someone from the benefits piiblic good, there is a
strong incentive for an individuals to ‘free-rid@at is to not contribute to the
production of the public good, but still benefibifin it. The problem seen here
is that each person's rational choice createsiatgih where less social capital
is created than society needs. The same processayasocial 'bads' like
pollution (Marshall 1999).

A well known depiction of a collective action prebhs was made by Hardin
(1968) who, in his article on the 'tragedy of tleenecnons', described how a
collectively held pasture was overgrazed due tartbentive of each
individual to increase the size of their own héide common economic
solution to a collective action problem is to eisbownership rights (i.e.
make the consumption excludable), or to use coer@tien through the state)
to ensure that everyone contributes (Kuhn 1998).

As a result of collective action problems neo-dtzedeconomists tend to be
"highly pessimistic about the prospects for effeeparticipation” (Rydin and
Pennington, 2000, 156).

Other concepts in neo-classical economics thatlmeaglevant to economic
assessments of participation include (HM TreasOQ2:

. '‘Deadweight’ - used to describe what would hampkbned anyway,
without the intervention being assessed happening.

. '‘Additionality’ - the economic effects of an intention after the
deadweight has been discounted.
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. '‘Displacement’ - productivity benefits that affset by reductions
elsewhere; similarly, substitution refers to arréase in employment
that is offset by reductions in employment levééewhere.

. '‘Discounting' future costs and benefits - ecorstsniise this on the
basis that most people have a preference for listieéit accrue now
as opposed to benefits that are reaped latergivicplarly long
investments a lower discount rate is used so thatifisant costs in the
future are given due attention (the Treasury recemus a discount
rate of 3.5% per year).

The view of human nature in neo-classical economtiifsrs markedly from the view
of many advocates of participation. Midgeley et(#887) claim that advocates of
public participation often believe that communaliand collaboration are natural
human traits. This contrasts with the 'economic'madel with ultimately egotistical
goals (Marshall 1999).

Beierle (2002) claims that some economists viewtltirking behind public
participation as dangerously naive as it might keafee riding, uninformed
decisions, or decisions that benefit interest gsadophe detriment of society. The
view that the unequal distribution of costs anddfigs might lead to unrepresentative
attendance is not confined to economists (Irvin @tahsbury 2004). Gerry Stoker
(2004) feels that the fear of 'not in my own baekdy politics is exaggerated: "The
point is not that all social and political actidmosild be local but rather that more
should be" (2004, 10). On the other hand therdas af scepticism among advocates
of participation when it comes to the 'technoctatiarldview of mainstream
economics. This may help explain why there havebeeh more economic
evaluations of participation to date.

Institutional economics

Neo-classical economic theory tends to be pessaabbut the ability of groups to
work together for a common goal, viewing free-rigleis a constant threat (Pollak
1998). 'Institutional economists' share the nessital assumption about rational
individuals driven by selfish motives, but theyibeé that institutions can temper
many destructive incentives. Institutional arrangats are viewed as adaptive
solutions to problems of opportunism and imperfefirmation, with social norms
and various institutions keeping people in line atapping the domination of the
egotistical desire to free-ride (Sabatier 1999).

For Elinor Ostrom (1998) rationality in social dilenas is considerably more
complex than the 'tragedy of the commons' arguwentd indicate. Research shows
that face-to-face communication increases mutualpsration drastically, something
that many neo-classical models do not predict (M&t<999). Studies of the
management systems of common property resouragsr(@ation systems) in
developing countries have shown that it is posgibleave systems based on mutual
trust that do not break down in the face of mimdractions. Farmers were able to
construct generally understood and easily enforakx$ of behaviour, with minimal
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use of sanctions. These agreements were facililtegises which were small scale,
relatively limited in scope, and with a stable gyaif users (Ostrom 1990).

The reverse is true as well: a lack of trust cie#fte need for more enforcement with
large resource implications. According to Marslifa899) "some evidence of the
perverse effects of hierarchical intervention oluktary co-operation has been
provided. (...) These perverse consequences canrtieutsly costly given that

social capital is typically slow to develop but ckito be destroyed” (ibid, 8).
Transactional costs make a huge difference tortte#h running of economic and
social systems and relying on hierarchy and comndroésolve this issue requires large
resource investments (Picciotto 1995, 6). In tleewof institutional economists a
major role for participation is to convert inforrmat into knowledge, thereby
reducing uncertainty and transaction costs (Ashuylalja 2004; Picciotto 1995, 17).

Rather than extending property rights in orderdaldvith collective action problems,
institutional economists argue that solutions sagEheducing costs, increasing direct
benefits, and penalising non-participation may fygrepriate (Rydin and Pennington
2000).

Environmental economics

The early environmental movement of the 1960s &sdwas for the most part highly
critical of economics, which was seen as a disogppiromoting growth over
environmental protection, and of having no mechmasifor taking into account, for
example, 'irreplaceable’ environmental assets (3t891).

However, since the 1990s, a number of economists lmeked at ways of measuring
and valuing environmental externalities. By introihg the cost or benefit of
externalities into the market, the environmentalnexnists hope to create more eco-
friendly incentives in the economy (Jacobs 19®nvironmental economists have
been prominent in developing methods to value aatéies and other non-market
values. The methods of environmental economicsherefore relevant to
consideration of the economics of participationauese one of the main challenges of
measuring many of the benefits of participatioth&r intangible nature (Burton et al.
2004).

There are interesting parallels between the ecar®ofipublic participation and
environmental economics. Both areas are pronelibggoods which are difficult to
quantify, and hence sit uncomfortably in a cladstoat benefit analysis (CBA)
decision-making framework.

Another clear parallel is the resistance to queatiion of the outcomes of
participation (e.g. governance, social cohesioalityuof services, capacity building).
Research for this study found that many interviesnegressed moral objections to
any attempt to assess participation through a GBféwork, claiming that 'it is
wrong to reduce complex decisions to single figutesvas a common concern that
guantitative analysis would not be able to captiieeinherently qualitative and
context specific nature of any participation preaceédome potential interviewees
refused to participate in the research at all. Birlyithere is an established history of
refusal to participate in contingent valuation sy of environmental goods
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(Gregory 1986). Just as people do not wish toessgnt their valuations of the
environment in monetary terms, many feel the same about the outcomes of
participation processes.

There is therefore much in environmental econortaéaform the economics of
public participation, particularly around the isswé public goods, externalities and
value pluralism and incommensurability.

Public goods.In common with the environment, the outcomes from
participation processes are public goods in theeses.

. Firstly, they are collectively consumed and insilMe, meaning that
their total value to society is greater than thieieandividuals receive.
And, as with the outcomes of participation, envinemtal goods are
shared (e.g. clean air).

. Secondly, some believe that just as the envirotiimeolves rights,
people have rights to the outcomes of participgtiaeesses, such as
to influence public policy decisions or to haveesxto information
that affects their lives. For them, participatitrosld not therefore be
simply discussed in terms of costs and benefitsrotgrms of 'rights'.

. Thirdly, and crucially for public participatiothe benefits of public
participation can be considered an aspect of thewan good.
"Society is better for having them, even if the tn@mof people who
privately benefit from them is very small" (Jacd@97). For example
although the number of people involved in a palicprocess may be
small, that involvement may improve legitimacy entbcratic
practice overall so as to justify the process. Thésites an 'existence
value' for the good, something which people warexist, and to be
publicly supported, irrespective of their own uséenefit from it.

Externalities. As with any public good, both the environment amal t
outcomes of public participation processes are opafuse from ‘free-riding'.
In essence public participation processes seetetie public goods which
have no obvious market value; social capital androanity cohesion are
good examples.

Value pluralism and incommensurability. Many social scientists reject the
guantification of the environment’s inherently qgtatlve characteristics. John
O'Neil of Lancaster University (O'Neil 1993) suggethat reducing
environmental goods to a single unit to enable @mmspn is unhelpful, as it
gives a false impression of how decisions are middeclaims that decisions
involving environmental goods require a value judget, which can not be
reduced through rational analysis to a single gas that misrepresents the
decision-making process.

O’Neil claims that decisions of, for example, wteatklean water is more

important than jobs or habitat preservation, aneiantly value specific and
any attempt to suggest otherwise is a misrepretsemt®'Neil makes this
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case on the basis of commensurability. He critighesvork of neo-classical
environmental economists such as David Pearceskinggeto identify

‘cardinal' monetary measures of environmental goddseil thinks the
assumption that rational choice requires a singieaf measurement is a false
one because it requires commensurability of diveasees which is not
possible:

"Not only can choices be made without a common oreashat is
often how they are made... No-one resolves [enviemtal conflicts]
by looking for some common unit. They weigh not swras but
reasons for and against a proposal. They arguateleind come to
some agreement. Attempts by the economist to fileeneasuring
rod of money onto them are contrived" (O'Neil 1997)

In short the environmental economics literaturenghthat there is no easy answer.
Reductive approaches can and have been used wyihgaegrees of success, but
they have no way of acknowledging the relative gmerice different groups place on
different value criteria: Kenneth Arrow (1963), tNebel Prize winning economist,
formally demonstrated the impossibility of combigirelative preferences in a plural
society.

Different people have different values and inteesiof feeling that need to be
integrated into the decision making process. Nassital economic models such as
CBA and contingent valuation can help inform theisien-making process but not
replace it. As a result, many environmental potiscourses are still arguing for
deliberative approaches to inform environmentalgiec making in addition to or
instead of CBA and contingent valuation.
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2.3 Economic Assessment

2.3.1 Defining Economic Assessment

Economic evaluation is identified by Byford, McDadd Sefton (2003, 1) as the
"systematic attempt to identify, measure and complae costs and outcomes of
alternative interventions". Its purpose is comrgatéscribed as to "inform decisions
about the best use of limited resources" (Seftai. &002, 7).

Costs and benefits in this case are defined asgliments and decrements of human
well-being (or welfare, or utility)" (Pearce 1998}). Therefore, "good economic
evaluation can be carried out without necessaeigkeg to value outcomes in
monetary terms" (Sefton et al. 2002, 8). The reagmynthe use of monetary values is
popular is that it provides a common unit for castd benefits that can easily be
compared (Fields 1994).

Bolton (2002, 6-7) identifies four types of valdimancial value, equity value, activity
value, and excellence value. Participation ismsigally linked to activity value, as
the act of participating has been linked to a nunotb®enefits. Similarly,

participation is often claimed to add equity vailu¢hat it can reach out to normally
excluded groups. The term 'public value' is usedksrcribe the value that the public
sector adds, above and beyond the boundariesditidaraal economic assessment.
Public value includes factors like "public prefezes for trustworthy government, due
process, and fair treatment” (Kelly et al. 2002, 6)

Often financial values are the ones quoted asdheygasiest to measure and use.
However as Bolton (2002, 6) points out "it is weliderstood that public goods like
water and education, and it might be argued otbrend of social provision, have a
value far beyond the payment that consumers aeeaadul/or willing to make for
them".

2.3.2 Difficulties with Economic Assessment

Many sources comment on the lack of economic assgsof participatory
processes and social interventions in general ¢Buat al. 2004, Sefton et al. 2002,
Jackson 1999, Countryside Agency 2004). The reagiees vary but some of the
most common are the complexity of participatoryogsses, resistance to the use of
economic methods by practitioners or decision-maKack of appropriate data, and
the cost of proper economic evaluation, all of whace described in more detall
below.

. Complexity of participatory processesBurton et al. (2004, 40) found that a
major problem is that "benefits cannot be easilgmiiied or associated
causally with particular forms of involvement". n8larly, Le Quesne and
Green (2005, 24) comment on the "difficulty of m&#&sy outputs of decision-
making". (See also ODPM 2005b, 56)
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Further adding to the complexity is the often |oinge frame of participative
processes: "The benefit-cost comparison [for pytmidicipation] can
generally be expected to become more favouralieeaglanning horizon
lengthens" (Marshall 1999, 12), which means thatweations tend to take
time and require large resources.

However, it is possible to overstate the complegftparticipative processes.
Surveys of English local authorities show thatrtfeggority of engagement
initiatives are relatively short-term and are ligitin scope. (Lowndes,
Pratchett and Stoker 2001a, 207)

The Global Reporting Initiative (2005) includesnmiples for how to draw up
evaluation boundaries that strike a balance betwapturing as many
important elements as possible and still remainiagageable in size and
scope.

Resistance in principle Economic evaluation of participation is not
universally accepted (including among respondentkis research). A common
criticism of cost-benefit analysis in particulandeeconomic evaluation in
general, is that it is based on the premises oflassical economics and
"assumes not only that individuals are self-intex@sn their motives, but that
social decisions should reflect what individualswét is argued that public
choice should rest on more disinterested choiceginh the individual acts out
of a concern for the public interest" (Pearce 1983,

Amartya Sen (1987) comments on these issues asvioll'Why should it be
uniquely rational to pursue one's own self-inteteghe exclusion of
everything else? It may not, of course be at alathto claim that
maximization of self-interest in not irrational ..utito argue that anything
other than maximizing self-interest must be irnaglbseems altogether
extraordinary". Yet conventional economics tendsddased on exactly that
proposition - that anything other than self-intéissrrational. There are
therefore very basically conflicting views of humaatture that exist between
some economists and some promoters of participation

Even more, the adoption of market values and aisallyshe public and
voluntary sectors has been criticised for undemgrhe foundations of
citizenship and democracy (Eikenberry and Drapalit 2004).

House (2000) cites the example of Laurence Summ#as,in 1991 was chief
economist at the World Bank, at which time he ssgggethat the World Bank
should encourage the migration of dirty industtekess developed countries.
House says that Summers' analysis was based dcudatian that it costs less
for wages and medical care in less developed desnso such a move made
sense economically. House argues that "The econmamework builds in a
wealth bias in the form of preference satisfactierthe measure of welfare
and ignores issues of fairness in bargaining astitcglin distribution”,
because "economic reasoning equates the well-loéipgople with
satisfaction of their preferences".
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House goes further, proposing that arguments t@tanics is 'value-free'
(and thus 'scientific’) can result in solutionst tmeeet the ‘efficiency of means'
criterion, and cost least money, but "with stunmmgral deficiencies”. He
concludes that "Ends should be determined by reakdiscussion, not by
unexamined preferences, however efficiently theysatisfied".

. Lack of appropriate data. One of the greatest problems with economic
assessment of participation is simply that therarisly sufficient or appropriate
data to enable the economic framework to work pilgpeOne of the few
studies to attempt to examine the costs and berwfitvhat works' with
convicted offenders concluded that there was lidnitéormation on costs and
benefits so the cost effectiveness of differenabditation programmes could
not be compared (Davies et al 2000, 103. Thisehd ko new plans for
gathering such data to be made, and Home Officdagee was issued (Dhiri
and Brand 1999).

. Cost According to Jackson (1999, 11) "there are ntgipgs of interventions
where placing a monetary value on results is vergalex, time consuming
and costly in itself", an opinion mirrored by Pea(t998) and Bolton (2002).

Recent ODPM research (2005b) claims that "beneditstake some time to emerge
and are often difficult to quantify. However, thedence shows systematically that
the benefits tend to outweigh the costs" (ibid, Bespite this ODPM sitill finds
scepticism about the economic case for engagerfiratreport suggests that this may
be because:

* "The evidence about the potential contribution@hmunity involvement to
improved service delivery in deprived areas — duedcbsts involved — is not
well developed or articulated. This will not encage service providers to
challenge or change well-established ways of detigetheir services.

» The costs and risks of involvement are short temthare seen as significant,
but the benefits are perceived as longer term,rtaioeand intangible —
reinforcing any existing institutional inertia angk aversion amongst the
service providers.

» Community involvement costs may fall on those pidevs and users who do
not necessarily benefit." (ODPM 2005b, 10)

There are four other problems to take into accouatonomic assessment: benefits
transfer, materiality, sensitivity analysis andidmitional impacts, all of which are
covered below.

. Benefits transfers Studies to determine the true value of benefis a
expensive and in many cases studies instead redp called 'benefits
transfers'. Benefits transfers are made when Hsndéntified in existing
studies from similar contexts are used as a prakyevfor benefits in the new
context, rather than commissioning a new study.il&\enefits transfers can
make economic evaluations more affordable andtiessconsuming there is
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always a risk that the transferred benefits wilygr misleading (Pearce 1998,
95).

El Ansari and Phillips (2001, 119) identify a numbéfactors that have a
"crucial" influence on the level of benefits. Thaselude "wide
representation, commitment and a sense of ownerstimd leadership skills,
regular and effective communication, reliable mengertise and
capabilities and attention to power issues". Tarthier complicates the use of
benefits transfers around participation.

Materiality . Not all costs and benefits are equally importeettain factors,
either individually or in the aggregate, have agigant impact on the final
economic analysis while others do not. Economisésthe terms 'material’ and
'immaterial' to distinguish between the costs agfits that have a
noticeable impact and those that do not. A migsgmtation of a material
factor can lead to misleading results, whereasdanlthe measurement of an
immaterial factor will not make a significant difésce. Therefore, it makes
sense to concentrate limited evaluation resounnéb@material factors
(Chewning and Higgs 2002). However, the decisiotoasghich factors are
material and which are not is often based on patssxperience.

Materiality has traditionally been measured from plerspective of
shareholders and others whose primary interesttise financial returns.
Currently materiality is being redefined - throygiessure on business from
wider civil society. AccountAbility has proposedeoader definition of
materiality, which involves taking into account fingpacts on various
stakeholder groups (Zadek and Merme 2003).

Sensitivity analysis While assumptions about the value of costs ametits
to some degree are inevitable in evaluations tterexist methods of
reducing the uncertainty. One of the most commaeissitivity analysis. This
involves carrying out multiple calculations intedde cover the range of
possible assumptions of a particular benefit ot.clisis makes it possible to
see if the cost or benefit is material or not. ds&s where the probability of
the various assumptions is known it is possibleaiculate an average value
(Fields 1994, 129-130).

Sensitivity analyses and knowledge of probabiligy @ot enough on their
own. The final decision will be based on the rigkgeption of the people
involved. Risk perception varies from individualitalividual, with voluntary
risks generally preferred to involuntary risk (Tg&g-Ross and Breakwell
1999, 73). Participation has been linked to theicédn of risk as more
information is made available and relationshipstasié, thereby making the
actions of others more predictable (GreenstreanBar2002, 5).

Distributional impacts. An area where traditional economics has beendou
lacking in many cases has been tracking the digtabal effects of an

activity. Mainstream economic thinking often assarttet as long as the
overall cost-benefit ratio is positive the activtjll take place. However,
studies have found that this thinking has led tagtrtant aspects of the
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process that determined whether or not the projectdd be implemented and
sustainable" being ignored (Jenkins 1999, 87)luémitial groups may be able
to block the implementation of a project, espegialhen they are expected to
bear the burden of the costs. Also, given that npamjicipatory processes
have equity objectives, it makes no sense to igti@elistributional effects.

Applying weights to economic analyses can highljbtributional effects by
increasing the value given to gains and lossesatt@tie to certain groups.
This method is recommended by the Treasury (HM Suga2002).

However, weighting gains and losses is rarely dbeeause of (1) the lack of
consensus on what if any weighting system is ap@tgpin particular
circumstances for people with different incomes @)dhe additional
measurement difficulty of tracing out who ultimatglains and loses from
actions" (DTLR 2000, 13).

2.3.3 Methods of Economic Assessment

There are a number of approaches to doing econassEssments, including
randomised control trials and various forms of @oatric modelling (Sefton et al.
2002). In general terms it is argued that econ@wauations should focus on a clear
and defined intervention or project, systematicaligess all costs and outcomes,
include a point of comparison, and combine thescastl benefits in the final analysis
(Sefton et al. 2002, 8):

"Economic evaluation is not about the financiability of a programme or
the organisation responsible for delivering iislpossible to have an
organisation that is struggling to make ends maétthat is delivering a cost-
effective programme, once the benefits to users@sdciety at large are
taken into account”.

Sefton et al. (ibid, 8-9) summarise the fundamemtiaiciples of economic assessment
as follows:

. Comparative. Studies should compare the costbandfits of different
alternatives as economics is the study of besblbmited resources.

. Take the view of society as a whole. As far assjble all possible costs and
benefits should be included in the analysis, rdgasdof to whom they accrue.

. As far as possible measure final outcomes.

. Base value on individual preference. This is Hasethe general economic
principle that identifies well-being with the sdistion of consumer
preferences.

The importance of a comparative view is emphadisea number of sources, many
of which also comment on the risks of defining saatd benefits too narrowly. For
example, "Alongside the costs of involvement, cdesation should be given to the
difficult issues of the costs of poor involvementahe costs of non-involvement"
(Burton et al. 2004, 41). Manring (1998, 281) psiatit that, when assessing conflict
resolution, "straightforward comparisons of thediand the costs of the formal
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appeal process and negotiation are meaninglesewrifome measure of the value of
relationship building".

In a similar vein, Marshall (1999, 12) claims thedsts comparisons between
participatory and top-down modes of governancdlaveed unless they account for
the costs of all activities required to achieveveg policy objective". Such a flawed
approach might lead to ill-informed decisions beimgde that save money in the
short run, but which end up costing more (Le QuesteGreen 2005).

According to ODPM guidance (2004a) a simple sotutoto create a hypothetical
non-intervention scenario to compare the projeatresy. However, the guidance also
points out that "a baseline (i.e. snapshot in tilm@pot a sufficient basis for the 'no-
intervention' case. It is generally unrealisti@gsume 'nothing happens™ (ibid, 22).

Economic evaluation can be done in advance of gr¢often called appraisal), or
alongside the implementation of a project (prospebt), or retrospectively. Sefton et
al. (2002, 11) identify prospective evaluationlas most useful, as appraisal tends to
be speculative and retrospective analysis is dftedered by a lack of data.

In Sefton et al's review of economic evaluationsaxial welfare interventions
between 1991 and 1996 (ibid), the great majoris4p of studies were cost-
consequences analyses with multiple outcomes; 188 wost-effectiveness
analyses; and fewer than 5% were found to be castfit analyses.

Economists have traditionally focused their rede@ar goods and services that have
been traded in markets. Research into valuing narkeh goods and services has only
really started with the growth of environmental momics in the last decades (Jacobs
1991; and see section 2.2.3).

Measuring market values in monetary terms is natistraightforward: the existing
market gives a price which can be used as an ajppation of people's willingness to
pay for the good or service. The market price mmmnly used even in cases where
the market is controlled or monopolised (van Piaad)Baarsma 2005). In some
cases benefits can be directly linked to marketgsti For example, the benefits of
participative welfare to work schemes could be mea$ using the proxy of wage
earnings.

However, the majority of benefits attributed totmapation are not directly linked to
market values (Sefton et al. 2002), which makesutieeof market values less
appropriate. Moreover, even though it is easy@oty to measure the market costs
of participation, in practice it can often be vehallenging. As one study
commented:

"In many cases no records had been kept of the obsingagement, even
where external support had been brought in. Oftenpersonnel who might
have knowledge of costs had moved on to new emmaym.. Particularly
before the late 1990s, there was no inclinationragabreclamation funders to
finance more than token community engagement arnkose organisations
who were committed to the concept had to find imatjve ways of 'burying'
the costs amongst wider reclamation costs" (Cgsiute Agency 2004, 16).
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Consideration of valuation methods needs to takeancount the selection of costs
and benefits to be assessed:

. Selecting costs to measure"The most common understanding of the term
cost is the amount spent on providing certain gaodservices. By contrast,
economists are interested in opportunity costssé@lage the benefits forgone
by tying up resources in one particular use angosdaving them available
for alternative uses" (Sefton et al. 2002, 51).

Some activities that do not involve monetary exjiteme still have an
opportunity cost (for example, volunteer laboureneas some expenditure is
not a cost in the strict economic sense of the Wiandexample, social

security benefits which are transfers of resoubsdween different segments
of the population without direct productive impadByford, McDaid and
Sefton 2003, 22).

The issue of determining what is a cost and whatienefit can be complex:
time spent by participants educating themselvgmesof a participatory
process is obviously a cost to them, and shoulkbbted as such but, from the
view of society as a whole, citizens spending tedacating themselves could
be counted as a benefit leading to skills developgraad a more vibrant
democracy.

In general terms, costs can be divided into a nurabeategories (Byford,
McDaid and Sefton 2003, 22):

. Programme costs, i.e. the direct costs arisiog fthe programme, for
example, staff costs or rent;

. Non-programme costs, which are spin-off costs élocarue to other
areas of society;

. Costs that accrue to participants in the forrtrafel costs, childcare
expenses, etc;

. Productivity costs linked to people’s abilityioability to work.

Collecting data on costs can be done using vanmethods including
guestionnaires, diaries and case notes.

A further complicating factor is that "while sonmecfors are viewed as
obstacles in collaboration, precisely the sameofacre cited as benefits by
other authors" (El Ansari, Phillips and Hammick 20020). The perspective
chosen determines the results obtained. Tradit@mo@unting and economic
models have been criticised for ignoring this campkeality and being biased
towards the status quo (Gray 2002).

. Selecting benefits to measureln theory an economic valuation should
attempt to measure all relevant benefits. Howewvany benefits are very
expensive to measure and as a result many evaisatifwose either to
roughly estimate or leave out some benefits, alihan principle evaluation
should not actually ignore unintended outcomesubcomes that happen to
groups other than the main target group.
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Experience has shown that there is a risk of sfioation: "things that were
easy to measure tended to become objectives ase that couldn’t were
downplayed or ignored” (Kelly et al. 2002, 9).

When selecting an outcome to measure the literauggests that final
outcomes (e.g. community well-being) are preferablerocess outcomes
(e.g. number of community meetings) (Sefton e2@02), although that will
depend on the objectives of the programme beingsasd and the agreed
objectives of the assessment.

Sefton et al. (2002, 41) comment on some practicasiderations when
selecting outcomes for economic assessment: "ltmoaglways be
appropriate to choose the 'obvious' outcome, bectis may be difficult to
measure accurately or because changes are expatyad the longer term,
beyond a realistic timeframe for evaluation. Initidd, the effects of the
intervention may be difficult to disentangle froitier external influences,
especially if the expected impact is relatively 8nfor this reason, it may be
appropriate to select other outcomes, for exanmpégmediate or short-term
outcomes that are more directly affected by therugntion".

Byford, McDaid and Sefton (2003, 12-18) identifydimethods of economic
assessment: cost-effectiveness analysis, cost-qoeisees analysis, cost-utility
analysis, cost-benefit analysis, and cost-minirasaanalysis. Briggs and O’Brien
(2001, 179) identify four: cost-benefit analysigsts-utility analysis, cost-
effectiveness analysis, and cost-minimisation aisyOf these, cost-benefit analysis
seems to be the most well-known and has genetagedighest amount of interest in
the literature. The following uses Byford, McDaitdaSefton’s model as it provides
the most options.

Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA)

Cost-benefit analysis has been described as "éoptiblic sector what a profit-and-
loss analysis is for a business firm" (Fields 199R). It is generally seen as the most
robust of the economic evaluation methods, angpealing to many because it can

in theory produce a clearer idea of the tradedoéfsveen different options by making
it possible to directly compare the costs and benef an individual project (Byford,
McDaid and Sefton 2003).

In the UK, CBA was first used in the 1960s to asseghway projects. A review of
economic evaluations in social policy found thab%nstudies that were classified as
cost-benefit analyses were using much cruder measamonetise the benefits of
programmes. (...) These studies, which are really+s@gngs analyses, are likely to
under-estimate the 'true’ benefits of crime prevanprogrammes” (Sefton et al 2002
50).

What really distinguishes CBA from the other methathe choice of measurement

unit. CBA requires all costs and benefits to beigdlin "a single unit into which to
translate all of the impacts of a project or progia order to make them comparable
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among themselves as well as with other types ofines" (Fields 1994, 117). Itis
this comparability that makes CBA so appealingbéing "comparisons across
different sectors, such as health care, educatidefence” (Byford, McDaid and
Sefton 2003, 17).

Some claim that CBA requires all costs to be vainanonetary units (Byford,
McDaid and Sefton 2003; Pearce, 1998) whereasotiaim that other units of
measurement could be used (Fields 1994, 117)actipe this is a mainly academic
point, because Fields acknowledges that monetdngsare the predominant unit of
measurement.

It is the need to valuall relevant costs and benefits in monetary termsk@mlost-
savings analysis) that makes CBA both expensivecanttoversial.

Valuing outcomes in monetary values is a complggpeasive and contentious
exercise which, according to Byford, McDaid andt®&ei(2003) has led to CBA
being extremely rare in certain areas, such aspah environmental impacts, and
health care. It has been argued that "it is exoegddifficult to 'value' in purely
economic terms dimensions such as clean air, sgeis and wildlife" (Bell and
Morse 2003, 16). Intangibles tend to be left outhef analysis and CBA tends to be
insensitive to value pluralism in areas in whicé gublic has complex values (e.g.
about nature), and "may even distort it to fit intsimple model” (ibid).

Pearce (1998, 94) points out that CBA "works bestmthe goal of policy is
economic efficiency. (...) Other goals, such as eymplent creation, protection of
competitive position, and the desirability of fw®cessof decision-making, tend to

be omitted from CBA studies". According to Field994, 116) "some observers have
taken the position that benefit-cost analysis @lyean attempt to short-circuit the
processes of political discussion and decisionghatild take place around
prospective public projects and programs”. Thiy partly be due to a
misunderstanding: "Advocates of CBA have overst#ted case, making it sound as
if CBA substitutes for decision-making. It canpasst, inform decision-making"
(Pearce 1998, 97).

Cost-benefit analysis has been criticised as thteblastion of 'scientism’, which
argues that "the social and economic world, likeertatural world, can be understood
by the correct application of science" (Daviesl&(0, 180), and that decisions
about the distribution of resources are not palitimut scientific and rational. In this
way, cost-benefit thinking is seen as "an examptée® perpetuation of this particular
ideological stance".

One effect of the criticisms of cost-benefit anays that some major infrastructure
programmes are moving away from relying on CBA alorhe Royal Commission
on Environmental Pollution and the Standing AdssBommittee on Trunk Road
Assessment (SACTRA) criticised the CBA of majordsaghemes as long ago as
1994 because the approach "did not address théepralf induced traffic" (Davies et
al 2000, 198). This criticism was in addition teises doubts about the monetary
values ascribed to hypothetical benefits and anesriity surveys of citizens. The
Department of Transport's new appraisal method giselitative judgements
alongside quantitative calculations, and has dg@eslats own criteria for assessment
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(e.g. improvements in safety, impact on the envirent, and contribution to
improving accessibility).

Cost-Minimisation Analysis (CMA)

Cost-minimisation analysis (CMA) is the simplestnfioof economic evaluation.
Byford, McDaid and Sefton (2003, 18) define it as'assessment of the costs alone.
Given equal outcomes, the evaluation involves treparison of costs, to determine
the least cost alternative".

Cost-minimisation analysis has an understandalgealpas it keeps the evaluation
study simple. However, research has shown that tier only "rare circumstances

under which CMA is an appropriate method of analy@Briggs and O’Brien 2001,

179).

Byford, McDaid and Sefton (2003) warn that the lobaccuracy created by not
looking at the benefits is problematic, especidlthe assumption of equal outcomes
is based on data a few years old.

Cost-Utility Analysis

Cost-utility analysis is basically a form of co$teetiveness analysis, but one in
which all benefits are condensed into one geneeiasuare, namely utility (or well-
being, quality of life, etc.). The most common measof utility is 'quality-adjusted
life years' (QALY).

A common measure of utility allows comparisons éontiade between projects in
different sectors. However there are also diffieslinvolved. Trying to create a
single measure from a programme with numerous sfiead participants is
challenging and can be costly. "In addition, utistales have been criticised for their
conceptual foundations, for the methodology employer their lack of sensitivity to
change" (Byford, McDaid and Sefton 2003, 15).

Byford, McDaid and Sefton (2003, 16) identify th@aimobstacle to using cost-utility
analysis on social interventions as "the lack dityiscales appropriate to the field.
Although a significant quantity of research hasrbearried out into the development
of utility scales for use in health economics, thesasures tend to be health focussed
and may not be broad enough to capture the fulaohpf social welfare policies".

Cost-Savings Analysis

Cost-savings analysis is effectively a weaker wersif a cost-benefit analysis. The
costs and benefits that can easily be convertedhainetary units are compared; the
rest are ignored. In practice these easily idetibienefits tend to be savings, for
example to the criminal justice system throughdaecgion in crime rate. An
approximation can be made for how much has beesdsavegal costs, police time,
health care and prisons as a result. However g®s8egs do not correctly capture the

38



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

true benefits of reducing crime. For one thingytherely capture the psychological
costs of the reduction of crime, or the personaklies that the potential victims of
crime gain by not being exposed to crime (Byforad,DMdid and Sefton 2003, 17).

Cost-savings analysis thus does not create a ctemgileture of the costs and benefits,
and will tend underestimate the benefits of a mtpjespecially in cases where a large
part of the benefits are intangible. However, #nsalysis can still be useful as
evidence in cases where the limited savings sttliveigh the costs (Sefton et al.
2002, 10).

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

It is often impossible to ascribe a monetary vatubenefits, but in some cases it will
be possible to determine one main benefit withtarahmeasurement unit (for
example crime rates, or awareness levels). Costtefeness analysis (CEA) involves
calculating the costs of producing units of berefid various programmes can then
be compared to one another with priority givenhi® option with the lowest cost per
unit of outcome produced (Byford, McDaid and Sef2003, 12). In the words of
Fields (1994, 112) "cost-effectiveness analysistirer words, takes the objective as
given, then costs out the various ways of attaitiirag objective”.

Byford, McDaid and Sefton (2003, 12) summarisegitablems with cost-
effectiveness analysis as follows: "Comparisonsost-effectiveness using natural
units can be made only between interventions wbagsomes can be measured on
the same scale. Thus, CEA might be used to sufypuiing decisions between two
competing schemes for reducing, say, crime, brdnnot determine whether the
same money would be better spent on a schemevaprsubsidised child care.
Second, it is difficult to capture all possibleesffs of an intervention on a single
outcome scale that measures change only in oneofiegrindividual's life".

Cost-Consequences Analysis

Cost-consequences analysis is useful in the (mastgnces where programmes have
more than one important outcome. It involves 'fihesentation of a range of outcome
measures alongside the costs. No attempt is madentally combine costs with
benefits and decision makers are left to form thein opinion regarding the relative
importance of the alternative outcomes presentdterd/one service is found to be
dominant on all measures of outcome, the relaist-effectiveness may be obvious,
but this will not always be the case" (Byford, Medand Sefton 2003, 13-14).

Basically cost-consequence analysis consists @rakwost-effectiveness analyses

combined. While it is rarely possible to determihe best alternative option, at least
it provides useful guidance for decision-makerdgt(®e2002, 10).
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2.3.4 Valuing Non-Market Values

There are three basic ways of measuring non-maekees (the first two are indirect -

revealed preference, and the last one is dirdeted preference) (Fields 1994, 141):

. Identify any expenses that individuals have inedito gain access to or
mitigate a non-market good or service (for examipéejel costs in order to get
to an event);

. Assess the extent to which the non-market goakniice might affect
existing market prices (for example, houses negirgorts and motorways
tend to cost less due to noise pollution);

. Ask individuals directly what financial value thplace on a certain good or
service.

Policy makers tend to prefer monetary valuation etpossible. ODPM guidance
states: "Many objectives/outcomes have a numbdinaénsions and can be difficult
to measure and express quantitatively. This cas gse to a perverse situation in
which more weight is given to a secondary dimenshan is easy to quantify (and
value) as opposed to a more important dimensioeiwisi difficult to quantify"
(ODPM 20044, 115). However, it is important torbalistic about valuation.
Nicholls (2005, 14) points out that "it will probgtalways be impossible to capture
all the benefits, not least because some will &ffely be externalities to the main
mission".

Eight specific methods of valuing non-market valass described below.

Travel Cost Method

The travel cost method is commonly used to aséesgaiue of outdoor recreation
and national parks. The theory is that individwedaild not spend money travelling to
and from national parks or paying entry fees iflteaefits did not exceed the costs.
Therefore the money people spend on getting toeamand carrying out an activity is
seen as the minimum value of this resource. Intixidio travel related expenses like
petrol and public transport fares, the time speaveiling is usually costed (for more
on this see below) (Byford, McDaid and Sefton 2003)

In the context of participation a big problem wilie travel costs method is that it can
lead to perverse evaluation results. Events hethduat to reach locations would seem
to have more valuable benefits than events wherelas been taken to make access
to participation easier.

Production Function Method
The production function approach is a measuremethoa that links detailed
scientific research on the cause-effect or dogeerese relationship between a certain

substance and the environment. For example, thikades useful to measure what
increased levels of pollution would costs agriadt(Spash 2002).
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This method is primarily used in the environmeiad health sectors where a lot of
effort has gone into researching the effects abusrsubstances. Outside these fields
the relationships between cause and effect arevelbsinderstood and are more
contentious (Sefton 2002).

As a result this method is less useful for evahgaparticipation, except in cases
where environmental and/or health costs and berefi central.

Hedonistic pricing

Hedonistic pricings a method whereby existing market choices armkprare used to
estimate non-market values. For example, houseiicareas next to highways and
airports have been compared to those without saide rsources in order to assess the
costs of noise. In theory, once statistical techesghave been used to identify any
other factors (like location, local facilities oeighbourhood reputation) that have an
impact on house prices, the remaining differengarice should reflect the minimum
societal value of noise (Fields 1994).

Problems with hedonistic pricing include that maskare often not perfectly
competitive, and that the price differential refiethe cost of the least tolerant
segment of the population (van Praag and Baarsid, 224).

Alternatively, the mitigating expenses that peopkke can be examined. In the case
of noise this might include installing double-glegiand soundproofing rooms. This
method often does not capture the full value ofdiseurbance as in many cases there
are no expenses that can fully compensate foritfterdance. Hedonistic pricing is
influenced by people's perceptions and expectatbhgture developments and does
not necessarily reflect the objective situationdétastic pricing also assumes that the
market is in equilibrium, which is often not thesegSpash 2002).

In the case of participation, hedonistic pricingliicult to use. The effects that
intangible benefits and costs are likely to haveaiten more subtle than the effect of
noise on house prices. On large markets like hguia effects of an individual
project will usually be negligible. Hedonistic grig may however be useful for
assessing the impacts of a wider range of partieganitiatives over a longer period
of time.

Stated preference

Stated preference is a method whereby individualsisked directly about the value
they place on a non-market good or service. Tlathod removes the problems of
finding a suitable proxy market good for measuretymgmd in theory any kind of
good or service can be valued using stated preferachniques (Fields 1994).

When running Stated Preference studies there aredilgt two methods to choose

from: Contingent Valuation and Choice Modellingealrce and Ozdemiroglu (2002,
12) describe the difference as: "Contingent vaturationcentrates on the non-market
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good or service as a whole, while choice modekiegks people's preferences for the
individual characteristics or attributes of theseds and services".

Choice modelling avoids asking for monetary valoagiof a good directly and
instead uses statistical techniques to infer theevimdirectly from a number of
answers.

One problem linked to choice modelling is that aswamption is made that the value
of the whole good is equal to the sum of the pa&tsording to Pearce and
Ozdemiroglu (2002, 33) experience shows that "whaledles of improvements can
be valued at less than the sum of the componenesal

Another issue is that choice modelling in some s&seds to result in higher
estimates than contingent valuation. (Stevens 08I0, 63)

One big problem with both forms of stated prefeestechniques however is that the
situation is hypothetical: people are surveyedhfmw much they would pay/demand
for a certain outcome but they are not expectett®n this. Those surveyed might
therefore act strategically in one way or anotbéher inflating their bids or placing
their bids lower than they would in a real lifeusition.

This does not have to be conscious. When somea@skés] to place a value on an
object they are not used to thinking about in maryeterms they might place a bid at
random. When a contingency valuation study is edraut care needs to be taken in
order to minimise these biases. The framing ofnestions can have huge effects of
the results obtained (Spash 2002).

Some participants in contingent valuation studeghwhat economists term
lexicographic values. This means that their vatuais based on ethical principles
rather than their own self-interest. Since neo@asgconomics, and with it contingent
valuation, is based on the idea of values beirdptske and relative, economists have
problems dealing with lexicographic values. Wheotgst bids (the term used for when
an extremely low or high value is stated to proymimt) are given in contingency
valuation they are usually ignored (Spash 20023eéms likely that many people will
be reluctant to place a value on being involveld@al decisions (and might therefore
place protest bids) as they may view it as themaatic right.

An added complication is that research has shoateisking people to place a
monetary value on an object can change their bebhavFrey and Goette (1999), for
example, show that when volunteers are offerediizd rewards this ‘crowds out' the
altruistic drive and can, paradoxically, lead tovéw levels of volunteering.
Encouraging people to think about their involvemargarticipative initiatives and
projects might make them more egotistical. Thisisde be kept in mind when
considering whether or not to start conductingestgireference exercises with a large
number of participants.

An important element in contingent valuation stsdithe choice of using
‘willingness to pay' or 'willingness to accepttlas unit of measurement. The first
method asks the respondent how much he or she \payltb achieve a more
beneficial outcome whereas 'willingness to acais respondents how much he or
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she would require in compensation in order to aicaegpgegative outcome. Economic
theory stipulates that the two ought to producetidal results. However, due to a
number of reasons, including economic inequalitg, ttvo measurements do not
produce the same results. Studies have foundahiiigness to accept' is commonly
significantly higher than ‘willingness to pay' (lie 1994, 54-55).

Using methods of economic analysis designed foketaralues in non-market
contexts may create misleading results. Commoh €307, 228) point out that
“rational individuals will adopt different behaviomodes in market contexts and
voting contexts (...) ballot box behaviour is domathby expressive behaviour".
Based on these problems some economists haveanpezsthe very foundations of
stated preference methods.

Happiness / Well-being

A major new development in economics over thedastide has been the use of
happiness to measure economic benefit, and theooetif measuring happiness and
well-being have improved. In theory economics Hasygs held that economic
activity only has value if it increases the ovetdility of society. However, until
recently economists found it was difficult to measthis directly and instead they
used market choices as a proxy for the publicasd# happiness.

The results of surveys where people are askedtlyirnout their level of happiness
appear to be a close approximation of their aabgdctive utility (Frey and Stutzer
2004). In some cases economists have used happimegys to measure the trade-
off ratio between income and public goods and b@ds approach avoids problems
found in contingent valuation like strategic respemor hypothetical answers (Frey
and Stutzer 2004). This is however a complicatedgss, unlikely to be of use
outside academia.

As mentioned in the section on cost-utility anaysine of the more common
measurement methods is the quality adjusted liée.\dore direct measures involves
directing polling people for their subjective fewiof well-being along with other
relevant information, like age, background, edwratlJsing statistical techniques,
other factors that affect the level of well-beiremde discounted and the remaining
influence can therefore be attributed to the obpéstudy (van Praag and Baarsma
2005).

The impact of participation on happiness and welih has now begun to be
measured. Research by Paul Whiteley, Charles Rautid®at Seyd, published in
2004, found "a strong link between communities Wotls of volunteering and those
where people are satisfied with their lives" (ESEID4). This placed certain
locations with high levels of volunteering activitt the top of the happiness
league”.

The New Economics Foundation have developed a rdaethmeasuring well-being

which includes both life satisfaction (happinesd aontentment) and personal
development (curiosity, enthusiasm, commitment, emtiracing challenges). It has

43



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

been used to measure the well-being of young peopliettingham (New Economics
Foundation 2004:3).

Valuing participant time

The costs and benefits that accrue to participantereasingly seen as an area for
further research (Jackson 1999). Where participaetpaid by their employer to take
part in a process it is reasonably simple getaréidor the time spent. When people
take part during their leisure time the procedess straightforward.

Research done around volunteering provides soragesting options for valuing the
time spent by participants. Most economic modalgettraditionally assumed that
volunteer labour is unlimited with a zero price.Wéver this does not reflect the
reality where there is a finite amount of both va&er labour and volunteer positions,
and where there are significant costs involvedsingivolunteer labour (Handy and
Srinivassan 2004).

The economic value of volunteering has been assesseg self-completed diaries in
twelve small UK charities that used volunteer labguimarily in the health sector)
(Dobson and Gaskin 1997). Instead of using the commethod of using the national
average wage as a proxy for volunteer time, theares looked at two ways of
measuring costs; the 'job title' approach and tieah value of the tasks performed.
Both of these methods produced similar resultscvianere significantly lower than
the national average wage. The study also lookéteaime and money spent on
recruiting, training, and supporting volunteerseTasearch found that the return per
pound invested in the volunteers ranged betweeanf£8.

Handy and Srinivassan (2004) assessed the netitsesfdiospital volunteers in
Toronto, Canada. They claim that the costs andflieré volunteering have become
more important because volunteers today tend &hbe-term, better educated, with
clearer goals, and with a demand for more variebimtieresting work.

In this research, managers reported what kind ekwolunteers performed and for
how many hours. Handy and Srinivassan used foterdifit ways of measuring the
value of volunteer time:

1. They asked a group of volunteers what they wuidd as a reasonable
compensation for the time they spent on voluntgerTine answers were then
averaged into two groups: those volunteers wha regjular jobs as well and
those who did not have paid work. By using these awerages on the
volunteer groups of the hospital as a whole it bezaossible to assess the
total value of the time that the volunteers spent.

2. Another method used was to combine both averalg@ge into one sum that
could be applied to all volunteers. This is obvigusvolved fewer steps than
the method above and produced similar results. &ltves methods are
opportunity costeasures of different kinds.
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3. The third method used was to estimate the ambwauld cost to replace the
volunteers with paid employees. The problem wiik thethod is that many
volunteers provide services that, while they impebthe service and care the
hospital provided, would not be replaced if thegiitas$ had to pay for them.
This means that the value placed on volunteergyukis method may be too
high. This is aeplacement coshethod.

4. Finally there is also tHadustry wagemethod in which the average wage in
the relevant industry is used to value the houmsark that volunteers did.
Clerical work was valued according to one valuegsimg activities according
to another. This led to considerably higher numittess the above three
methods. The same criticism levelled against methagk is also relevant for
this method.

The researchers recommend method 2 as it is @asiarry out than method 1 and
avoids problems inherent in methods 3 and 4. &t pieduces a more conservative
estimate of the value of volunteer time, whichrsearchers think is closer to the
truth. As volunteers tend to do their work in tHeisure time, using wage rates
(either those of their regular job or the industwerage) is problematic (Handy and
Srinivassan 2004, 39-40).

The European Social Fund allows bidding organisatio use volunteer time as
match funding in kind. They specifically exclud®ject beneficiaries from this. The
rate for volunteer time is either the equivalemtusarate of the organisations or one
of several notional rates set by the Fund, whichevewer (European Social Fund
2005, 60):

Role Notional full-time salary Theoretical iyu
rate

Project manager £29,000 £16.76
Project co-ordinator £23,000 £13.13
Project researcher £23,000 £13.13
Project administrator £16,300 £9.38

The Canadian Centre for Philanthropy has develapaéthodology to measure the
value of volunteers. As with the European Sociald-model the valuation is based
on finding paid equivalents to the volunteer posisi and using these wage rates to
value the time volunteers spent. The Centre sugdiest average weekly earning
statistics can be used if no detailed wage infaionas available. Beyond this simple
calculation the authors also suggest including fsneosts (pensions etc) and the
out-of-pocket expenses that the volunteers inctaeiking part (Goulbourne and
Embuldeniya 2002).

Regional Action and Involvement South East (20@B)ied out a study on the value
of the voluntary and community sector in the Sdeaist of England. They estimate
that the annual worth of volunteer work in the oegis £932 million. They use a
similar method as the European Social fund 'usimgauivalent pro rata market wage
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rate' (ibid, 34). The questionnaire used seems hemte indicate that the information
about the volunteers' activities was rather braadtn

The UK Volunteer Investment and Value Audit (VIVA)a tool to assess and
compare the value of volunteers' time in relatmthie resources used to support the
volunteers. It is similar to the Canadian exampléhat the value of volunteer time is
calculated as the wage equivalent plus benefitsK@2003).

Using wage replacement costs thus seems to bedsecommon method of valuing
volunteer time, a conclusion backed by ODPM guiéaf2©04a, 100).

Health outcomes

For measuring health impacts the most common meamnt is the Quality-Adjusted
Life Year which takes into account both the numidfeyears (life expectancy) and the
quality of life. One of the more developed methisddie EuroQoL (Quality of Life)
instrument. It is applicable to a wide range ofltieeonditions and treatments, and
provides a single index value for health statusoBoL is based on simple self-
completed questionnaires (Brooks and EuroQoL GAfi§6). These measures are
well established in health economics, but theicgdised nature makes them less
useful in situations where the benefits are widantjust health improvements.

There is also considerable research into the liekdgtween social capital and health
outcomes showing that high social capital is linkeg@ositive health outcomes
(National Statistics 2001, 20; Wilson and Musicl®2p However, there are also
studies that seem to indicate that the positiveceffmay have been exaggerated and
are limited to more specific circumstances thandwsmonly been assumed
(Veenstra 2000, 626).

The randomised controlled trial (regarded as thd gmndard in medical research) is
not very useful for testing the effectiveness atipgation. While in theory it is not
impossible to randomise an intervention it is cdogted and beyond the resources of
most organisations. Moreover, the specific conitexthich a process takes place has
a huge impact on the results (El Ansari, Phillipd &lammick 2001, 216),

Replacement costs

Replacement costs are the most widely used fomoorfmarket economic
assessment because this is less complicated athyltbes other methods. However,
it is also less robust as there are often unspaksamptions underlying what
alternatives constitute a relevant replacementhi®igood that is to be valued. This
needs to be spelled out (ODPM 20044, 26):

"Assessments should adopt the principle that itefien be better to measure
important impacts imperfectly (for example throwgglales or scores) rather than
ignore them or focus too much on more easily giedtiargets” (ODPM

20044, 31).
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2.3.5 Other Measurement Methods
Balanced Scorecard

The Balanced Scorecard is a financial managemehti&veloped by Robert Kaplan
of Harvard University. The scorecard is meant taleate corporate performance
using additional perspectives alongside traditidimancial value. Martinsons et al.
(1999, 72) identify "four different perspectiveketfinancial perspective, the internal
business process perspective, the customer pekapextd the learning and growth
perspective". Since the "measurement regime hakemify the 'drivers' of
performance in any situation" there is flexibildyound the four perspectives within
the Balance Scorecard methodology (Sagner 1998).

Researchers like Nicholls (2005, 9) find the Ba&ah&corecard useful as "a clear
framework for defining a causal link between namaficial performance measures
and the achievement of mission”. However, it latiesscomparative element to make
it useful for analysis between organisations.

An adapted version of the Balanced Scorecard has bsed in the UK to assess
funding applications to the Adventure Capital Fuhlde method received mixed
reviews from the social enterprises that used ftaas of the short-listing process. An
evaluation of the Adventure Capital Fund found thatBalanced Scorecard needed
further development to be of most use (NEF 2004, 55

The balanced scorecard has undoubtedly widene@tiye of stakeholders
considered in financial performance measures. Hewekie scorecard has been
criticised for not including social and environmantoncerns in the measures.
Another issue identified is that despite the predelsequal weighting between the
different perspectives, the needs of the sharetotdad to dominate (Brignall 2002).

Social Return On Investment (SROI)

Roberts Enterprise Development Fund has developeetiaod called Social Return
on Investment (SROI), which has been adapted ®iruthe UK by the New
Economics Foundation. SROI is meant to measureretutie the wider social
benefits that society gains from welfare intervemsi into standard economic
assessments. The argument for this approach ighse benefits are absent from
traditional cost-benefit analysis, thereby undeémesting the true value of these
projects (New Economics Foundation 2004b, 4).

The SROI is calculated as a traditional cost-be¢aefalysis with the addition of cost
savings that are normally excluded from CBA. The&O$R closer to a cost-savings
analysis than a cost-benefit analysis in practiog, the New Economics Foundation
(2004, 14) admitted that some benefits have beelu@ad from analysis due to the
difficulty of monetarising them. Olsen (2003, 5¢idifies two major differences
between cost-benefit analysis and SROI: firstR(O6"is a practical management
tool, enabling informed decision making on a regblsis”; secondly it "enables
managers to maximize both social and financial fistie
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The results of SROI are presented as the econ@tumrfor each pound spent.
Stakeholders are heavily involved in determininthitbe choice of benefits/costs
and of indicators to be measured. Sensitivity asesyare carried out to determine
where the break even point is, and the benefitsailated taking into account the
deadweight (the effects that would have taken pdaxysvay) (New Economics
Foundation 2004b, 5-8).

There are however some issues currently underefiudiscussion in the development
of SROI, including a limited number of acceptaliexies for monetising social value
and the difficulties of separating out social opiegacosts from the costs (Nicholls
2005, 14), including the relative scarcity of SRedies. The SROI is of little use on
its own and, without other studies to compare wittividual studies lack a context
(Olsen, 2003, 7). There is also a danger of ovéremsnastic evaluators exaggerating
the positives and including impacts only partlynot at all linked to the project (ibid,
8).

Multi-Criteria Analysis

Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) is a school of divezgechniques created to help
decision-makers choose between different optiomsiges where the important
criteria normally would not have been comparable MCA does not require
monetary values to feature at all it is not an eooic evaluation in the traditional
sense, but as it concerns issues of value it isded here.

DTLR guidance (2000, 8) points out that MCA is rasy for inexperienced people to
use, despite avoiding the difficulties of monefatitn. It requires judgments to be
made about where in the process criteria are iiethtand selected, and the question
of whose interests are relevant needs to be camesidéechniques like weighting and
scoring are also based on distributional judgmantsneed to be made with care (ibid
10).

The advantages listed by the DTLR (2000, 17) guidarentre on the fact that the
choice of objective and scores and weights (whed)uare open to analysis and can
be changed. When it is possible to use scoringitqals to measure all criteria on
similar scales (usually from 0-100) it is possitdgroduce an average score for each
option (ibid, 34).

Unlike other evaluation methods that compare tlstscand benefits, MCA is unable
to determine if the gains of an option are larg§antthe costs.

Standards and guidelines

There is currently a drive to improve the recordamgl understanding of the costs and
benefits of civil society and the voluntary sedi#ccountAbility 2003, Bolton 2003,
NEF 2004) as well as an upsurge in interest insd@cicounting with a number of
companies carrying out different types of socialcamts, often with stakeholder input
as a key component (IFAC 2005, ACCA 2004, GRI 2@y et al, 1997).
Stakeholder engagement itself has been identiegharea in need of more detailed
and accurate reporting (ACCA / TEC 2005) .
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There are a number of standards and models dewepeder development that
could be useful for economic evaluations in thé&lfed participation. Current
initiatives that are relevant to the focus of #tisdy include:

Keystone was set up to create "a generally accepodel reporting standard
for non-profit, public benefit organizations seaksocial investment" and to
increase the accountability of civil society (Acatdibility 2003, iii).

AccountAbility is also developing a standard foal&tholder Engagement, to
be finalised in late 2006. The standard aims taaw "the quality of the
design, implementation, assessment, communicatidraasurance of
stakeholder engagement" within AccountAbility’s AZd0 standards
framework (AccountAbility 2005, 11).

The ISO (the International Organization for Staddaation) is also in the
process of setting up an International Standarddoral responsibility
(including stakeholder engagement). The guidaraxedstrd will be published
in 2008 as ISO 26000 and be voluntary to use.

As these methodologies and standards are undelogevent it seems hasty to pass
judgement on their value. They seek to address rogthe issues identified in this
literature review and may be useful in the future.

There are however also a number of existing maatadstools.

The Association of Chief Executives of Voluntaryg@nisations has for
example developed a guide to costing projectsanvtiiuntary sector
(ACEVO 2005).

A number of government bodies have developed 'QuaiiLife Capital' as an
approach to provide a "fair and comprehensive ntetbpsetting out and
comparing all the different plusses and minusediftérent options, taking
account of both expert and lay views" (CAG Consultaand Land Use
Consultants 2001, 2). The method is designed to &anonetary and non-
monetary impacts of environmental change, but naaAe iransferable lessons
for other sectors as well.
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2.4 Findings from Economic Appraisals

Economic evaluations of participatory processeselsgively rare. There are a
growing number of studies of participation, whidtea discuss the benefits of
participation, but rarely the costs in any detaien evaluations of programmes that
mention costs rarely compare these to the bertbféstly. In general, evaluations of
participation tend to focus on qualitative factmther than quantitative ones.

Of the existing economic evaluations of participatisome focus on the impact of
participation on the macro scale (see section whgreas others consider the
economic impacts of individual projects (sectiok)4The latter group is larger and
can be further divided according to the kind of moeiblogy used (e.g. cost-benefit
analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis etc.).

24.1 MACRO LEVEL

Studies on this macro level show some evidenceeoWider benefits of public
participation. Further research into the combimegact of public participation
initiatives would be useful although the models amethods reported here are
unlikely to be of much use on the level of indivadlprojects. Also, the complexity of
the econometric models used means that this iy likeemain a highly specialised
field. Three specific examples are given belowltsirate the potential difficulties as
well as some of the results found.

Democracy and economic growth / efficiency

The economic impact of democracy has been a tbpichias interested economists
for decades. A number of studies have provided lidifferent estimations for the
effects of democracy on economic growth, with s@m@wing a positive correlation
and others showing a negative (Feld and Savioz,1397).

When it comes to more direct democratic institugi¢referenda, town hall meetings),
compared to traditional representative democrasttutions, there is a body of
evidence which seems to indicate that direct deatimcstructures are more
economically efficient (Frey and Stutzer, 2003,32)- This is supported by Feld and
Savioz (1997, 529), who found that Swiss cantortk miore direct democratic rights
on average had about 15% higher levels of econpariormance.

Democracy and happiness / well-being

Some studies indicate that direct democratic sirestare more desirable to citizens
than traditional institutions, as well as leadindiigher levels of well-being. In a
hedonistic pricing exercise, Santerre (1986) trabedink between land prices in
Connecticut and more or less direct democraticgiras, using an econometric
model. He found that property prices were signiftgahigher where more direct
ways of influencing decisions were present (ibit),. @here are of course issues with
causality here as it is possible that affluent camities are more prone to
participation to begin with.
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Bruno Frey and Alois Stutzer (1999) of the Univlgrsif Zurich have studied the
impact of direct democracy on well-being. Usingegonometric model Frey and
Stutzer compared self-reported happiness (recdradedgh a survey) with an index
of differing levels of direct democratic rights angoSwiss cantons. After discounting
the effects of income, employment status, martttus and other factors on
happiness it was found that direct democratictuntébns seem to raise the happiness
levels (ibid, 11).

Frey and Stutzer (ibid) are also able to show ttheeffect on happiness was three
times higher among Swiss citizens than among foegyliving in these areas. This
indicates that well-being is generated by the s involvement itself and not just
from any improved outcomes that participation petu(ibid, 18).

Democracy and famine

Amartya Sen (1997, 1999) has claimed that one besfefemocratic participation is
the avoidance of famines. Two factors are importeme: free elections (and through
them the accountability of the government ) ancka press (providing accurate
information). According to Sen it is unheard of famines to occur in democracies
with these two characteristics, barring extremeuitstances such as war. Sen’s
theories fall within the framework of liberal netassical economics.

Critics of Sen include Rangasami (1985) who cldinas Sen’s view of famine as a
sudden catastrophic event ignores that fact timairk is a long socio-economic
process, often stretching over years where onlyitiaé stages receive the attention of
the press.

2.4.2 MICRO LEVEL

Most of the work in this field has been on indivédiprojects, either as retrospective
evaluations or (less commonly) as assessmentswefprojects.

Cost-minimisation analysis

Many guidance documents on participatory workingtam information on the costs
of different methods and approaches (see for exampblve 2005, Petts and Leach
2000, New Economics Foundation 1998). Often a paoge is given for various
techniques without a detailed breakdown of theed#iit components.

On the surface these analyses would seem to bemoshisation analyses as no
guantification is done on the benefits. Howevergiality the documents almost always
contain caveats about the importance of the benafitl also how participation
decisions must be based on the suitability of tieéod and the specific context and
not on the price alone.

In an evaluation for the Council for Science andhrmlogy, Momenta (2003)
reviewed past engagement projects in the fieldsiofear power and genetically
modified crops. Cost was one factor that was rai$kd costs varied from a
Consensus Conference on radioactive waste withigdiwf £100,000 (ibid, 26) to
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the Committee on Radioactive Waste Managementavitannual budget of around
£500,000.

In some cases resource issues are raised by . rEpe GM Nation process had an
initial budget of around £250,000; this proved iequaate and was eventually raised to
roughly £500,000. The true cost is probably mughér due to unreported staff time
and other 'hidden costs'. For example, the timatsmpe securing additional funding
during the process and the uncertainty this leslas disruptive (ibid, 17). This issue
of hidden costs is mirrored in World Bank expereiiReitbergen-McCracken 1996,
3). Time costs for participants are also seen tsidgnaficant and Momenta argues in
favour of remunerating stakeholders for their ti{2@03).

According to Momenta (2003, 11) "provision up-fraitadequate resources for the
dialogue provides the best chance of achievingligrarticipants the desired
outcomes. Such resources include budget and theatithn of sufficient time".

Cost-savings analysis
Five initiatives assessed using a cost-savingysisdtave been identified:

. Social return on investment (SROI) The New Economics Foundation has
tested the SROI approach on a number of sociatmiges, including 'Getting
Out to Work', an initiative to help young offendéosgain long-term
employment in Merseyside. The analysis found ti@tincremental social
value created by the programme was £492,000 (E4di70lient). The return
on investment was £10.5 for every £ invested (NeanBmics Foundation
2004b, 1).

The New Economics Foundation found it necessagxttude certain
objectives from quantification due to the high s@s$sociated with measuring
them (New Economics Foundation 2004b, 14). It sekkely that many of
the objectives associated with participation withye to be of this intangible
quality which lessens the usefulness of the SRQhatkfor assessing
participation, at least until these measuremenesgan be overcome.

. Participatory research on plant breeding 1 Nina Lilja, Jaqueline Ashby and
Nancy Johnson (2004) report on a cost benefit stligharticipatory agricultural
research. In Syria, the research costs and bepéfizrticipative and traditional
research were explored using survey data on thetiatdospeed of new barley
breeds under different circumstances. The discduetsults suggested that, due
to faster adoption, participatory research leadagter results and up to 260%
more benefits compared to conventional breedind,(29-30). The main
problem with this research is that it is an ex-attely, and the reported survey
results might not accurately capture the resultterground.

The budget of the participative barley breedingdgaidvas shown to be only 2%
higher than that of conventional breeding prograsymeth 47% of the money
spent on personnel costs, 30% to overheads, and@8perational costs (ibid,
30).
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Despite being a labelled as a cost-benefit stdy,i$ actually a costs savings
study because the analysis excludes some berigBtsocial capital, which the
authors themselves admit (ibid, 27).

Participatory research on plant breeding 2 A related study of user
participation and gender analysis in natural resdananagement research run by
the Consultative Group on International AgricultUR&search identified four
types of additional costs for participative proggatommunication and
workshops, costs to participants, researcher fietdwosts, and training costs.
From the project deliverers' point of view the e&se in research costs was to
some degree tempered by the increase in participaat(Johnson et al. 2001, i).

The study centred around three cases from aroundeteloping world where
farmers were involved in agricultural researcheéich case the participative
project was compared to a counterfactual conveati@search project (either
based on plans put in place before the decisiormeate to run the project
participatively or by looking at a similar projegilsewhere) (ibid, 13). The
research found that, for the delivering body, stafts followed by increased
travel costs were the largest resource implicatargrticipation. For the
participants, the time required to take part inkgbops and other events as well
as the research itself were the largest costs 4iB)d

The most detailed case study was of a soil congervproject in Honduras that
ran during the 80s and early 90s. The project gitedhto promote improved soll
conservation practices and was highly successfebime villages while others
gained fewer benefits. In the villages where thr@gmt was most successful the
soil conservation methods have been improved aagtad further. The case
study was based on previous research but alsodietty in 2001 (ibid, 76).

The cost of the project over eight years was apprated to be about
US$400,000, three quarters of which was for saddit®d, 93). Despite being
considerably more costly than most conventionah{participative) projects, it
yielded much higher returns in the form of increhagricultural yields. Using
approximations of the numbers of hectares undeivatibn using soil
conservation methods Johnson at al. calculatedearost-effectiveness measure.
The participative project cost approximately US$p@8 hectare using improved
soil conservation in 2001. Data from two non-pdpative projects in Honduras
from the same time give cost-effectiveness measafrestween US$6,414 and
US$2,000. The participative project therefore seenize 10 times more efficient
than projects relying on top-down mechanisms (i8#),

However, it is important to bear in mind that thejpct was named as one of the
most successful development projects in the worlkthe late 80s by the
International Institute for Environment and Devetaggnt. There may therefore be
unique aspects to this project and the high cdst&#¥eness figures may not be
completely representative for participation in gahébid, 75), Findings seem to
indicate that a high level of social and human tedyoi the area helped bring
about the benefits (ibid, 95).
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. ODPM Study of user involvement. An ODPM study of 15 user involvement
case studies looked at the costs and benefiteafritjagement. The costs were
higher than compared to projects with minimal Iev@ participation:
participative processes were found to cost betvd®60 more per household
and year, which is roughly equivalent to the cos$tgroviding CCTV (ODPM
2005b, 9). However, the report also states tlmt bservation that costs are
generally low should not be taken to mean that im@ivement can be initiated
and managed on a shoestring" (ODPM 2005b, 59)

Staff time was the most significant cost with irdivals "devoting considerably
more of their time than they or others had intefiddaild, 61). For example
Devon and Cornwall Housing Association (8,800 prtps) had an involvement
budget of around £440,000 in 2002-03; similar aii¢is in Liverpool cost around
£44 per household per annum. In the Ore Valleycts came to £54 per annum
and household (ibid, 64).

This study also quantifies some of the benefithalgh it does not monetarise
them). For example:

. Crime rates dropped by 50% in the first year Biodicing Priority Area
(PPA) in Stoke-on-Trent which took a neighbourhamehagement
approach with strong participation. Although attitdible to a large
extent to another initiative, it was also due ® wWork of the PPA - as
evidenced by falls in the crime rate in other ateashich the PPA was
extended. Also, at the beginning of the PPA, theee 19 void
properties on the estate; there is now a waitstg li

. INclude, in Liverpool, was a community-based avigation that took
on area management responsibility for some cogecilices and a
broader role in regeneration. Since INclude hachlzetive in the area,
housing void rates had dropped from 28% to zerd;thare was a 50 -
80% reduction in four key crime indicators.

. Participation in contentious licence applicationsA Defra/Environment
Agency Review of Contentious Licences (2005, 2binfbthat a small
number of conflict-prone licensing applicationstdb& Environment Agency
£700,000 per year. A cost comparison between tweep station licensing
applications is included in the appendix. The ¥atanning and engagement’
example involved fewer staff than the 'Reactiveagiggnent’ example, (5
compared to 20), took less time, produced bettbligity and as a result was
much cheaper (£56,500 compared to £242,000).

While the cost comparison shows that there is aniatl for greatly improved
cost-benefit ratios through participation, the gsisl was incomplete as it
excluded non-Environment Agency costs and it idearchow representative
the two examples are.

Cost-savings analysis may have some potentiahastlaod for economic evaluation
of participative projects. However, care must betethat the results are not
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misinterpreted or misused. Cost-savings analysekeas accurate than most other
economic evaluations and need to be interpretesfudby.

Cost-benefit analysis

Actual cost-benefit analyses of participation aefar as we have been able to
discern, virtually non-existent. No-one has yet aggd to produce a study which
captures all major costs and benefits in monetms. Excluding intangibles like
social capital would only be acceptable if it coblassumed that these benefits were
unimportant. Based on the literature on particgratthis seems to be an untenable
assumption.

Cost-utility analysis

As mentioned previously, the main instruments forying out cost-utility analyses,
like the 'quality adjusted life year' method haeeib developed for use on health
outcomes and do not necessarily translate wellgasuring other benefits. We have
not found any cost-utility studies of participatgmpocesses.

It would be interesting to see what effect partgpy processes have on well-being
and happiness. However, the use of utility as the measure of benefits might be
problematic, as it cannot be assumed that all iisre#fparticipation would lead to
happier and more contented people. Participatigihtiuild the skills of the
participants, without making them feel happier,dgample.

The approach of the New Economics Foundation (28Dthward well-being, with a
measure comprised of two different aspects of Weilrg (happiness and curiosity)
might be a useful model for designing a more compled accurate well-being
measure.

The life satisfaction approach, as defined by Fmey Stutzer (2003) is mainly useful
on a macro level and would require extensive amersive research to use.

Cost-effectiveness analysis

Cost-effectiveness analyses are difficult to comdtuthe field of public participation
due to the challenge of finding a single comprelvensutcome measure to compare
the costs to. However, four examples have beentifassl:

. Defra consultation on the UK Sustainable Developmerstrategy. The
evaluation of Defra's consultation on the Sustde&evelopment Strategy
(Thatcher 2004) included costs for the various coments of the
consultation. There is little information on hovetbosts were calculated, or
what was included and excluded. The costs were acedo the number of
people engaged, creating a primitive cost-effeatas analysis. The costs
per participant varied a lot, from the online cdtedion (£62 per participant)
to the launch event (£243 per participant).

Thatcher concludes that the consultation providemtigralue for money, but
does not specify any comparison. The launch eventdwsuperficially seem
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to represent poor value for money, but as Thatpbats out, the number of
participants is a very crude measure of effectissrad therefore no real
conclusions can be drawn (ibid, 24).

. River catchment plan engagement The Environment Agency’s Ribble plan
(2004) included cost estimations for some engagéomions. These costs
were limited to those that fell directly on the EHonwment Agency and did not
include costs to other actors or travel costsdimitnclude estimations for
evaluation. The report admitted that "there wegedsisumptions about the
costs of the Agency staff involved" (Environmentehgy 2004, 60).

The costs were compared to the number of peoplet@giopart, creating a
per head measure of effectiveness. The web sitdauasl to be the cheapest
option at 90p per person (but this is arguablypaoticipation at all). The
vision-building events cost from £48-96 per stakdboengaged, but were
considered 'the most effective way of engagingpiiidic’', based on the
experience of the staff (Environment Agency 20®), &his shows the
limitation of the costs per stakeholder approaciciwvieally obscures as much
as it clarifies when it comes to value for money.

. Water framework plan engagement The Environment Agency review of
this work only considers their own direct coststHis way it is similar to
most other attempts to measure costs, which ooly & the most easily
accessible cost information. The various optionsevggaded according to
how well they performed against four outcomes:a@ased understanding,
finding solutions, building partnerships and semgifbuy-in. The resulting
scores were combined in a single benefit index. @aring the costs and the
index ranking of the options showed that low caq#ttams also produced fewer
beneficial outcomes (Environment Agency 2005, 113).

Aggregating all benefits into a single ranking isther crude way of
comparing costs and benefits. The ordinal rankiages it difficult to see
where marginal improvements can be made; in otluedsy the fact that the
combined benefits can be expressed as a singleerumdkes it a clear, but
imprecise measure. The relative trade offs betvileewifferent benefits are
unclear. In order for the index to truly be a gediéctiveness measure more
detailed and qualitative knowledge of the bendafitmarginally improving
each benefit aspect rather than high-medium-lownatdanking would be
needed (Environment Agency 2005, 118-119).

. A simple study was carried our by Newborn ande3af2002) who asked
members of crime reduction partnerships directlptthey thought about the
costs and benefits of their involvement. Roughl9636F partnerships felt that
benefits outweighed costs, 41% felt that they weughly equal and 19% felt
that the costs outweighed the benefits.

Cost-consequences analysis

Two examples of cost-consequences analysis haveitheetified:
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Participation in World Bank projects. The World Bank Operations Policy
Department (1994) ran an enquiry into the costskamefits of the Bank's use
of participation. The study looked at the costs bedefits, both to the Bank,
to the local bodies who received loans, and teetiteusers with direct
involvement in the projects.

Costs were measured through interviews with stafhf21 projects who were
asked to compare the actual costs of the partiegatoject with hypothetical
costs from a non-participative project. In additeostatistical study was
carried out comparing 42 participative projectdwétcontrol group of non-
participative Bank projects (Reitbergen-McCracké84, 16).

The study identified staff salaries as the largesfect cost to the bank, and
found that on average 10%-15% more time was needide design phase for
participatory projects. However the overall time tloe programme was not
necessarily longer. While participatory programmeggiired more
supervision during the early stages, programme gersaexperienced less
need for supervision in the later stages of thgeptdWorld Bank 1994).
However, this is an average value and the costsofidual projects varied
widely (Reitbergen-McCracken, 1996, 16). Other stisat the Bank reported
were the risks that participation exposed the danKhese included the
uncertainty inherent in partially relinquishing ¢a over the process and the
risk that the quality of the work might be jeopaeti by the participation.
These risks were not quantified.

Costs to local bodies included running participataetivities, and the extra
time spent in negotiations. For the end users thi@ ©osts were seen to be
the added time spent in meetings and cost-shaontyibutions (World Bank
1994). "The costs that limited beneficiaries' &pilo participate were more
often time constraints rather than financial litidas". The text goes on to
give the example of a farmer representative whas'"f@eced to rent out his
land because he found it impossible to perfornthalltasks of both producer
and farmer representative" (Reitbergen-McCrackeéd6,194).

Benefits reported were improvements in the quadifigctiveness and
sustainability of the projects. The report stakes participation was "the
single most important factor in determining overplhlity of implementation”
(World Bank 1994, 23). Participation was also shdwiead to higher rates of
return and increased incomes for participants giindhe setting up of
community structures.

However, other more recent World Bank research centsthat no definitive
evidence of the value added by participation exiEte evidence is "only
impressionistic" and the lack of clear evidencelbdgo "scepticism,
regarding the trade-off in value versus costs" offgg 1998, 19).

Community involvement in woodlands on derelict land This research
(Countryside Agency 2004) examined a programmartoderelict land into
woodlands. Community involvement is used as pathefprogramme to
ensure the sustainability of the initiatives set Uporder to determine the
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appropriate level of community engagement, a rebganoject was
commissioned that, among other things, looked wat ¢msts compared to
benefits in a number of case studies. A total &five sites were studied, but
only five had enough cost information to warrawbat analysis.

Community engagement was found to deliver a nurabdirect and indirect
benefits. Direct benefits included increased awessrof the site, increased
usage of the site, increased community ownershipeo§ite, increased
educational opportunities and increased extervalstment in the site.
Following from these a number of indirect beneéitserged, including lower
set-up and maintenance costs, less vandalism aitéheind an increased
awareness of the site in the surrounding commumhg. researchers found
that the long-term viability of a site was lesswgedf the community was not
involved in the ongoing management and maintenahcewas true even if
the community had been active participants in gtaup of the site (ibid 7).

The study analysed the costs of five projects & ¢osts, as costs per hectare
of woodland and as costs per local resident, crgatiform of cost-
consequences analysis. Of the two effectivenetevieri cost per hectare was
found to be preferable to cost per head, as ther hedried a lot depending on
the demographics surrounding the site. The studigated that a normal

range of costs for engagement was between £1,aD83000 per hectare.
There was also a minimum cost which was estimatéd@,a00 per project.
These costs were only the ones that fell to thwel@hg organisation directly
(ibid 17-18).

Multi criteria approaches

One study by Walid El Ansari and Ceri J. Phillig®@4) looks at the costs and
benefits for participants in health and social parships in South Africa (most
studies tend to focus on the gains and losseselording bodies). The research
included a survey of over 600 members of partnpssand asked them about a
number of issues related to costs, benefits, aatish, commitment and ownership.
The graded responses on each issue were then atggteqg create an index for the
five issues. Survey responses were separated anogoodwhether they were highly
active or more passive in the partnership ( ibieB9g

Statistical analysis of the results showed thasehweho viewed the partnership more
favourably, and were more involved, reported maediits. Costs first decreased
with more intense involvement in the partnershig #ren once they reached a cut-off
point they started increasing again (ibid, 42).

El Ansari and Phillips also found an apparent paxad that the participants'
reported view of the cost-benefit ratio did not aimethe cost-benefit ratio that could
be inferred from their other answers in the suryeyhis case the participants
consistently viewed the cost-benefit ratio as eseficial than their reported costs
and benefits would indicate. Those who reporteddhaughly equal cost-benefit
ratio reported benefit levels that were 43% highan the costs. For participants to
feel that the benefits exceeded the costs, theepert benefits had to be 60-80%
higher than the perceived costs. This indicatesttigacost levels might need to be
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significantly lower than benefits, or the beneéitéls higher, in order for participants
to feel happy about their involvement (ibid, 43-44)

This paradox might be caused by some costs belngéee acutely. The alternative
uses of participant time might have better cosebemtios than the partnership
work, further affecting the perception of the cbetiefit ratio. It is also possible that
personal and organisational costs and benefiterdiffeating the paradox.
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2.5 The Costs and Benefits of Participation

2.5.1 Introduction

This section examines the costs and benefits ¢icgzation from the perspective of
the general literature on participation, rathentbpecifically from the economic
assessment perspective. It is presented in reltadithe potential costs and benefits
of participation rather than in relation to specdssessment models. The current
literature on evaluating participation, and potantdicators, are also covered.

There are various categorisations of the costdandfits of participation in the
literature. Chinman and Wandersman (1999, 48),raveew of the literature around
costs and benefits of volunteering, found "thramary divisions of benefits and
costs of participation” that appeared in one forrarmther in most of the literature

that they termed:

. material(tangible, monetary rewards or costs);

. solidarity (intangible rewards or costs based on group merhigers.g.
personal recognition); and

. purposive(intangible benefits or costs linked to the pursiigoals).

Chinman and Wandersman found that solidarity angqsive benefits were the most
commonly cited in the literature reviewed.

Others categorise the costs and benefits accotdimipo the 'beneficiaries’ of
participative activity actually are, and the extenwhich they gain from the
experience. The beneficiaries may include thosaingnprojects, the users of the
facilities or services developed and participantse process, as well as those who
live locally and benefit from wider, less tangilif@provements in community safety,
pride and spirit.

For those most directly involved, a range of gtategible benefits have been
identified (see below), especially in developingspeal skills and confidence and in
dealing with public institutions in ways that lesskamaging feelings of
powerlessness and alienation. New social relatipesire also seen to lead to
benefits such as improved social status and aeaserin hopes and aspirations
(perhaps to learn in more formal settings), as a&lnore immediate practical
benefits such as improved access to local seraicgsnvolvement in wider networks
that may allow access to further training and emyplent opportunities. All these
benefits depend on a satisfactory experience aivwevnent, which essentially
requires giving participants some evidence that tteeve made some difference.

Irvin and Stansbury (2004) on the other hand, @ittt benefits of participation into
four categories, depending on whether the benetitues to the government or to the
citizens and whether or not the benefit is relatethe process or the outcome.

Burton et al. (2004, 29) claim that "local residedd not always share the perception
of some local professionals about the purposewafivement. Officials may feel that
the primary benefits of involvement lie in the paral development of community
activists. However, it is likely that the prioritgr local people is to achieve policy or
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service or other tangible gains for their areaick3on (1999, 10) defines citizens as
"probably the mostesult-oriented stakeholders".

Manring (1998) makes a useful distinction betwdenindividual and organisational
costs of participation. In her study of Alternatsiute Resolution in the US she
found that participation saved time on an orgaiusat level, but it also incurred high
costs in the form of time commitments and sociatugition for those personally
involved in the delivery of the participation.

These, and other benefits and costs of participatientified in the literature, are
analysed in more detail below.

2.5.2 Benefits of Participation

The benefits of participation have been identifpadtly in response to the problems /
disbenefits of previous approaches (e.g. regearati poverty alleviation), as well
as in terms of political shifts in approach. Tierhture suggests that there are three
areas where benefits have been identified - theieficy and effectiveness of projects
and programmes, the quality and legitimacy of deaisnaking, and the benefits
related to citizenship and governance (althoughkelutearly overlap in many cases).

Efficiency and effectiveness of services, projecésd programmes

The benefits of participation here tend to be basefindings that conventional,
externally driven and expert-led services, projacid programmes to tackle complex
problems (e.g. health, urban decay, poverty anglialgy, agricultural productivity,
environmental management), have often failed téesehthe significant long-term
effects sought (e.g. OECD 2001, Hastings et al6),9%ten because physical
improvements were not valued or maintained localhd the necessary long-term
changes in individual people and social structdidsiot materialize.

By contrast it is argued that, "Community parti¢ipa is vital in ensuring value for
money in public services. Services designed angateld without community input
risk wasting public money because they will be @tusr underused if they are not
what people need. Local people must have the oppiggs to identify their needs
and contribute to finding solutions, rather thagl fgowerless in the face of public
authorities that deliver services on their ben@fAO 2004).

The benefits of participatory approaches for eincy and effectiveness are seen to
be (e.g. (ODPM 2005, ODPM / HO 2005, NAO 2004, ®DE002, PIEDA 1995,
Wilcox 1994), for example:

. Innovation and creativity. Participation often involves processes thatvalior
the development of new ideas between sponsoringcaggeand other stakeholders,
helping to develop innovatory approaches that nagite better solutions.

. Avoiding conflict. Participation at an early stage to identify peofis and

solutions with stakeholders is seen to reduceyoidaaltogether, conflict at a
later stage and thus reduce associated costs &yd.d€his reduction in
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conflict is perhaps the most common cost-savingheattributed to
participation in the literature (Irvin and Stansp@004, Rydin and Pennington
2000, Marshall 1999).

Conflict can be extremely expensive: DEFRA andEhgironment Agency
(2005, 4) estimate that around 5% of all permitliapfion took in excess of
500 hours work to process and 1% took over 1,0@@shd.itigation especially
can be very costly, and any reduction here can rmehstantial savings. In
addition, by moving away from grid-locked positicarsd towards consensus,
participation can save time (Irvin and Stansbur§40

However Irvin and Stansbury (ibid) point out thétitigation is unlikely, an
elaborate public participation process may in fadt resources away from the
agency’s mission" (Irvin and Stansbury 2004, 58).

Access to new resourcesParticipation is seen to potentially release and
bring in additional resources not available to pupaiblic or private
initiatives (e.g. funding for community project®iin charities). Participation
may also create the leverage that can release gibadd volunteer effort
(increased involvement of volunteers). Costs magayed by participation
too, for example through cost sharing with othgamisations for example
(Countryside Agency 2004).

Continued development / maintenance It is argued that people are more
likely to maintain a project's dynamic and contimigrelopment if they have
been involved in decisions about setting it up. réigsimply, developing local
ownership is said to mean that local people areertikely to look after
something they have been involved in creating (ess likelihood of
vandalism to physical improvements; lower costafiaintenance).

The Countryside Agency (2004), for example, poiatthe contribution of
volunteer labour in maintaining regenerated greats. Jackson (1999)
points to the World Bank’s experience of decreasadagement costs in the
later stages of participative projects compareaoio-participative projects.

Better quality outcomes in service delivery, projets and programmes
(NAO 2004, Burton et al. 2004; Johnson, Lilja arshBy 2001; Jackson 1999)
are seen to be delivered by participatory appraapheviding:

. Information and expertise. In local projects, local people can bring
local knowledge, so projects are more appropratedal
circumstances, needs and aspirations. Programmesecadapted to
local circumstances so scarce resources can benmedefficiently.
Increasingly at wider levels than the local, staltdérs generally are
understood to bring a range of different knowledidpas contribute to
the quality of the project.

According to Rydin and Pennington (2000, 155) ‘pélic hold key

resources of knowledge that policy actors neecaiiese policy goals".
Jackson (1999) also claims that the knowledge 0bf'gitizens" is
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undervalued in normal decision-making. For Le @aesnd Green
(2005, 16) improved information flows reduce "infation collection
costs while allowing for the identification of betttargeted solutions
and measures".

. Increased public awareness and understandingVhere citizens
have a greater say in an issue they are more likajet informed
about important issues (Benz and Stutzer 2004} feduces the
incentive towards rational ignorance which Rydiad #ennington
(2000, 159) put down to the fact that "In many sdsewever, where
the impact of individual participation in the pgliprocess is uncertain
and small, then it is simply not worthwhile becominformed about
the relevant policy issue".

In addition, better information can help weed aut anfeasible option
at an early stage, thus improving the likelihoodwécess (Johnson,
Lilja and Ashby 2001).

. Sharing responsibility. Some policy areas / public services need the
involvement of the target groups to be successfdl (ealth services
need the active engagement of the patient in dveir treatment to be
successful, especially in preventive measures hadges in behaviour).
This has been termed 'co-production’ (and see heéMarshall 1999,
ODPM 2005b).

. Increased use Participation usually leads to improved use oflitzes /
services because they are more closely based @efeneeds and
expressed wishes.

. Staff morale. In some cases participation can increase the maral
enthusiasm of the staff leading to more productreeking relationships
(ODPM 2005b, 2). However, there is also researdticiwhas shown
opposite tendencies (Manring 1998).

Many of these practical benefits are for the spongagency. Clearly, participation
also has to have substantial benefits for the gewpb join in institutionally
promoted programmes, or their participation willMagy limited. These benefits may
be described as personal, developmental and tramstive (ODPM 2005, ODPM /
HO 2005, Drijver 1990, Mostyn 1979, Oakley 1991]at% 1994) and may include:

. Confidence and skills Skills learned through participatory action heen
identified as helping to improve people's lives] &e used in the wider
community. This may be described as ‘capacity mgliti(e.g. Jackson 1999)
and 'empowerment’ by others (e.g. Irvin and Staysb004). A similar

1 Capacity building has been formally defined asiVat@&s, resources and support that strengthen
the skills, abilities and confidence of people anchmunity groups to take effective action and
leading roles in the development of their commesilti Taken fronfirm FoundationsHome
Office, December 2004.
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empowering effect at a community level is alsoadiby other sources
(Rogers and Robinson 2005).

. Health and well-being Positive health benefits from active participati@ave
been identified by various authors, ranging fromedoreported ill health to
positive health effects (Rogers and Robinson 2BE\S 2000). (See also
section on the health benefits of social capitdl:3.

. Trust and relationships. Involvement is seen to build understanding,ttrus
and confidence, which can improve relationshipé itiblic institutions as
well as between individuals and groups locally.

. Access to more learning and other service®articipatory initiatives can
create easier and lower cost access for local pgomducation and other
benefits both through local institutions which niseynewly established or
changed through local action, and by increasingweadge about
opportunities and access.

. Greater self-reliance Participatory action is seen as potentially able
reduce dependency and improve self-reliance, isargaself awareness and
confidence and enabling people to take greateralooit their own lives.

. Direct economic benefits participation is seen as able to increase adoess
cash and other resources to support the projeofseeant to do.

. Non-material benefits social status, social pressure, interest, a taidéarn,
and satisfaction from helping with a wider causéseue have been identified
as benefits.

However, this review has found little direct receegearch on how the individual
benefits of participation motivate involvement. iFhould be an area for further
research.

Quality and legitimacy of decision-making

Modern decision-making takes place in a complerstantly changing context that
demands different ways of making and implementiegsions. Traditional values of
respect for authority and expertise have diminiseakrally in Western society, and
perceptions of increased risk (often highly induatlsed and dangerously
unquantifiable (Beck 1992), lack of trust and utaiety, characterise relationships
between government and citizens. This has charngeretationship between people
and many institutions, to the extent that peoplsttuniversity research centres and
environmental groups far more than Government deeants or business and
industry (NCSR 2001). In addition:

"People display a pronounced degree of fatalismeaeth cynicism towards the
country's public institutions, including nationaldalocal government. This is
reflected in an apparently pervasive lack of tmghe goodwill and integrity of
national government, and in doubts about the ghilitwillingness of local
government to achieve positive improvements ingiiiality of people's lives (not
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least because local authorities' powers are sedimasishing)" (Macnaghten et
al 1995, 3).

Civic institutions (government and its agenciesdisb others) cannot operate
without the consent of the people: they needilagity to do their work on people's
behalf. This credibility has been severely damageadcent years, as evidenced by
falling electoral turnouts and growing hostility, anore likely, apathy: "There are
signs of a new cleavage between two social clagbesprivileged 'decision makers'
and the 'administrees’, the majority of the popaiat.. the typical reaction to this
situation is indifference or aggression" (Dienebtpd in Stewart et al 1994, 9).

According to Marshall (1999, 11) "the capacity @htdown governance (...) has
become outflanked by (...) new social and envirortadggroblems"”. Problems are
often either local or global, making the governingfitutions at the national level
seemingly ill-suited to deal with them.

Another linked factor is that the "boundaries begwsectors of life and different
institutions have become increasingly blurred" k§ta2004, 4), which means that for
example better health outcomes or lower crime calomger be left to the medical
profession or police respectively. Instead thendésl beneficiaries need to be involved
in bringing about these beneficial outcomes. Solaiencthat the achievement of many
goals depends on the actions of others and wittheurt consent the achievement of
these goals is impossible. Participation wouldefee become a necessity in some
cases where the government requires co-operatibiaaks the capacity to coerce (Le
Quesne and Green 2005).

Participation is seen as being able to repair ématje by creating new relationships of
trust between government and citizens, partly @salt of improved communications
and greater understanding on all sides (Rogerfkahihson 2005, Burton et al. 2004,
Countryside Agency 2004, Rydin and Pennington 2086kson 1999). By allowing
direct communication and information exchange betwgarties, participation has the
potential to reduce the transaction costs of deeisiaking dramatically (Le Quesne
and Green 2005, 16).

The survey of public participation in local goveram, published by ODPM in 2002,
found that 'better decision-making' was the secnodt important benefit of public
participation identified by respondents (after im@ments in services).

Participation is thus seen as being able to dethefollowing benefits in this field:

. Appropriate decisions It is argued that more accurate and represeatati
information about the needs, priorities and cap#dslof local people,
including better feedback on existing programmemfexisting and potential
‘users’, can be obtained through participatory mueisins (especially
deliberative mechanisms that allow thinking to kgealoped) than through
conventional information gathering exercises.

. Legitimacy / support for decisions In contrast to the 'decide and defend'
approach to decision-making which has charactessetk institutions,
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participation can allow support for a decision &éodeveloped with
stakeholders before it is formally taken, redudimg need to ‘'market’
decisions after the event and increasing theitegiy' of the decision through
overt public support. Being able to have a sayatao improve

implementation as a feeling of ownership over #sallts of a process can lead
to less conflict in the implementation stage (Baréd al. 2004, Countryside
Agency 2004). However, participants are often quickvithdraw from

projects if they feel that promises have not beadivered. Participants

actively assess costs and benefits of participdtidgtihout necessarily thinking
in these terms) (Countryside Agency 2004, 12).

Accountability to the public. Participation can build on the formal systems
of accountability exercised through representadiemocracy by enabling
citizens to hold elected representatives and otinerg directly accountable
through face-to-face discussions. An alternativg wfdooking at the
accountability benefits of participation is thatagntability is more widely
shared, as more people are involved in the decision

Inclusion and cohesion Carefully designed and implemented participation
can create mechanisms and institutions that caolensarginalised groups
and often excluded groups to be brought into tleesaEn-making process,
reducing the divisions in society by bringing exd#d groups into the
mainstream of society and community (ODPM 2005, ®DMHO 2005,

Home Office 2005, NAO 2004, SEU 2004, Stewart 199&6A 2002).

People who are excluded from decision-making maly lveere relevant new
information or knowledge to contribute to a deais{Burton et al. 2004).
Some also speak of participation as a way to engdttehard to reach groups
as the structure of participatory processes carobieless intimidating and
more engaging for marginalised groups than coneeatiformal processes
(Burton et al. 2004; Stoker 2004).

Meeting public demand and expectations for involvermnt. Even the most
traditional institutions have long recognised tieeato meet public demand
for involvement: "local people and visitors incrieagy expect to be able to
have a direct influence in protecting the placey timost value" (National
Trust 1995, 1). This is often even the case wherpthces in question are in
people's backyard.

Actually measuring the quality of a decision isydifficult, and the exactly opposite
claim is sometimes made about participation: ngrthelt participation leads to
uninformed and/or selfish decisions (see belowieBists in particular are often
worried about the quality of the decisions produlbggbarticipation, especially in
areas of science and the environment where thessse very technical. Their fear is
that, by involving people who know very little atigbe scientific issues, decisions
will be made with unanticipated and detrimentaéef$ to society as a whole and on
the basis of what is seen as the public's irratifaza of risk.

Beierle (2002) conducted a case survey of evalositid stakeholder-based processes
over the last two decades, and concludes thatitlerece is that most of these
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processes have actually led to better and moren&d decisions. Other benefits
evident in the majority of cases was mutually bemefsolutions arising from the
process, and new information. The more intensedafiierative processes were more
likely to produce these beneficial outcomes thamentiaditional approaches.

Citizenship and governance

The patrticipation literature has increasingly famisn the citizenship aspects of
participation, particularly the 'rights and respbiiies’ that citizenship entails (Jones
and Gaventa 2002; Home Office 2004).

People respond differently depending on whether #re acting as consumers or
citizens or co-producers (and look for differenbhéfits):

. Consumers / customerare the direct and indirect users of the publit an
private services and products that are ultimatebighed to serve
communities. This is more than a simple commereiationships: "the
quality of public goods and services is highly degent on the trust between
the provider and user of that service" (Skidmoral &003).

. Co-producersare those who share responsibility as well agsighgood
quality services. Citizens are not simply the passecipients of services
delivered by the state on their behalf and "in their consent and active
participation is crucial to the quality of goodsiaservices they receive ... they
are best understood as being ‘co-producers’, m#tiaad the state working
together"” (ibid).

. Citizens are those operating in the political sphere wieasions are made
about priorities and resources, taking into accthmineeds of others on
public (not personal/private) goods and benefignghe "think and act
differently as citizens than we do as consumelsti)i Decisions about public
goods and public value are inherently politicaltests and require the public
to engage as citizens and not only as consumers.

The literature suggests that public institutiorsbadee the difference between
consumers / users of public services and citizBasngs 1999). Barnes suggests that
the institutions may be committed to the ideassefrunvolvement, but resist the idea
that organised user groups are stakeholders incaeasingly complex system of local
governance. As a result, institutions saw userggrarticipation as merely
representing user involvement and as a route tbliegapeople to become more
effective users of services, rather than perceiitiag an active citizenship.

Moreover, the experience of taking part in decisisnsupposed to spread the idea
and practice of democracy in areas where demodreitutions are weak or
undeveloped (Jackson 1999) or to revitalise exgstiemocracies (Rogers and
Robinson 2005). One specific example is the Newl eeaCommunities election in
the West Gate area of Newcastle that had a higheoat than for local elections
(Burton et al. 2004, 26).

The benefits from this aspect of participation témtie characterised as:
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Active citizenship, in which people take a more active role, andeatgr
responsibility, for the well-being of their commuyni society. This may be
manifested in all sorts of ways from volunteeriogéampaigning. Here,
citizenship is used as a policy concept to linktsgand responsibilities. The
'rights' argument for participation is well estahkd in the participatory
literature; a view that can be summarised as: "&beg somehow is the fact
that participation in the institutions which shape's life is not a gratuitous
privilege, but a basic right" (Kasparson, quotetiailett 1987, 5).

Stronger communities Active citizenship is often seen as an endselitbut
is also linked to wider benefits such as civil mwakand the development of
stronger communities as community members (citlz&ke® more
responsibility for local quality of life, and wotkgether to achieve it (e.g.
Skidmore and Craig 2004, CRU 2004, NAO 2004) (aewlisclusion and
cohesion above).

New organisations and structuresParticipation can lead to the
establishment of a wide range of new groups, osgdioins (e.g. development
trusts), formal partnerships and other mechanisia@scan enable and support
continuing public participation (e.g. World Bank9¥9 Oakley 1991;
Warburton and Wilcox 1988).

Behaviour change Changing people's behaviour, attitudes and gdhas
become a growth area in public policy analysis {@etbOffice 2004, Darnton
2004, Dobson 2004, Green Alliance 2003, LindblorA2)9as government
shifts from delivery to enabling, and recognises gffective public service
outcomes depend on the close involvement of tHusedre designed to serve
(e.g. improve health outcomes through lifestylengjes such as diet, stopping
smoking, taking exercise etc). It is linked to ddesations around citizenship
(see above), especially linking rights and respmlitsés. Participation in
collective local action is seen in the literatuseaamechanism that allows
individuals to test ideas about changing behaviguoups providing support
for 'normalising' behaviour change, and encouraginglvement in decisions
that are in the public interest / common good.

Trust and social capital There is significant evidence that trust andaloci
capital are greater among those individuals andhconities that actively
participate in local governance and other collectetivities (Rogers and
Robinson 2005, Burton et al. 2004, Irvin and Stangl2004, Stoker 2004,
Johnson, Lilja and Ashby 2001, Marshall 1999).

Participation is seen as a creator of social chlpita as Jackson (1999) points

out, participation in turn "also requires certagmdls of social capital” in order
to be possible.
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Social capital

» Social capital consists of the networks, norralgtionships, values and informal
sanctions that shape the quantity and co-opergtiaéty of a society's social
interactions

» Three main types of social capital can be distisiged: bonding social capital (e.qg.
among family members or ethnic groups), bridgingaaapital (e.g. across ethnic
groups) and linking social capital (between différsocial classes)

» Social capital can be measured using a rangedafators but the most commonly use
measure is trust in other people.

o

Directly quoted from Aldridge and Halpern 2002.

Increased social capital is seen as able to axbasfer against socio-
economic disadvantage by reducing the effectsaif ¢d economic resources
(Campbell 1999), can improve self-reported healttt@mes and reduce
health inequalities (Cooper 1999; HEMS 2000), agig lsreate "high levels
of growth in GDP, more efficiently functioning lalmomarkets, higher
education attainment, lower levels of crime, bdtealth and more effective
levels of government" (Aldridge and Halpern 2002).

The ONS review (2001, 20) adds improved longewtgome equality and
less corruption, as well as arguing that "socigitehmay act to buffer the
effects of social stress and that its presence tngigtherate a sense of well-
being and belonging". Rogers and Robinson (209&eawith Aldridge and
Halpern (2002) and the ONS (2001) about the benefisocial capital for
economic growth, and add reducing fear of crimenfelé as actual crime),
increased employment, as well as increased trysihtic institutions as one
of the proven benefits of participation.

However, social capital is not without contentioks Rydin and Pennington
(2000, 161) point out "the claims made for socalital vary greatly”, and
Servon (2002, 2 and 3) points out that "it remaiery difficult to
operationalise social capital for the purpose @frgiiative analysis" and that
"it has come to mean different things to differpabple”.

Social capital has been described in numerous {uaysldition to the
definition taken in this study and cited in the laove. It has been defined
as 'social energy’, ‘community networks', 'so@aburces’, 'social glue' (ONS
2001, 6) and also as a "web of co-operative relatigpps between citizens that
facilitates resolution of collective action problghfVeenstra 2000, 619).

The latter definition hints at the assumed econaeffiects of social capital.
According to the ONS literature review on socigbita (2001, 7) social
capital can enhance "economic achievement thraugjieased trust and lower
transaction costs". The view that the primary eooicceffect of social capital
comes form reducing transaction costs is sharedrpng others, Weinburger
and Jitting (2001).
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In terms of its role in assessing participatiors ivorth noting that social
capital differs from other forms of capital in amioer of ways, and there
appears to be a certain amount of consensus litereure about the
following differences:

. Social capital is non-rivalous (Servon 2002): peeson’s use of social
capital (trust etc.) does not hinder anyone el fusing it. This
guality makes social capital a public good (ONSD0Nnd it is
therefore subject to the risk of free riding.

. Social capital does not deplete with use likeeoforms of capital
(Servon 2002).

. "Despite some ambiguity, social capital is getganderstood as the
property of the group rather than the propertyhefindividual. Hence
the most common measures of social capital exapangipation, e.g.
membership of voluntary organisations” (ONS 20@1), although this
measure has been seen by some (ibid) as limitedrmsdimensional.
The analysis of social capital as a collective @isssupported by
Servon (2002).

There are also some negative findings on the soajatal outcomes of
participation. Social capital can be destroyed el &s created by a badly run
participatory process that might result in redutadt, anger and resentment,
dividing communities and leading to greater confi@NS 2001). In addition,
a participatory process might lead to increasedboapital among already
highly-experienced groups to the detriment of thoke are unable to
participate on equal terms. The claim is sometimade that participation is
actually creating a new elite of well-networkedfaissional’ participants.
More seriously, undesirable 'communities' (e.gneral organisations) also
rely on high levels of internal trust and can bérfedm the development of
social capital among their members (ONS 2001).

There are also studies that argue that there asgniicant correlations
between social capital (as measured by social emgewt in voluntary
associations) and health outcomes (Veenstra 200ajdition, Knack and
Keefer (1997) studied the effects of social cagitaeconomic performance
using international data on trust and social ncaints found that membership
in formal groups, one of the more popular measafescial capital, was
neither correlated to trust or economic development
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2.5.3 Costs of Participation

There is far less literature on the costs of pigioon, although there is material on
the dangers, risks etc. Against the tide of a gdlygpositive view of participation,
political commentators are beginning to criticisetizipation as an expensive waste
of time and money and as increasing the risk afqaree from specific interest groups
operating from selfish and uninformed positiong.(€arris 2005 and Taverne 2005).
The backlash against NIMBYs, when they 'participat@ppose something seen as
'for the public good' (e.g. wind farms and othewmevelopments) has become
vociferous (e.g. Lock 2005).

In addition, one of the main reasons for partidggatnitiatives not matching up to the
expectations of those seeking greater effectivemegdsfficiency is the
rhetoric/practice gap (Cooke and Kothari 2001)vivich the fanfare that
accompanies a participative process is not matbiietle actual opportunities to
participate or the eventual influence of the prec@&sere are three dominant factors
underlying the rhetoric-practice gap, often symmtmof an inexperienced or naive
approach to participation:

. The focus on involving large numbers of people dave an over-enthusiastic
marketing of the process (e.g. "your opportunitgdaee the world", when in
reality you may be simply informing a local policyr

. The will and commitment to promote participatioging greater than the
individual and organisational capacity to makefeetive; or

. The interest in participation not being matchgahwillingness to actually
change anything as a result.

Other issues identified around badly-run partiéygaprocesses include:

. The cumulative effects on multiple forms of pagation can be a cost, in the
form of 'over-consulting' and 'engagement fatighiewburn and Jones 2002,
52).

. Poor reliability in one project can grow into @ngral lack of trust (Collier and
Orr 2003, 4)

. A weakness in many participative programmesas they rely on short-term

funding and depend on the will and enthusiasm dividual champions.
(ODPM 2005b, 7)

Lack of support for participation workers hasietentified as a constraint
that can jeopardise the benefits of participati€fifects of resource constraint
include:

» Team leaders sometimes hire less expensive stafirmultants.

« Complex projects are given the same budget as thasare simple.
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» Sometimes technical specialists are excluded; lseci@ntists may be
the first to get cut.

An additional problem is the amount of time reqdicd staff to find the
additional resources required to make participatvork properly (Aycrigg
1998, 18).

However, while these are dangers associated witioaparticipatory process, rather
than actual 'costs’, there are also specific @sstsciated with poor processes, which
are both absolute (e.g. conflict generated by appadess which costs staff time to
deal with), and relate to benefits not gained (eagbuy-in and ownership by local

people).

Direct costs might include (InterAct 2001; Oakle391 and others listed below):

Staff costs will be generated. Extra (and défe) staff may be needed to
support participation. Training for staff may als®needed. Participation can
take up calendar time (to allow days, weeks, moftthparticipants to come
back with comments / become active); and staff tina¢ cannot be spent on
their usual work. It is a "major cost" (Jacksor®298) identified by numerous
sources (Countryside Agency 2004, Lilja, Ashby datdnson 2004, Jackson
1999). Irvin & Stansbury (2004, 58) identify theedvy time commitments
that citizen-participation processes require" astfain reason why
participation is "arguably more expensive thandbeision making of a single
agency administrator”.

The staff costs are likely to be increased if endéexpertise is brought in to
run or advise the project (Jackson 1999). Man{l@98) points out that there
is a difference between time measured in man-hanniscalendar days, both
of which entail different costs. Participation midgad to quicker decisions,
but might well require more intensive work for teadirectly involved.

Event costs (rooms, refreshments, payments t@pamts).

Publicity (for the process overall, special egegir).

Exhibitions, reports, leaflets, websites etc.

Other dangers identified in the literature relat@dosts include:

Shifting the burden of cost to participants, utthg:

. Participation may hide the fact that less momegnvailable by shifting
the burden on to the voluntary effort of local pleoftallett 1987).

. In times of resource constraint, voluntary efftah be seen as the one
infinite resource and over-exploited (Taylor 1995).

. Participation in major projects may overload Iqeaople who become
expected to do for free what professionals are fwadb (Taylor
1995).
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When consulted, people may oppose the initigtdekley 1991, 14), which
may generate costs in managing next steps of thegement process.

Participatory mechanisms may be unpredictabletlacefore difficult and
costly to manage (Oakley 1991, 14).

Participants may prove to be emotive and irraipar ignorant of complex
situations (Burton et al. 2004) and may as a resake poor quality decisions
(Irvin and Stansbury 2004). In addition, the driweereate common ground
and reduce conflict may lead to outcomes whicksaleoptimal (Coglianese
2001).

Those involved in participative projects raredflects the population at large
in spite of often being used / seen as 'represeatanstead it may be those
groups who feel the strongest and/or have the toosgin or lose that get
involved (Irvin and Stansbury 2004). The feelihgttparticipants tend to act
in a subjective and self-interested manner is vgiceesd in some sources
(Burton et al. 2004, Sanders 1997, Rhoades 19%055i 1997, 174, and
Rydin and Pennington 2000, 158) warn of the fretjaapture of participation
efforts by special interest groups, often to theeichent of the wider
community.

According to Marshall (1999), there is a riskttparticipatory processes will
become over complicated and retain the status quo.

Jackson (1999) emphasises that many participgtagesses are troubled by
uncertainties and delays. Others have raised she isf expectations raised by
participation but which are then not fulfilled léag to cynicism and burnout
(Countryside Agency 2004)

Participatory mechanisms are seen as potentiatiyrapinto conflict with and

undermining the power of existing democratic sties (NLGN 2005, 12).
There are also other important risks, includimg fiollowing:

. Reputations Everyone involved in participation is risking the
reputation, whether in the design and deliveryhef participatory
exercise, the willingness to participate at alfj #me willingness to
abide by the results (if that is appropriate totdehnique used);

. Failure to deliver on promised outcomesEven where the desired
outcomes seem clearly defined from the start, adecimakers may
refuse to accept the outcomes;

. Uncertainty. Project managers who 'give away' a degree of
management control of their project through encging@participation
have to deal with a level of uncertainty in termslelivery of agreed
products (World Bank 1994).
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. Relationships A poorly run process can damage relationships
between all those involved - although participatian increase social
capital and build capacity if designed to do sa participation can
damage relationships and undermine confidence.

If the process is managed well, all these riskdcctranslate into benefits rather than
costs, but that depends on the quality of the m®ce

2.5.4 Evaluating Participation

There has been very little evaluation of the cosfgarticipation, although this is not
the only area in which this is the case. As airadbt recent study of ‘what works' in
evidence-based policy and practice in public ses/i®avies et al 2000, 3)
concluded, this lack of evidence "reflects the mafaof cost-effectiveness and cost-
benefit analyses in the public sector, and thaivelgaucity of activity in this area".
Irvin and Stansbury (2004) claim that "It is a reatf concern that very significant
amounts of public money are invested in commumipivement with little
evaluation of success or good practice having besmged out or disseminated"”
(Irvin and Stansbury 2004, 17).

When evaluation has been done, the drivers haalysieen associated with
increasing public confidence (and thus politicakistment), principles of openness,
transparency and accountability, to learn from epee and to improve practice, to
show what works when, to demonstrate the 'valupadicipation, and sometimes to
extend involvement through continuing participatiorthe evaluation process.

The number of large scale evaluations of particigatvorking in major UK public
policy areas has grown in the last couple of yezspecially in regeneration policy
(e.g. ODPM /HO 2005, ODPM 2005b, ODPM 2004b). Afaoin these, while the
benefits of participation are increasingly articeth the costs are still not covered in
any detail at all (beyond, for example, overallastment in the programme, or funds
that may be available locally).

The methodologies for evaluating participation stittin their infancy, but there are
some relatively recent general social science-bagalliation methodologies that
have been contributing to thinking in this areap#ssing, it is worth noting that the
social science perspective is now being seen asimdf specific strengths in relation
to the 'natural science' perspective, which lead®te potential for considering the
qualities that social science methodologies couligtto the evaluation of
participation alongside a conventional economidyais (see section 2.4 for more on
economic thinking in this area).

The social science perspective explicitly recogsibe particularity of context
(including constantly shifting policy and politicebntexts and resource constraints),
the complex dynamics of the social world (includmgnan motivations as well as
social institutions) and the heterogeneity of sgiifor decision making. Social
science methodologies can bring in issues sucGBE (2000):

. uncertainty and complexity
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. recognition of a diversity of 'publics' with drge values, knowledges, cultural
identities

. creating different ways of framing environmenmniaks and potential strategies
to resolve problems

. recognition that different sectors have differebilities to tackle problems

. recognition that trust is a vital element in palgerceptions of science and

institutions, and that the development of inclusigrnprocesses can help
revitalise trust in science and policy.

The processof evaluating participation can be as importantheproduct Research
for the local government Improvement and Developmgrency (IDeA) in the UK,

on poverty and social inclusion programmes, sugghstt the approach to evaluation
should reflect the objectives / values / critefizhe programme being assessed, e.g.
participatory methods of evaluation for participgtprogrammes (Alcock et al

2000).

In the same way as participatory initiatives mayrisgrumental or transformative, so
evaluations of participation can have similarlyatiyent outcomes. Hunt and
Szerszynski (1999) suggest some of the tensionsdmaresult between instrumental
and transformative objectives for evaluations,udaig between problem-solving and
relationship building approaches, cultural empowertrand structural change,
digestibility and authenticity (i.e. between pregsag the authenticity of participants'
own words and creating outputs which can be digdsyeinstitutions in the form of
reports and recommendations, requiring ‘translgtiambivalence and consistency
(recognising shifting policy and political contexihile also coming to some general
conclusions which can be meaningful to decisionengk Such tensions need to be
addressed in designing appropriate evaluation peese to avoid overloading
exercises with multiple objectives and outcomesttinay cannot deliver.

There is clearly a distinction between evaluatiagipipation and participatory
evaluation (the latter potentially done of a nontipgpatory programme). But even
when a participatory approach to evaluation is icmred appropriate, further
tensions arise. Firstly, it has been suggestddathavaluations are participatory,
because they need to at least take into accountdies of users, beneficiaries,
stakeholders etc (Rebien 1996), but the degrednichwhey are participatory varies.
Arnstein's ladder of levels of participation (Argist 1971) can be used to analyse the
levels of participation in participatory evaluati@s well as in participatory exercises
themselves, as Arnstein's analysis addressessinesi®f power and control. In
evaluation of participation, the key questionsaneind value and judgements
(Alcock et al 2000), and the issues of power androbarise in addressing whose
assessment of the work is valued and why and hatwtiue is measured: what
Robert Chambers summarised in the question 'wheagiyrcounts?' (Chambers
1997).

There are four approaches to evaluating parti@péatiat are currently much in
evidence:

. Fourth generation evaluation First generation evaluation is seen to be

about measurement by a 'technical' evaluator; skgeneration about
describing patterns of strengths and weaknessas Byaluator operating as a
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‘describer' (and covering technical aspects);ttiind generation about
judgement, with the evaluator operating as a 'jutigewell as a describer and
technical). Fourth generation evaluation is ‘respanconstructivist
evaluation', which is essentially 'participatonakesation’ in which the
evaluation's parameters and boundaries are sefgfin interactive
negotiated process with stakeholders (Guba andlinto89).

. The 'theory of change' approach(which has been used in community
development) is essentially a participatory plagrprocess in which the goal
is to generate a theory of change which is plaesitbable and testable and
which makes explicit the pathways of change théeptas expected to
follow. Here, theorising happens in advance antés tested as the process
unfolds, through 'theory surfacing' rather thanasipg theory on a body of
data (Connell and Kubish 1996).

. Realistic evaluation(Pawson and Tilley 1997) is designed to deal vt
problems in social policy and programmes, basetherscientific realist
philosophy (i.e. goals of objectivity and detachmeithout taking over-
simplistic positivist approaches), in order to imorealisticdevelopments in
policy-making that benefit programme participams ¢he public. The basic
realist formula is: context + mechanism = outcome.

. The InterAct model (InterAct 2001), which is a simple practical franuek
and checklist for evaluating participatory, deldtére and co-operative ways
of working, to provide some immediate support tagpice, and to increase the
sharing of information about methods. It providdsaaic checklist covering
both what needs to be examined when evaluatingcfatory processes, and
how it should be done.

Tim O'Riordan suggests that "The best evaluationsisuctive, collective,
continuous and appropriately correcting” (O'Riord@089). And the ideal situation
may be to establish a balance between instrumenthiransformative objectives,
clear ethics and principles, participatory and participatory methods, qualitative
and non-qualitative indicators that are approprfateording to various audiences)
and verifiable (i.e. numerical but also explanasiofwhy and how), and agreement
on timescales.

Even where the ideal is not possible, some kinoatdnce may need to be struck to
ensure that achievable objectives, ethical priesiphppropriate methods and learning
from results can at least be aimed for in a nesu®@us circle' of learning from
experience in ways which also help to develop betiethods of assessment. These
evaluation activities also need to be undertakeaniappropriate way, and
consideration given to the "need to support thegse whilst at the same time
understanding and evaluating it - evaluation shalédlly be linked to building
capacities" (LASALA 2001).

The complex issues raised by these types of asalgsnot fit easily into a cost-
benefit framework (see below). The clear suggedtiom the literature here is that
both qualitative criteria (that describe and intetglata) and quantitative criteria (that
measure and judge data) are needed.
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2.5.5 Indicators of Participation

Indicators are increasingly used as a tool for me@ag participation. Gary Lawrence
(1998) summarises three types of indicators:

. Distinct indicators: Measuring one thing in isolation with no judgeras to
whether the figures are good or bad. They may tiaddorm of an index that
allows comparison over time, but the emphasis iherguality of the data.

. Comparative indicators. Measuring performance in comparison with other
indicators in similar circumstances. These can takdorm of 'league tables'
and help to show where progress is being made &edewperformance has
lagged. These measures can have the effect of exgtng mediocrity
(sustaining first place can be difficult, while raiming mid-table might be
‘good enough’).

. Directional indicators: Measuring progress rather than absolutes. Irethes
instances indicators are as much as a policy ®tiey are a measure. They
set interim goals that help develop strategiesitepith progress. Directional
indicators may incorporate distinct indicators teasure action against
previously set benchmarks or targets.

Indicators for participation are highly contentipimstheory and practice: in theory
because it is argued that complex processes dadlsange cannot (and should not)
be reduced to simple headline measures; in praoticause the process of defining
indicators and analysing the implications of firgrcan be highly complex and
political.

There are also practical problems in choosing tt@g indicators, especially if it
results in perverse incentives - encouraging beladand outcomes that are not at all
what was originally intended. One example of theg#ais of taking data against
indicators at face value has been the use of riehscof crime rates as an indicator of
the effectiveness of urban regeneration in the Okme rates rise and fall partly
according to rates of reporting. In areas wherst frupublic authorities is very low,
crime reporting rates may also be very low. Asttiisreases, reporting of certain
crimes (especially crimes such as domestic violemekracial harassment) may also
increase. As a result, increased crime rates @sudi 10f increased crinreportingcan
actually indicate growing trust and a greater sefisafety and security, rather than
increased crime.

Essentially, indicators can be used to structueectillection of data. Thinking
through what the indicators of change might be ragicular exercise can be a very
useful method of exploring some of the complexalomiitcomes / benefits sought by
participation (e.g. social capital / capacity bunty).

The New Economics Foundation (NEF 2000) has deeel@psimple method
for choosing effective indicators - AIMS:
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. Action focused If there is no action that can be taken as dtresu
collecting data on a particular indicator, it prblyais not worth using
that indicator.

. Important. Indicators must be chosen to be meaningful ampbitant
to stakeholders as well as evaluators.

. Measurable It must be possible to allocate data to the itwic

. Simple. So that collecting the data is relatively easy] so that
whatever data is collected can be widely understood

The process of choosing indicators changes inréiffieprocesses. Obviously,
indicators will need to reflect the purposes oféxercise, and so each participation
initiative will have different indicators depending whether the exercise is intended,
for example, to change policy, develop trust ardadaapital, build capacity, or
promote democratic engagement. Indicators may &e tasfocus the collection of
guantitative and qualitative data. Finally, thedlwvement of stakeholders in choosing
indicators will depend on the extent to which thialeation is designed to create a
sense of ownership of the results, and simplyriortance of the findings being
meaningful to participants.

Research for this review has identified a lot afizators relevant to participation, and
some of the most relevant are outlined below. Saraeonly appropriate to local
community exercises: some are designed for loaatleats but could be adapted to
national exercises. For this review, it was fedtttimply collating existing indicators
would be a useful starting point.
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Table 1. InterAct Indicators
(InterAct 2001, adapted)

ISSUE

INDICATORS

DATA SOURCES

INPUTS: time spent

e.g. staff days, participantsjay
consultant / adviser days,
volunteer time

Performance reports,
timesheets, diaries,
interviews

INPUTS: money spent

e.g. staff numbers and grades
venues, publicity, catering,
exhibitions, reports, expenses /
fees for participants, child care

Accounts, interviews

OUTPUTS: e.g. leaflets
exhibitions, meetings,
surveys

e.g. quantities of leaflets produc
/ distributed, numbers of people
attending events, feedback on
quality of events, numbers of
normally excluded groups
attending

p@tatistics collected,
interviews, questionnaires

OUTCOMES:
information, learning,
understanding

e.g. individuals learning about th
topic, willingness to represent th
process / issues to others

elnitial benchmarking surveys
ewith follow ups, interviews,
guestionnaires

OUTCOMES: trust e.g. increased willingness to | as above
participate / participate again,
increased working among those
involved
OUTCOMES: e.g. increased willingness to takeas above
ownership responsibility for action as a
result, willingness to 'represent’
the process to others
OUTCOMES: capacity | e.g. skills learned, confidence | as above
building built, new qualifications,
willingness to take on new tasks|/
responsibilities, willingness to dg
more / bigger projects
OUTCOMES: e.g. strengthened relationships, | as above
networking access to new networks, new or
strengthened partnerships /
coalitions / networks
OUTCOMES: changes | e.g. changes to the aims and as above

to attitudes, values,
behaviour of
organisations and
individuals

objectives of organisations,
structural changes to
organisations, views changed,
new activities started, activities
stopped

The Community Development Foundation (CDF) has loesmeloping a set of
indicators for community involvement over the psee years, and these have been
increasingly linked to the Audit Commission's finsttional suite of Quality of Life
indicators. In August 2005, CDF published the firegdort of its research (Humm et al
2005) to pilot the initial set of indicators, whioksulted in a set of core indicators on
community involvement, which are:
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Community Influence
A) Percentage of adults who feel they can infl@edecisions affecting their local

area.

Community Cohesion

B) Percentage of people who feel that their lacah is a place where people
from
different backgrounds can get on well together

Social Capital

C) Percentage of people who have helped or bdpedby others (unpaid and
not relatives)
i) over the past year and
i) once a month or more over the past year

Condition of the community and voluntary sector
D) Extent and influence of the voluntary and comityusector in the locality. D
consists of a cluster of six points as follows;
D (a) Number of voluntary and community organsasi functioning in the
specified locality
D (b) Percentage of those that are community asgéions
D (c) Percentage of local people who volunteergplayed an active role in
a community or voluntary organisation at leastetrmes in the past
year
D (d) Range and volume of the services providethbyoluntary and
community sector in the past year
D (e) Percentage of professionally-led voluntaigamisations who feel they
have adequate access to local decision making
D (f) Percentage of community organisations whed feey have adequate
access to local decision making.

In July 2005, the Audit Commission published itsvraet of 45 Quality of Life
indicators (Audit Commission 2005), four of whiaated to public participation.
The close links to the CDF indicator set are clear:

. Indicator 34. Percentage of adults surveyed wlebthey can influence
decisions affecting their local area

. Indicator 35. Extent and influence of the volugitand community sector in
the locality
. Indicator 36. Percentage of people surveyed wkbthat their local area is a

place where people from different backgroundsogetell together
. Indicator 37. The extent of informal volunteering
These indicators are intended to particularly hedal authorities with required work

on Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA),doea agreements and joint
area reviews.
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Other examples of indicators of participation anoaunity level include the sets
summarised in the following table, from a variefynational and local sources.

Table 2. Community level indicators

SOURCE INDICATORS COMMENT

Barclays Site Savers | « 'l feel | could help change National programme of urban
core indicators (NEF attitudes and improve things | regeneration, run by

2000) around here' Groundwork UK

* 'l have learned new skills on the
project in the last 6 months'

e Percentage of respondents
saying: within the last 6 months
I have enjoyed several
conversations with a new
person from a different age
and/or background

» Percentage of respondents
saying: Neighbours around hefe
look out for each other.

« Percentage of respondents
saying: | think the
project/facility will survive.

¢ How many new friends have
people made through the
project?

« Percentage of respondents
saying: | know who to contact
to help me change locally

» Percentage of respondents
saying: | have benefited from
being involved with
Groundwork

¢ Number of people (previously
unknown to Groundwork/the
lead agency) involved in the
project over the last 6 months

« Number of agencies working
with Groundwork (or working
together) on the project

Rural Action for the | « Total funding from the National programme of
Environment programme, compared to match support for community
(Warburton 1998) funding from elsewhere, to show action / involvement in

levels of leverage environmental projects

« Types and numbers of projects
funded, to assess breadth of wark
undertaken

e Types of groups receiving
support, to assess ‘reach’ and
inclusiveness of the scheme, ¢
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the extent to which the scheme
reached 'new audiences' for
environmental work

Capacity building, assessed by
examining:

» the amount of training and
advice provided, and
learning achieved

» the extent to which groups
have developed from their
initial projects

the number of new groups

supported by the scheme

the extent of participation

amongst groups supported,

calculated by assessing:

* number of groups involved i
the scheme

» types of groups involved in
the scheme

* numbers of people involved
in those groups

* voluntary action person days$

» extent and quality of
participation for those
involved

» personal testimony from
those involved.

Extent of Rural Action influence

on others, assessed by examini

* examples of how
mechanisms pioneered by
Rural Action were taken up
by others

« examples of how certain
organisations and institution
had changed priorities over
the time Rural Action had
been running (e.g. parish
councils), with statements

» examples of how local
authorities had changes
practices over the time the
scheme had been running

» examples of change to
individuals who had been
involved

—

LITMUS Project
(ref)

Evaluation of outcomes: qualitative
criteria

level of understanding about
LITMUS

level of trust / faith in LITMUS
approach and consultation

Local project in Southwark,
south London, to engage
local people in planning.

process
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« involvement perceived as usefu

¢ level of encouragement/
facilitation

« level of ownership regarding
LITMUS

* empowerment of the people /
groups involved

Evaluation of outcomes: quantitative

criteria

¢ number of individuals /
organisations participating in
LITMUS

* number volunteers engaged

« number of volunteer hours/days
spend

e continuity of involvement

« number of independent actions

¢ number of individuals /
organisations acting as facilitatars

for LITMUS.
Comedia (Comedia | Since becoming involved, | have ...| National programme to test
1997) .. become interested in something | the impacts of participation
new in the arts

.. .. been to new places

.. tried things | haven't done before
.. become more confident about what
| can do

.. decided to do some training or
course

.. felt healthier or better

.. become keen to help in local
projects

.. been happier

Has taking part had any bad effects
on you?

Do you feel differently about the
place where you live?

Has taking part encouraged you to try
anything else?

Have you learnt any skills by being
involved?

Could you do it better than you could
have before?

Was doing something creative
important to you?

A number of surveys have addressed 'social capitaedirious ways, ranging from the
nature / quality of the local neighbourhood to vikering. Examples include those
outlined in the following table. Some are describsdriteria, some as indicators and
some appear as questions. The first five of these summarised in a Health
Development Agency study of the links between da@pital and health (Mohan et
al 2004).
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SOURCE

INDICATORS

COMMENT |

General Household
Survey

Plus other questions about numbe

Have you done any voluntary
work in the last 12 months?
Do you do any voluntary work
for a group or organisation tha
is not a trade union or political
party?

What type of voluntary work in
the last 12 months (e.g.
collecting money, doing
something else to raise money
visiting people in institutions,
teaching, coaching or training,
etc)

of days, time spent etc).

These questions were askedl
in the GHS that was

conducted among over
t 18,000 adults in 1992 acros
27 regions.

U7y

Survey of English
Housing

Would you say that there is a Ig
of community spirit in this
area?

Would you describe the peoplé
who live in this area as friendly
or not?

Do you get on with all or most
some / none / no contact with
neighbours?

Have you done any unpaid
voluntary work (apart from
political parties) in the last 12
months?

Did the work aim to improve
your local area or
neighbourhood and the peoplg
who live there in any way?

1%

—

British Household
Panel Survey

Active in a political party, trade
union or environmental group
Active in two or more of seven
'social’ activities (parents'
association, tenants' group,
religious group, voluntary
group, other community group
social group or sports club,
women's institute)

Active in two or more of five

‘altruistic' social activities in the

list above (tenants group,
religious group, voluntary
group, other community group
women's institute)

Feels belongs to neighbourhood

Local friends are important
Willing to work with others to
improve neighbourhood

Covers 10,000 residents in
5,000 households in various
local authority areas
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» Talks regularly to neighbours
* Frequently meets people locally
» Voted in last general election
Citizen Audit (Pattie et| = Belongs to neighbourhood
al 2004) » Voting in general election
» Core volunteering
* Volunteering
* Political activity
» Social activity
e Altruistic activity
* Frequency meeting friends and
neighbours
* Friendly area
Neighbourhood social | Proportion of people reporting Survey by University
cohesion and health |« ‘community spirit' College London
(Stafford 2004) * asense of 'belonging to
neighbourhood'
» seeing friends who live locally
in past week
» seeing friends who live locally
in past month
» feeling very comfortable /
comfortable borrowing money
from neighbour
» considering their neighbour to
be a friend
* being in a political party, trade
union etc
Health Education » Satisfaction with the amount ofinvestigating links between
Monitoring Survey control over decisions affectingsocial inequalities and health
(HEMS 1998) life

* Perceived ability to influence
neighbourhood decisions

* Neighbourhood social capita
score (summarising views and
feelings about the
neighbourhood such as feeling
safe, neighbours looking after
each other, good facilities fg
children, good public transport

» Personal support group (the
number of people who could
be called on at a time of
serious personal crisis)

«  Community activity|
(participation in the last two
weeks in adult education
voluntary or community group
or religious activities).

=

n

Health Development | « voluntary activity Creating small-area
Agency (Mohan etal | » core volunteering indicators related to social
2004) » social activity capital, place and health

» altruistic activity
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political activity

voted in last election

local friends important

belong to local neighbourhood
work to improve local
neighbourhood

talk to neighbours

frequently meets locals

feels local area friendly

blood donation

Home Office
Citizenship Survey
2001 (Attwood et al
2003)

Concepts of rights and
responsibilities

People feeling they can
influence political decisions
made in Britain and their local
area

People trusting local and
national public institutions
Perceptions about levels of
racial prejudice

Whether theirs is a
neighbourhood in which they
enjoy living

How many people in their
neighbourhood they know
How many people in the
neighbourhood can be trusted
Whether their neighbourhood i
a place where neighbours look
out for each other

How likely is it that a wallet or
purse would be returned intact
if you lost it in your
neighbourhood

What people did the last time
they saw someone drop litter i
the street

How often people socialise
informally

Participation in voluntary and
community activities at least
one a month /at least once in t
last twelve months (categorise
by civic participation, social
participation, informal
volunteering, formal
volunteering, employer-

Comprises a nationally
representative sample of
10,015 people in England
and Wales, with an addition
sample of 5,460 people fron
minority ethnic groups

[2)

-

[oNg=y
D

supported volunteering).

These social capital-related indicators illustthe broader issue with indicators -
there is a wide range of different indicators measgusimilar issues, and although

correlations may be shown, it is very difficultdbow cause and effect. As the Health
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Development Agency (Mohan et al 2004) research, Séys just as plausible to
suggest that people who trust get involved in @asiooal activity as it is to say that
associational activity produces trust".

2.6 Limitations, Strengths and Gaps

The point that comes across most strongly fromitbture is that the economic
assessment of participation is an area that isvetitunderstood but which attracts a
lot of attention. Numerous sources have pointedtmttit is an area where further
work is needed. The main strengths, limitations gayols in the literature on current
approaches are outlined below.

2.6.1 Strengths of Current Approaches

There are actually remarkably few existing streagtiithin current economic
approaches to assessing the financial costs armgitsenf participation that can be
identified from the literature. The evidence on &wenomics is very patchy, with
some work taking place sporadically in differenttees. However, there are some
characteristics of some economic methods that reayf lnse in developing future
thinking, including:

. The 'life satisfaction' approach, and the useonicepts of ‘happiness’,
‘contentment’, 'curiosity, and 'well-being’ fronstatility analysis.

. Stakeholder engagement in setting indicators iNieR's Social Return on
Investment (SROI) approach (a form of cost-savemalysis).

. The inclusion of savings as a result of investiyieam NEF's Social Return
on Investment (SROI) approach.

. The use of participants' views in cost-effecteenanalysis.

. The approach to non-monetarising benefits frost-effectiveness and cost-
consequences approaches.

. Within cost-consequences analysis, the identitioeof direct and indirect
benefits.

Perhaps the greatest strength to emerge from sleaneh is the growing realisation
that it is important to try to measure the costs iampacts of participation as the field
grows. Without measurement, wild estimates andguesk guide assessments of
costs and benefits before and after participatgeyases take place (e.g. El Ansari
and Phillips' 2004 research showing the differdreveen real and perceived costs
and benefits). Such gaps between perceptionsheneality of costs are unlikely to
help strengthen the credibility and professionputation of developing practice in
this field.
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The illustrative examples used in this study shbas some organisations are
already grappling with these issues, and their ldgweental thinking has been crucial
to the accessibility of that data.

The development of happiness and well-being meashag created an interesting
alternative to the complicated and expensive metlubghutting a monetary value to
costs and benefits, and there may be lessonsftites@ appropriate framework for
measuring participation in future.

In addition, there is a growing body of theory gmdctice in qualitative evaluations
of participation. Future work to link this exper@nwith some of the useful elements
of economic assessment may prove fruitful.

2.6.2 Limitations

Much of the literature makes strong claims aboetabtual and potential benefits and
costs of participation but, while this is often &d®n experience, there is very rarely
detailed qualitative and quantitative analysis, eosts are almost never described in
any detail.

In many cases where examples are given, they @m gery anecdotal. It is often not
clear why a specific case has been chosen, nosiirepresentative example. Where
processes are described they are often not ircairifidetail to gather financial
information. Comparisons are very rare, and thezeahmost no examples that show
how the resources might have been otherwise used.

However, it would be wrong to paint too bleak atyie. A number of studies do
discuss issues of value and cost-effectivenessitalbually not using economic
methods or terminology. (For examples see Faulkkssbciates 2004, Momenta
2003, Greenstreet Berman 2002 etc.)

The majority of the studies that do contain finahdiata are limited to the benefits
and costs that accrue to the delivering agencyiciRamnt time and other costs are not
usually included. On the benefits side it is mmwexmon to consider the impacts on
participants, but this is by no means universaldigts that consider the benefits and
costs to non-participants and society as a wha@ean-existent.

Most studies that do attempt_ to measpaeticipation limit their analysis to those
factors that lend themselves easily to measuremadmth creates concerns among
participation practitioners that "what gets meaduceunts” (NEF 2000), and that all
the main but intangible benefits are ignored. Meaguhe expected intangible
benefits of participatory processes is a complatpt®cess, especially as some
benefits, such as 'social capital', are concefdtsma universally accepted definitions
or measurement methods.

Given the difficulties of establishing cause anféefin participatory initiatives, and
the fact that they are almost always part of a wisolite of other approaches all
designed to achieve the same objectives, it isgparhot surprising that no-one has
attempted to monetarise the benefits.

88



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

With this in mind it seems fair to say that thees Imot been a true cost-benefit
analysis of a participative process. Without plga@mmonetary value aal relevant
costs and benefits the analysis would be incomplaten a cost-effectiveness
analysis of the effects a process had on socialatayould probably result in widely
differing results depending on the measure of $caipital used. There will need to
be more research and development if social caguitdlother intangible measures are
to be included into the equation in a meaningfuy \(itat all).

It may be that more in depth studies of the effe€{sublic participation on social
capital (and other hard to define concepts) wouaie a better understanding of the
impacts that an individual process might have. Thimportant, because of the costs
involved in measuring social capital. Large-scale/sys are expensive and it is
unlikely that they could be carried out for all {pdeed most) cases. It may be that
economic evaluators could make use of existingistud order to perform a benefits
transfer, but benefits transfers are contentiodiscame needs to be taken that
inappropriate comparisons are not made, so fudbiesideration of this approach will
be needed.

Broad concepts such as 'social capital' may nsuliable at all for measuring the
impacts of a single participatory project or pracbscause a single project is unlikely
to significantly affect social capital (or, for erale, community cohesion). Although
cumulative effects of participatory initiatives mergate significant change over time,
problems of cause and effect arise again, and ecetniz models are usually not able
to single out the effects of a single participatexercise from the pooled effects of
multiple projects. Econometric models have beenl tissee what effects direct
democratic structures have had on house prices@mbmic growth in general; it is
hard to see how the same model could be used teureethe effects of a single
participatory process.

It therefore seems that many of the current ecoo@ssessment tools are too large-
scale to be useful on individual projects. Thisgdnet mean that meta-studies of the
large-scale effects of participation are unimpdrttrey can play a key part in
developing benefits transfers, and also answer iitapbquestions about the bigger
picture. However, it does mean that there is a attlogical vacuum to fill before
complete in-depth studies of individual projecta ba done.

2.6.3 Gaps in the Evidence

Reasons for lack of data

There are four basic reasons why there is sucbkeofadata on the costs (and

benefits) of participation - lack of effective redmmg, complexity, scepticism and

novelty:

. Lack of recording. Many project managers do not have detailed aiata
participation costs available in forms that makesaisily accessible for

research or assessment purposes. Some may ndidrheeseparate budget
for participation activities, because it was juattpf what were seen as
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overall project management costs. Some may havdetethe project needed
more participation than expected by others in theganisation, so actual
costs were hidden under other project costs. Haratases, contractors /
consultants may see their costs as commerciallidsrtial, and not been
willing to allow the information to be shared mavilely by their clients.
Also, costs may be incurred at various differenhfsoin the project
management process, by different parts or levetseobrganisation, so the
data is very dispersed.

Finally, lack of data in the past means that pitajeanagers have no
benchmark for their own expenditure on participatiand may fear that their
costs are too high or too low - in this way, la¢kost data becomes a vicious
circle. As more data becomes available, it is thdy@ed that more
practitioners may be willing to share their ownadatore openly.

Complexity. Participative processes tend to be highly compfeenowith

large groups of participants, long time scales tiplel (often intangible)
outcomes and complex, multi-layered contexts incWwhie participation
activity is only one of many related initiative€ause and effect, as in most
social initiatives, can be very difficult to idefytiand attribute to one specific
set of activities. Areas where economic evaluaisamore common (e.g.
infrastructure and planning projects and, to agedsgree, health care) tend to
be have more concrete costs and benefits, andhalsa sizeable body of
research on cause and effect relationships.

This complexity can make it a daunting task to sevn economic model that
accurately captures all major costs and benefits. Cbst of the evaluation
also becomes an issue, especially in cases wheceabgt skills are needed,
where large amounts of data need to be gatherdthramhere the timeframe
is long.

Scepticism. The principles of economics and of participationndd sit easily
together. On one hand, some economists have spoitegainst what they
view as naive assumptions underlying much publitigipation. On the other
hand there are those involved in participation \ndsst economic evaluations
of participation on the grounds that cost-benefélgsis and other related
techniques would tend to ignore the intangible benef participation,
oversimplify the issues and potentially reducegpa&ce for innovation and
experiment by concentrating effort on those acdésithat can easily be
measured. It is therefore not entirely surprigimgf there has been limited
interaction between participation practitioners andnomists, and that
economic evaluations of participation have been few

Novelty. Some forms of public participation have a longdmngtand are well
established. However, the last decade has seenaaka&ble increase in both
the scale and the variety of methods used andheigfore not entirely
surprising that there is little information on thasts and benefits of these new
methods at the current time.
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Filling the main gaps

There are so many gaps in the literature thatrafgignt investment in research is
needed to gather and analyse data. At this stiagéollowing may help start that
process:

. Disaggregating intangible benefits Further research is needed to
disaggregate and define the component elementsnokpts such as social
capital, community cohesion, strong and resiliemhmunities etc, so that it
may become possible to assess what types of jpatiimn activity, in what
circumstances, may lead to specific skills, persooanections etc. From an
economic perspective a more detailed understarafittte intangible benefits
would hopefully make it easier to do benefits tfarsin economic analyses
(if appropriate - see above).

. Finding a practical starting point. As full economic evaluations are likely
to be beyond the budgets of most participatoryqutsj a starting point is
needed that allows for the collection and analgbifie most common, useful
and important data (e.g. staff and time costs)s Wiil not allow for the
collection of complete data on all cost and besghitt at present the pursuit
of such perfection is creating a real theoretieatibr to the collection of any
useful data at all. A simple framework is neededwercome the lack of
recording of basic financial data on participatprgcesses; anything
complicated or lengthy would be unlikely to be widesed.

. Widening the boundaries of assessmentMost financial analyses of
participation that have been done to date have tueassess the implications
for the sponsoring body, while the cost implicatidar the participants, for
example, are almost never considered (and certagtlyneasured). It may be
that all those involved would view participatioritiatives differently if the
investment of time by participants was costed @sd therefore possibly
‘'valued' more highly) and taken into account (dugsas a financial
contribution to the project).

. Economic appraisals of flagship projects While a simple framework is
needed to enable many more projects to record sseba financial costs and
benefits, it may be very useful to have a small benof highly detailed
studies of what are considered to be successftiCipatory initiatives. This
would enable the identification of a wide rangdenhefits, and allow for the
detailed analysis of all the costs, which couldtdbote to the development of
criteria of 'potential’ costs and benefits for othmjects.

. Comparative studiescould be particularly valuable, especially compgra
participatory process with a less participatoryrapph within as similar
circumstances as possible (assuming all projests same level of
participation). Comparisons could also be made/déen participatory
projects using different processes in similar aimstances, and between
geographical areas. Itis in theory possible torasdelled comparison
studies instead of actual empirical examples, tastlikely to be more
effective to use real life examples.
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Prospective studieseem a particularly promising focus for researdhet
present time. Being able to collect cost and bemgbrmation as the project
develops gives a high level of control over theligpaf the information,
while a retrospective study would probably not gagemuch useful
information due to the common lack of cost recagdin

Distributional factors. A number of sources have found attendance at
participative events to be selective. Stoker (2@ldims that "the higher the
socio-economic status of the residents of a logalie more likely they can
engage in participation”, whereas Weinburger artiingii(2001, 1401) in their
study of participative projects in Africa and Asund that "the opportunity
costs for the poor to join group-based projectshéghb. (...) In the described
cases, this has led to a 'middle-class effect'ningahat both for the wealthier
and the poorest part of the population the expembsts-benefit ratio of
participation is negative". Economic evaluationessgs the balance of costs
and outcomes for society as a whole, but it isashetlys normal practice look
at who gains and who loses.

Even when participatory projects have been deengddyhsuccessful, little
analysis has been done to assess the extent th wdsts and benefits are
unequally shared. An oft-repeated fear is thati@pants will be given false
expectations of what their participation will bdeato produce and, as a result,
the benefits will accrue to the organiser of thejgxt whereas a
disproportionate amount of costs (in the form wigispent) will end up with
the participants. Future research may be ableftmexin more detail what

the distributional effects of participation areyragside more traditional
economic evaluations.
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2.7 Conclusions and Ways Forward

There can be little doubt from the findings of thigrature review that there is a real
need to undertake further research on the costbamefits of participation, and to
find a practical approach that will appeal to ptisdrusers. The review strongly
suggests that:

. Conventional cost-benefit analysis is unworkailpresent as a method of
assessing the financial performance of participafidnere is currently no
universally accepted way of putting a monetary @aua the intangible
benefits of participation, which means that anyt-t@nefit analysis will be

incomplete.

. Cost-savings and cost-minimisation can be usefasbme cases but have
serious limitations that would need to be madercid®en the results are
presented.

. Cost-utility analysis might be an appropriateegssent method if more

relevant measurement methods can be devised. Howesi-being and
happiness would not capture all the benefits thaigpation delivers.

. Cost-effectiveness and especially cost-conseguanalysis seem the most
directly useful for measuring the economics of ipgration. They avoid the
problem of having to value the benefits in monetaryns, which makes them
less resource intensive to carry out.

It therefore seems that the way forward shouldrporate the following principles:

. At the very least an economic evaluation shogldd capture all significant
costs and benefits to the organisation delivefiregarticipation and to the
direct participants. Where possible this shouléxtended to other groups
affected by, but not directly part of the partidipa exercise. Care should also
be taken to include all costs of a particular deaisnaking process,
irrespective of which budget it has come from.

. Regardless of the type of economic valuationiedrout, there will be a need
for improved ways of recording costs and benefitpart of day to day project
work. Interviews, diaries, surveys and other reseanethods are potentially
useful methods of accessing this data of reseangiopes but, at present, in
many cases the data simply does not exist in aaylesorm. The case studies
being undertaken as part of this research hagdtttestablish the kinds of
costs and benefits currently being recorded, anerevproblems are arising.

. Care must be taken not to impose a rigid strechor economic evaluation of
participation. Each use of participation is unigumel needs to be assessed to
see which are likely to be the most important biésmehd costs in that
particular case. There is however a trade-off betwadividualised studies of
each case with high cost implications for the eatatins, and using benefits-
transfers and other approximations, which may lavercosts of the
evaluation itself.
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Since participation has received a lot of attanfrom the Government and
others, and because the economics of it are latggdgown, there is likely to
be a lot of interest in the first few detailed econc evaluations of
participatory processes. Care needs to be takenstare that these first studies
are undertaken carefully and sensitively in wayd tontribute to the
development of the methodology of economic assessaigarticipation.

The results of these initial studies also needatodlied carefully as initial
estimates may not be accurate or representativielfwiill not be clear until a
number of studies have been completed).

Distributional effects matter to participatiorspecially since so much of it is
undertaken for purposes of reaching out to marigedlgroups, or for civil
renewal purposes. Alongside the total costs andflisnan assessment of the
distribution of these costs and benefits shouldhbde.
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3. Case Studies Summary

In order to get an understanding of the curreriessapractice in recording and
thinking on the economics of participation we undek an analysis of 15 actual
participation projects (15 in brief then four in raaletail). Full details of the
methodology and findings from the case study el@ro&the research can be found in
Annex 2.

This section provides a brief summary of the kegifngs from the case study work
(see Table 3). Please note:

. The costs and benefits data is reported as pduiy the initiatives
themselves, usually from the project manager. pdists in the 'issues’
column come from comments made by interviewees.

. Some case study data comes from just one inteeddthe project manager);
in the first four cases, further interviews werédhagith (usually two)
participants and a decision-maker / senior managevell: these projects
were the Camden Mystery Shopper project, the Cdnéamation Support
project, the Humber Estuary Designation Projedt, the Clarence Corner
Partnership.

. Although there is data on costs in most casesetineed to be viewed very
cautiously. The data is almost all estimated, thecconfidence of the
interviewee in the accuracy of the data was verieda

. The interviewees had no difficulty identifyibgnefits but were, in many
cases, unwilling to quantify these in any way -eesglly resisting putting
monetary values on them.

. The one concept from economic theory that thentatiempted to apply here
was that of 'replacement costs' (i.e. the costebfeving the same benefit
through other means). In many cases, the intepgéswere not able to say
what the 'replacement costs' might be (e.g. usiaket research or
advertising). The most common response was thastimpossible to
compare as the results would have been so different
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Table 3. Summarised Case Studies

PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Humber Estuary
Designation Project

Run by English Nature
2001-4

Aim: to review and
possibly extend the legal
protection for wildlife in
the area

450 stakeholders,
including local
landowners, statutory
bodies, voluntary
organisations, MPs and
pressure groups

The engagement went
beyond the statutory
requirements for this sort
of project; previous
English Nature plans to
extend designation met
with hostility and plans
were withdrawn.

« Staff time (about £50,00(
 Displays and PR (about

¢ Admin (about £5,000)
» Postage (about £2,000)
» Travel (about £1,200)
« Press briefings (about

p.a.)
£8,000)

£1,000)

Participants' time - very
varied input: local
authorities and
professional stakeholder
put in most time. One
stakeholder reported
putting in 100 - 200 days
over the period.

Successful completion of
the designation process
Greater understanding /
awareness of the
environmental issues, an
of English Nature (EN)
position, by stakeholders
Reduced conflict betwee
EN and several powerful
stakeholders, with
benefits to both sides
Positive press coverage
the process

Improved relationships
led to some new groups
and partnerships
including the Humber
Industry and Nature
Conservation Associatiof
(with nature
conservationists, local
authorities and local
industry), and the Humbe
Management Scheme
(with 35 statutory bodies
Easier work in future is
predicted because of
improved relationships
Time and cost savings
anticipated in future
because of increased tru
Credibility for
stakeholders that
participated

Reputation / image of EN
improved
Probably saved legal cos
(e.g. an example given o
similar context that
resulted in legal costs of
about £75,000 because ¢
conflicts).

D

=

=

Difficult to identify
stakeholders' time on thi
because it was one of
several initiatives
involving the same
people
Seen to have resulted
overall in a positive
'legacy’ of improved
relationships for all
involved
Difficulties were found in
justifying the upfront
expenditure when the
expected benefits were
intangible
Difficulties in increasing
the depth of engagement
from statutory
requirements because of
time constraints - the
formal consultation periog
very limited.

)
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Cancer Information
Support

Run by Easington Primar
Care Trust (PCT) and
Macmillan Cancer Relief
Aim: Support service
staffed by volunteers in a
new centre in a local
shopping centre

Just starting; only 8
volunteers in a core grou
(although 50 have offerec
to participate)

 Staff time
y Vvolunteers (including

developing special
briefing packs)

far

(=)

* Training for participants /

« Participants' time: 20 - 3(
hours over the 8 weeks sp

Reputation of the PCT
improved

Feedback on health
services provided
Opportunity for
participants to contribute
and 'pay back' for help
they have received
themselves in the past
Opportunity to help
others, and as alternative
to professional advisers
Increased knowledge
among volunteers about
the health service and
cancer treatments
available

Increased ability for
volunteers to influence
services

Volunteers made new
friends.

* Too early to have detaile

costs (initiative only just
starting)

« Budget pieced together
from various part of the

PCT, so difficult to get an

overview
* Volunteers did not want

to put monetary value on

their time - said it had a
different sort of value

 Volunteers frustrated by
delays in getting the
project going.

Clarence Corner

* Run by Torfaen

Project, Torfaen

council and the
developer

Aim: to
disseminate
information about a
regeneration project
Two one-off events
(one for residents,
one for politicians /
landowners), held
in March 2005; 1
hour each event;
about 50
participants in total,
mostly local
Presentations then
guestions and
answers

Facilitator (£900)
Admin (£600)

Total, about £8,000

Leaflets (about £5,500)
Staff time (about £2,000)

Venues etc (about £500)

Knowledge / awareness
the planned developmen
feedback from
participants showed they
did know more after the
events

Reduction in opposition /
conflict because people
understood the plans
Avoided delays that could
have been caused by
conflict

Staff skills / experience
Time savings, compared
to approaching
stakeholders individually

L

e Costs shared between th

local authority and the
developer

» Feedback from
participants about the
value of the exercise
varied as to the extent to

which conflict had / would

be reduced as a result.

[¢)
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Camden Mystery
Shopper

* Run by London Borough

of Camden council

* Aim: To explore the level

of service people with
disabilities received at
council offices

» Each participant visited

council offices and reporte

back
30 patrticipant /
researchers with various

forms of disability; recruiteg
from Camden citizens pang

* 60 days of staff time,

teams

* Incentives (M & S
vouchers - £600)
 Catering (about £100)
* Print (about £100)

e Carer (£15)

hours each - half day
briefing, 2-hour
debriefing, plus time for
visit

|* No participant travel co

transport.

from across three council

j ¢ Participant time - about 7

sts
because they either had
passes or access to free

* Obtained the information

required on current acces
Dealt proactively with the
council's duties under the
Disability Discrimination
Act

Learning for staff in
working with people with
disabilities as co-workers
Improvements to staff
awareness of issues, and
willingness to hear what
changes were needed
(because direct from use
themselves)
Improvement to receptior
points to improve access
at council offices
Increased transparency
and openness of council
ways of working

Better understanding of
public needs

Service improvement
Less risk of conflict and
litigation

Improved council
reputation

Greater knowledge /
awareness among
participants of how the
council works

Sense of ownership /
empowerment on the
project among
participants

Feedback on the results
the involvement (among
participants)
Interpersonal skills
(among participants)

L]
5S

s

N

Half day training was not
really considered enough
Although all interviewees
agreed on the success of
the initiative, they came t
different conclusions
about whether they woulg
do it again - participants
would, so would the
project manager, but the
senior manager felt it
could be less trouble
simply to contract the
work out to a consultancy
(even though probably
more expensive)

Costs were saved by
recruiting through the
citizens' panel

Only one participant
claimed carer support
although it was offered to
all

Experience of one staff
member kept costs down
Increased costs to other
council departments as a

result of the exercise (e.g.

disability awareness
training, changes to
reception areas); but thes
costs could be seen as
benefits

Calculated that if the
same task had been dong
through a focus group, it
would have cost about
£7,500

174
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

London 2012

Engagement

Programme

* Run by London Civic
Forum

* Aim: To engage with

groups not involved in the
Olympic bid e.g. Chinese
and Somali communities

* 10 events held so these
groups could put
questions to the 2012
team; November 2004 -
July 2005

» 300 organisations
involved

Staff time 70%
Admin 10%
Catering, venues,
evaluation etc 20%

Participants' time - 1 day
on average

* Created the enthusiasm
for continuing
involvement in the

initiative

Groups were involved tha
would not otherwise have
been associated with the
2012 bid

Policy recommendations
were made on
engagement and
consultation

Direct links were
established between the
groups and the London
2012 team

At

D

¢ Short term funding and
one-off projects such as
this contributes to high
staff turnover, and
knowledge and skills are
lost to the organisation

« Delays to the process

were caused by lack of
resources among
participant groups

» Could not compare this

process to advertising as
that would not have
worked

¢ Could not disclose budge
because of confidentiality

—

Cannock Chase

Primary Care Trust,

Staffordshire

» Health Partnership Unit
run by Cannock Chase

PCT,; parts of the work ar
outsourced to the council

for voluntary service
(CVS)

» Aim: public involvement
strategy to provide
patients and public with

information, get feedback

on service delivery,
influence policy

3 staff across 4 PCTs
Core budget is £10 -
15,000,, excluding staff
Admin (about £15,000)
Training (about £5,000)
Travel (about £1,000)
Advertising (about
£1,700)

Participants' time - couple
of hours each, but very
varied

Reached group beyond
those usually heard in
health consultations
Learned that those who
shout loudest are not
necessarily those that
resources should be
focused on

Moved participants on
from 'wish lists' to
thinking about those
issues the PCT could do
something about

Could pass on informatio
/ suggestions beyond PG
remit to other service
providers

Independence of the
process gained by
outsourcing the work to
the CVS, that made the
process more ‘legitimate’
and people more willing
to give their views

=]

* Problem with staff leaving

and taking skills,
knowledge and experienc
with them

* Budget has remained the

same over a few years,
which makes it
increasingly difficult to
manage

)

D
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Bristol City Council

Corporate Consultation

team

* Aim: Runs various
research and consultation
activities including market
research, surveys and
citizen empowerment -
one-off events and
structures such as forums

Staff costs (3 posts - abo
£100,000 p.a.

Project funding /
consultant fees (about
£500,000 to £1 million)
Training (about £3,500
p.a.)

Admin (about £10 -
15,000 p.a.)

ut Worked with 10 - 20,000
participants overall
Better information to
inform decisions and
more informed
democratic
representatives

Saved costs that can be
incurred in putting bad
decisions tight (example,
not local, of costs of
dealing with high rise
council housing)
Consultation earlier rathe
than later leads to much
lower levels of conflict;
even if people are not
happy with the decision,
the fact that they have
been acknowledged 'take
the sting out'.

¢ Good results from
consultation did not
always get implemented
because other parts of the
council could not respond
this has led to some
disillusionment

« Staff costs supplementeg
by funding for special
projects, so there is no
clear overall data on spen

¢ Share consultation costs
with others (e.g. PCTs, th

r universities and regional
NGOs); reckon that has
saved the council around
£40 - 50,000 over past 6
months. But relationship
building and co-ordination

s is needed for partnership
working and that takes
extra time

« Offers to pay participants
(including expenses) ofte
not taken up; offered as
sign of goodwill

 Properly considering whg
people say does take tim
shortcuts undermine the

quality of the participation.

These costs will increase
more people get involved

« Information only gains
value when used in pract
- which can be months or
years later. But gaining th
information inother ways
(e.g. traditional research)
could be much more
expensive.

=)

=
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Carers Involvement
Framework, Devon
* Run and funded by

various statutory bodies
(PCTs, local authorities)

e Aim: To secure and

support the work of carer
in Devon; and particularly

to get the opinions of
carers into mainstream
decision-making
processes of statutory
bodies

* Quarterly local forums,
and quarterly central
forum meetings

"2

Staff time

Substitute carers so care
can attend the forum
Travel (about £7,000)
Admin (about £15,000)
Venues and catering
(about £5,000)
Advertising (about
£3,000)

rs

Improvement of services
to carers because of bett
information on their

needs, which means better Most participants do not

use of council resources
New avenues of
communication opened
up

Increased mutual
understanding

More informed dialogue

er

Considering paying carer
who take on specific roleg
tasks

claim expenses

n

Hammersmith and

Fulham council, London

« Aim: Updating the
community strategy

» Events from February to

November 2004; revised

plan out June 2005
» Questionnaires to the

citizens' panel, 12 focus

groups (average of 12

people in each, especial

‘hard to reach’ groups),

standing advisory forum

and the borough

Staff time (2 officers;
about £80,000 p.a.)
Focus groups etc (about
£20,000)

Incentives to participants
(E2,460)

Postage (about £500)
Venues (about £360)
Training (about £200)

Changes in people's
perceptions of the counc
Identifying the concerns
of the public - leading in
the long term to better
services

Budget divided between

different departments, an
citizens' panel contracted
out, and no detailed costq
data available

Harlow Community
Services

* Run by the council

» Aim: Supports a youth
council, residents

organisations and grants fg

community action

* Activities include
traditional consultation,
Youth Bank (for young
people to fund youth
activities), etc

r.

Total about £171,000 p.a.

Staff (about £140,000
p.a.)

Venues and catering
(£10,000)

PR and ads (about £6,00
Admin ((about £5,000)
Travel and subs (about
£3,000)

Training (about £2,500)

0

Building capacity of
participants
Awareness-raising amon
participants

Community development
skills of staff increased

g.

Some costs shared with
Essex county council
Ongoing costs reduce as
community organisations
become more sebufficien
'‘Advertising would have
cost twice as much to rais
awareness to similar leve

5e
Is'
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Women's Resource
Centre Policy Forum

* Aim: To build capacity of
women's organisations in

London to contribute to

policy development; with

aim of increasing
proactive working (not
just responding to
consultations)

* The forum has 16

organisations as membet

Total budget £240,000 ove

3 years

Staff costs (2 staff;
£120,000)
Consultancy (£6,000)
Recruitment (£2,000)
Training (£3,000)
Admin (£70,000)
Travel (£1,200)
Events (£19,000)
Printing (£7,000)
Participants support
(£2,000)

Photos (£250)

Participants' time - 4 day
per year for forum

Fees for participants (£14
- 25, depending on the
budget of the group
represented)

e

UJ

Clearer and more joined
up policy

Opportunity to network
(for participants)

Centre is more in touch
with the aims and
opinions of their member
organisations
Uncovering useful
knowledge

Enables groups to take
part in consultations that
they do not usually
engage with

« Offers travel and child

care support but most
participants do not use thi

» Gaining learning through

training rather than
experience has been
calculated as a saving of
£4,200

Ymbarel project

* Run by Barnardos Wales

in Blaenau Ffestiniog
e Aim: Community

development work to tackl

poverty and deprivation

)

Staff (5 full-time; about
£120,000 p.a.)

Training for participants
and staff (about £9,000
p.a.)

Travel / subs costs for
participants and staff
(about £7,000 p.a.)
Food (about £2,000 p.a.
Events (about £2,000 ps
large event; £500 for
small ones)

Copying (about £1,500

p.a.)

Annual turnover about

£180,000 p.a.

=

Surveys showed that larg
proportion of local people
knew and approved of th
project, and that improve
Barnardos reputation
Changes in participant
behaviour

New information that
could improve Barnardos
work in the area
Experience of facilitation
skills for the staff

e Long term community

development method

Be Unwilling to allow

d

interviews with
participants because
concern that they would
be exploited

10
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Citizens Jury, Halifax

* Run/ funded by
Greenpeace, universities ¢
Cambridge and Newcastle
and The Guardian

* Aim: To enable citizens
to inform science policy
development, for
participants to educate
themselves together, and
broaden the field of who is
deliberating on research
priorities

» Two jury events held July
- September 2005, with 1
Halifax residents: one
considered a local issue
and the other considered
nanotechnology (mixed
issues to avoid self-
selecting jurors if focus o
nanotechnology

21 meetings were held
over 3 months

Time spent on
organising, facilitating,
by oversight panels and
experts (total about
£100,000)

Participants' time was
about 30 hours each in
formal sessions, plus
preparation time outside
the meetings.

Jurors paid £10 per
evening session, plus
travel, and creche
provided

Emotional energy and
stress for jurors

issue and on

nanotechnology
Produced
recommendations (on
website), press briefing
and video

Visibility for funders
News story for The
Guardian

Research into citizens
juries for Cambridge
University

Experience for facilitators
in linking local and
national processes
Increased understanding
and experience of early
engagement on a scienc
issue

Involved groups normally
excluded from science
debates and decisions

Voice for jurors on a local « Formal budgets only
covered some of the costs

11

- alot of time was put in
free. The budget may
reflect on 20 - 25% of the
real costs

Could not have obtained
the benefits in any other
way (e.g. advertising or
communications
campaigns)

Unwilling to disclose
budget / expenditure

Bristol Race Forum

» Consultative body for
Bristol City Council;
council fund it

« Aim: To involve black
and minority ethnic (BME)
groups in local issues

» 21 advisers from differen
BME groups

t.

Staff costs (part-time
officer time, forum
development officer,
admin - about £20 -
25,000 p.a.)

Catering (about £1,000

p.a.)
Advertising (about £200

p.a.)

Participants' expenses
(about £3,500 p.a.)
Participants' time (about
hours per month)

I~

Council has met legal
requirements on
consulting with BME
communities

Provided council with
valuable information
Easier and less conflict-
prone decisions

Concerns about
participant burn-out as th
same people are asked t(
advise on lots of other
things, and they are all
volunteers

It is more cost-effective t¢
use council staff than
asking consultants to do
this - that is estimated to
cost up to £75 - £100,00(¢

p.a.

11

D
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PROJECT

COSTS

BENEFITS

ISSUES

Birmingham

Partnerships

* Run by Birmingham City
Council

e Aim: To better
understand public
attitudes in order to
develop better council
services

* Activities include an
annual survey and

people's panel (some wor

undertaken by
consultants)

¢ Council staff (£37,000
p.a.)

¢ Annual survey (£45,000)

* People's panel (£10,000)

« Better understanding of
public opinion
¢ Awareness-raising

» Consultants recruited the
panel and conducted the
survey, and no detailed
costs for that

« Difficulties were found
integrating the
information from these
sources into planning
processes for services

« Difficulties were found
over duplication with
other government bodies

» Traditional market
research is seen as much
less effective than this.
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4. The Framework

How do you find out what a participation initiatitas really achieved - or simply
whether the benefits were really worth the time amahey?

This document introduces a framework for thinkibguat the costs and value of
participation in a structured way - to help usergdfa way through the complexities
of the true costs and true value of engaging cisze the decisions that affect their
lives.

4.1 The Current Problem

Public participation in the UK has grown enormouslyhe past few year, with
thousands of initiatives from the very local toioaal levels. The levels of activity
are matched by high levels of investment: the GMdwedebate was estimated to
cost £1.5 million; the Your Health, Your Care, Yd&ay at £1 million. Local
authorities are also spending money on participatichas been estimated that one
London borough spends £1.5 million each year ogipe&onsultation activities (not
counting other communications, awareness-raisic)g @hd research in one Midlands
authority found some 80 consultation exercisesh®h undertaken in a six-month
period. An average of £2 million per year per lamathority does not seem an
excessive estimate of current expenditure on ppation.

But even these figures are the exception to theeauthe moment. In most cases there
iS no cost data available at all: participation mayer have been a separate budget; it
may have been part of someone's job but there wassessment of how much; it did
not form part of conventional performance managedrseithere is no cost-code for it.
And there have been even fewer attempts to actoadysure the benefits of
participation.

This 'budgetary black hole' in the evidence is beigig to be exploited in growing
attacks on participation. Political commentatorsihésv Parriéand Dick Taverne

have both argued that participation might wasté Ibebney and time. There is also
growing concern in the academic literature thatip@ation may not deliver all that it
promised. In Scotland the costs of consultation have becamational issue: a typical
headline appeared in the Glasgow Evening Times/ofiuust 2005: "273
consultations... but no one was any the wiser".

Without clear evidence, it remains very difficidtassess the validity of these
criticisms.

2 parris, Matthew (2005) 'Don’t ask my opinion; damnsult, engage or include; just lead: We shaddtip
bucket-loads of participation over every group godstion',The Times26.2.05.

3 Taverne, Dick (2005Fhe March of Unreason: Science, Democracy, and\the FundamentalisnOxford
University Press, Oxford.

4 Cooke, Bill and Kothari, Uma (eds) (20@articipation The New Tyrannged Books, London.
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4.2 Emerging evidence on costs and benefits

Evaluation of participation processes is becomimgemobust and widespread, but it
still rarely includes any analysis of costs anddigsr The World Bank investigated
the costs and benefits of participation in theweistments in international
development over ten years agout until recently there was little else. That is
beginning to change, as two recent reports for ODIRIgtrate (see box below).

Knowsley neighbourhood wardens

In research on neighbourhood warden schemes, oelgase study area (Knowsley) embraced a
large cross-section of their community in theirtiggwatory processes: "Correspondingly, they
came out highest in the residents’ survey in ressdeporting that the wardens helped make the
area a better place to live (47%)". A sense of aglmp and wide involvement strongly affected
people's perceptions of their area.

The study also found that "Even assuming that @08 of the reduction in crime rates can be
attributed to wardens, there is still an overallisg'. Thedeclinein crime in the warden areas
(nearly 28%), compared to a slightrease(4.7%) in comparator areas.

The involvement of stakeholders, resident involvetr@and active and representative steering
groups were among the key factors for the sucdebese programmes. Participatory approaches
could therefore be seen to save costs in reducinmgc

Taken from Neighbourhood Wardens Scheme Evaluat®bPM Research Report 8, 2004

Community-based service delivery

Case study research in deprived areas has showhéha@elivery of services through
community-based organisations and deliberativegsses cost an additional £45 - £60 per yed
but there were significant benefits:

=

e Crime rates dropped by 50% in the first year &fdicing Priority Area (PPA) in Stoke-on-
Trent which took a neighbourhood management appraéth strong participation. Although
attributable to a large extent to another initiatit was also due to the work of the PPA - as
evidenced by falls in the crime rate in other ateashich the PPA was extended. Also, at
beginning of the PPA, there were 19 void propenieshe estate; there is now a waiting list.

* INclude, in Liverpool, was a community-based migation that took on area management
responsibility for some council services and a bevaole in regeneration. Since INclude had
been active in the area, housing void rates happdeh from 28% to zero; and there was a 50
- 80% reduction in four key crime indicators.

Taken from:Improving delivery of mainstream services in degdiareas - the role of community
involvementODPM Research Report 16. September 2005.

> World Bank (1994)The World Bank and ParticipatiohVorld Bank Learning Group on Participatory
Development, Operations Department, September M84hington DC.
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These sorts of examples illustrate how powerfuisteal evidence of the impacts of
participation can be. It may not be possible to alesirate direct cause and effect,
especially as participation is so often just orrent of a larger programme (e.g.
alongside investment in physical regeneration),itfeels as though some clarity is
beginning to emerge.

4.3 Thinking about value

Oscar Wilde's definition of a cynic as 'someone Wwhows the price of everything and
the value of nothing' can be taken as a cautioe. hieis the value rather than the cost
of participation that is important, but how do wegin to ascribe 'value' to participation
in a coherent and rigorous manner?

Research for Involvehas been examining the potential of various econtmols for
assessing the costs and benefits of participatoimd out whether such tools could
contribute to thinking about 'value'. That researchcludes that simple cost benefit
analysis does not work in this context, nor daradl complicated spin-offs designed to
take into account non-market values - tools suatbasingent valuation (in which
people are asked to value a non-market good oicegrand hedonistic pricing (which
uses existing market choices to estimate non-magktaes, such as house prices near
motorways compared to similar houses elsewherstimate the costs of noise).

Although some mainstream economic analytical thalge some elements that could
form part of an appropriate framework to value iggration, such as involving
stakeholders and the public in defining 'valuedythre generally too complicated for
non-economists to use, they can provide only lidhdenclusions, and those
conclusions may have little meaning to non-econtsmis

The concept of 'public value' has been proposedsasp forward from these tools,
offering a "rough and ready yardstick against whalyauge the performance of
policies and public institutions, make decisionewttallocating resources and select
appropriate systems of delivefy"

This approach suggests a focus on outcomes, sektrust - far beyond the simple
‘efficiencies’ of previous measurement regimes,aaming to achieve the best balance
of accountability, innovation and efficiency. Inghmodel, the focus is less on simply
spending more, or cutting expenditure (as prevmmigical models would have it), but
rather "how well public resources are spent”. lmeotwvords, not just looking at how
much it costs, but rather what is achieved witlséhesources, so a much closer
relationship is sought between spending / investrard achievement. However,
although public value is clearly a useful conceptgetting beyond the previous
general principles governing public expenditureaihnot easily be applied in practice
to assessing the costs and benefits of participatio

® A first draft of the Involve literature reviewrfthe research behind this framework is available o
www.involving.org.uk

" Gavin Kelly, Geoff Mulgan and Stephen Muers (200geating public value. An analytical framework for
public service reformStrategy Unit, Cabinet Office.
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4.4 The argument against measurement

Whatever models are used to assess the valuetafipation, many will still argue
against any attempt to measure such things. Theutifes of actually identifying costs
have already been mentioned, but there are otbéitgms too. How do you show
direct cause and effect when participation is ugymlrt of a larger programme? When
budgets are limited, may 'measurement’ divert scasources from ‘doing'? And much
participation depends on the goodwill and altruafrall involved, so any measurement
has to be done sensitively to avoid jeopardisingesof its most useful attributes.

It has also been argued that any measurementavgkssimplifying complex processes
and outcomes, and that it is simply not possiblguantify participation (and certainly
not possible to put monetary values on it). How yam put a value on democracy?

Of course, democracy (and participation) will alwdyave moral and philosophical
value attached to them, which cannot be subjestith measurement. Yet evidence
does already exist that can be built upon: Invelveview found research showing that
Swiss cantons with more democratic rights on awetegl about 15% higher levels of
economic performance; Robert Putnam's famous r@s@attaly showed how social
capital (generated from social networks includimgse resulting from various forms of
participation) affected democratic engagement aoti@mnic performance; and Nobel
economics laureate Amartya Sen has shown the atboelbetween democracy and
eradicating famine.

4.5 The argument for measurement

Numbers may not tell you everything - or even mughDavid Boyle has sald
numbers "won't interpret. They won't inspire, amelytwon't tell you precisely what
causes what". All that is true, but numbers willyeu somethinglt may not be
conclusive, it should not be taken as more comquetlhhan more qualitative evidence,
but it does offer something that helps to illuméette overall picture.

The danger with the anti-numbers rhetoric is tlhate '‘good enough' evidence may be
abandoned because it is not perfect. And havindata brings its own problems:

. How can you argue for innovation with no way efessing whether it works?

. How can you argue for more resources for padiidgm if you have no evidence
on how much it costs to achieve the outcomes s@ught

. How do you argue for shifting investment from efepipe mechanisms

for dealing with complex issues to front-end papation if you have no
way of showing how costs can be saved by reduandict and gaining
community support early on?

. How can you make the case for valuing the coatitim of participants if
you have no way of calculating their input?
. How can you make sure hard-to-reach, disadvadtagexcluded groups are

included in participatory processes if you cantavgs how much it will cost to
do proper outreach and development work to reaemtland the benefits it will
bring?

8 David Boyle (2004¥he Tyranny of Numbers: Why counting can't makeappy Harper Collins, London.
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. How do you improve practice if it is impossibtegshow what has real value
(especially to participants) and real impacts?

There are clearly real dangers in focusing on thasuarable at the expense of the
valuable. Everyone is aware that some importanofasimply cannot be measured,
and simplistic approaches that only focus on whateasily be measured must be
avoided. Qualitative descriptive approaches wibalways be needed, as will personal
anecdotes and stories which provide a differentafagvidence.

However, with the developments over recent yearsayfs of measuring complex
benefits of participation such as trust, neighbioeds, community involvement and
community vibrancy (by Community Development Foattini, New Economics
Foundation’ and others), there is beginning to be greater nsteteding of how to
disaggregate and identify the outcomes. At the nmirtie processes and their impacts
are too often shrouded in mystery; costs are hidaehbenefits unarticulated.

Measuring the costs and benefits of participatidhalvays be more of an art than a
science, because so many of the factors involvedhéangible. But the accountability
and effectiveness of participatory working can dmdyimproved if we can find some
ways of assessing the costs and benefits thatygmbdeeither vague rhetoric or
simplistic number-crunching, and we can start twiyjste compelling evidence that
shows what works in particular circumstances taeaghparticular objectives.

In summary, the arguments for measuring the caogtdbanefits of participation are:

. To build the evidence base on #etual costs and benefits of participation.

. To improve practice by identifying the most etfiee methods for achieving the
desired outcomes.

. To avoid repeating costly mistakes.

. To improve the planning and delivery of partit¢ipa (e.g. better budgeting and
clearer objectives).

. To demonstrate the value of participation.

In addition to these practical reasons for betteasarement, there are more general
ethical drivers, including:

. Accountability: much participation is funded bylgic money, and continuing
investment needs to be justified appropriately.

. Principles of openness and transparency: ttosésof the principles of good
participation and essential in managing particgratvell.

The rest of this document aims to provide some émaarks for thinking about the costs
and benefits of participation in ways that focuswaiue' as well as providing some
checklists for keeping track of costs so that ¢dmees possible to assess the balance
between costs and benefits.

® Humm, J., Jones, K. and Chanan, G. (2a@Sying Indicators of Community Involvement. FiReport
Community Development Foundation, London.

10 NEF (2000)Prove it! Measuring the effect of neighbourhoodewal on local peopleNew Economics
Foundation, London.
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46 A new framework

Every participation initiative will have differegbals and different costs. The
framework outlined below (Figs 1 and 2) is desigamaply to provide the most likely
categoriesof costs and benefitsto aid planning and monitoring. Every project will
want to specify their own specific details in theamework. Figs 3 and 4 provide more
detailed examples of the types of goals (and indisathat might arise - again simply
as an aid to future thinking and analysis.

The framework is based on the Logical Frameworlgframe) used in international
development for the planning and evaluation ofipigdtion (DFID 1997Y. The
version below differs in various ways from thatgimal LogFrame, but uses some of
the main principles. In particular, the LogFraméheincludes some specific goals to
aid thinking about the benefits of participation.

Table 4. A logical framework for assessing the befies of participation

GOALS/ POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT

PURPOSE INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS

Governance The change sought /| Cost-effective What might underlie t
indicators of methods to find the | goal / principles, and
achievement necessary informatiq constraints / risks

Social cohesion etc | as above as above as above

Quality of services /| as above as above as above

projects / programmes

Capacity building / | as above as above as above

learning etc

In terms of the costs, the aim is to find ways adtifying the costs throughout,
although not trying to translate all costs to a etary value. This may be possible
in many cases, and many budgets for participatiay want to do this (e.g.

putting a monetary value on the time given by pgréints in grant applications,
so that it can count as help in kind when fundimgigtc). However, in trying to
find out some sort of balance between costs andfitermonetarising all benefits
may be counter-productive in many cases.

Table 5. A logical framework for assessing the casbf participation

COSTS POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS
Monetary costs The actual costs of | Cost-effective Factors affecting the
specific activities methods to find the | costs for this particulg
necessary informationnitiative
Non-monetary costs Details of the non- | as above as above
monetary costs
Risks Details of the specifid as above Extent to which the
risks risks are likely |

™ The benefit categories are based on the genejedtdes of participation in: Involve (200People and
Participation. How to put citizens at the heartdeftision-makinglnvolve / Together We can, London.
12 DFID (1997)Guidelines on Humanitarian Assistandepartment for International Development, London.
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important (high /

medium / low)

Table 6. Some of the benefits of participation

GOALS/ POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
PURPOSE INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS
GOVERNANCE:

Democratic legitimac

Reputation / trust /
legitimacy

Active citizenship

Accountability

Has this initiative
encouraged more
people to vote in loc
elections?

Has this initiative
encouraged people 1
think the council is
doing a good job?

Has this initiative
encouraged people
get involved again,
because they think it
worth while?

Has this initiative
encouraged people 1
engage in civic life
(e..

act as school
governors etc)?

Has this initiative
given people more
information so they
can hold the council
accountable for
decisions?

Voter turnout figureg
over several years

Opinion polls, focus
ogroups, interviews,

guestionnaires

following events, etq

As above

[=]

As above, plus
ofeedback from scho
etc

Interviews,
guestionnaires
following events, etq

5 All these impacts ma
be influenced by a
wide range of factors
of which citizens'
experience of a
particular participatior
exercise is only one,
but these indicators ¢
give some clues.

SOCIAL
COHESION ETC:
Social cohesion

Social capital

Has this initiative
helped people from
different background
in the area to get on
better together?

Has the initiative
reached a cross-sec
/ representative sam
of the local
community?

Has this enabled

Questionnaires
following events;
sinterviews later, etc

Collecting data on tt
tandividuals involved,

through

guestionnaires etc.

As above

people to make ne

Although these can b
broad, long term
changes in relations
between government
and citizens, there ar
indicators of change
that can be used to
provide useful
feedback.
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contacts / join new
networks beyond thg
usual relationships?
Social justice As above
Has this initiative
helped increase
equality of access to
decision-making or

services?
Table 6, continued.
GOALS/ POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
PURPOSE INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS
QUALITY OF
SERVICES /
PROJECTS:
Public service Has this initiative Comparison of views It should not be
improvement saved money by expressed and chan expected that all
making public service made to policy and | proposals made in
morereflective of locg practice; via analysis public engagement
needs, and not of initiative reports | exercises will be taken
spending money on | and proposed chang on; although
unwanted services? explanations of 'why
not?' will be needed i
they are not taken on
Reduced managemg Collecting costs of | Maintenance / costs
and maintenance costBan costs be saved hynaintenance of of damage may not be

reducing vandalism | projects that used | collected in any detai
because people feel | participatory method currently; but these
protective / a sense ofand comparing thesge costs could be

ownership and will | with conventional | significantly reduced

look after things? project maintenance through good public
costs. participation.

Can the costs of Collecting costs of | As above.

damage to facilities hedamage to facilities
reduced becaespeop| caused by lack of
use new facilities mo| knowledge / care.
effectively because
they better understand
what / who they are
for as a result of
involvement?
Easier development
of land and buildings,Has less time been | Collecting costs of | Most of these costs w
and other facilities | taken up dealing with dealing with conflict| be staff time, levels o

conflict over proposa| (e.g. time spent stress and sick leave
for inappropriate dealing with etc, which may not
development? complaints, normally be collected
objections, campaig| this way.
etc).

Has it been quicker
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Co-production of
shared outcomes

to make decisions
about development
proposals?

Has this initiative
saved costs by

take more
responsibility for thei
own good health /
illness?

encouraging people toinitiatives

As above

Examples of new
community-led

Feedback from
patients and doctors

As above

Cost savings will only
ever be part of the real
value of increased cot
production; but it will
be useful to start

collective evidence on
this.

Table 6, continued

GOALS/ POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
PURPOSE INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS
CAPACITY

BUILDING /

LEARNING

Increased participan
skills, abilities,
confidence

Increased staff skillg

Stronger communiti

Raised awareness

tHas the initiative
encouraged
participants to go on
to do other projects
with more confidence

Has the initiative led
to people going on td
formal training /

gaining qualifications

Has the initiative
enabled staff to run
the next exercise
without external
consultants?

rdHas the initiative

of the voluntary and
community sectors?

Do the participants
have a better awaren
/ understanding of
the issues involved a
result of the initiative

increased the strengthpeople in the voluiar

Interviews with
participants later on
the process.

?

As above.

-~

Collecting details of
who is involved in
running participatory
exercises.

Interviews with

and community sect
after the event.

Questionnaires and
interviews with
participants after the

event.
P

The growing confiden
and skills of active

citizens is understoog
contribute to a strong
voluntary sector, and
stronger communities.

Using external peoplg
may also be a benefit
(e.g. to reassure
participants of
independence etc).

The importance of
participation as a
learning experience ¢
often be
underestimated

1
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Table 7. Some of the costs of participation

COSTS POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS

MONETARY

COSTS: Time spent (days/ | Time sheets linked to

Staff time (paid)

Staff expenses

External staff /
consultants

Fees to participants

Expenses to
participants

Training (staff)

Training (participants

Administration

Venue hire

Other event costs

Newsletters, leaflets

etc

hours)

Recruitment (if
appropriate)

Travel, overnight stay
child care etc

Fees charged

Amounts paid

Travel, overnight stay
child care etc

Costs of training
courses

Days taken for
training

Costs of external
trainers provided

~

Costs of places on
training courses

Costs of telephone
calls, copying,
postage etc

Costs of venue

Catering, recording
equipment, AV
equipment etc

Time for writing,
design, illustration
Print costs

Distribution costs

data on salaries,
on-costs (NI, pensid
etc), etc
Advertising,
interviewing,
induction etc.

Costs of expenses
claimed

Invoices

Record of
expenditure, receipt
etc

Costs of expenses
claimed

Invoices

Time sheets
Invoices

Invoices

Records of all
expenditure related
the project
Invoices

Invoices

Time sheets / invoic
for external support

Invoices

Some costs may be
internal, and more
difficult to identify.
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Time sheets / invoic

Table 7, continued

COSTS POSSIBLE HOW TO GET IMPORTANT
INDICATORS DATA ASSUMPTIONS

MONETARY

COSTS: Time for designing ai Time sheets

Monitoring / implementing the

evaluation evaluation process
Print costs for feedbg Invoices
sheets etc

NON-MONETARY

COSTS:

Time contributed by | Days / hours spent in Diaries kept by The time given by

participants meetings, preparationparticipants participants is often
research, local under-valued, and
consultations etc planning often fails to

take this contribution
into account

Staff time (unpaid) | Unpaid overtime Extended time sheefs

Skills needed for the| Time taken to learn | Timesheets It may be difficult to

new approach about participatory isolate time learning
working, in addition t about participation
planning activities from general 'learning

on the job', but worth
keeping
in mind

RISKS:

Reputation Could participatory | Public opinion polls,| All risks can be
working damage a | feedback from assessed in terms of
reputation for participants, etc likelihood
leadership? (how likely they are tqg

happen), and

Could poor Public opinion polls,| importance.
performance in feedback from
participatory working| participants, etc Both can be assesse
affect other projects terms of high / medium
programmes? / low risk.

As above
Could participatory
working improve
reputation for listenin
/ responsiveness to
local concerns?

Uncertainty Feedback from staff
What impacts could

Stress less management have
on the quality of the
project? Feedback from staff

Conflict Will participatory
working increase
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reduce stress? Review of impacts of
participatory
Will participatory initiative; interviews

working increase / | etc.
reduce conflict?

4.7

Health warning

The frameworks outlined above are designed onfyréonpt greater examination
of the potential costs and benefits of participativan is currently normal
practice. Thinking through the indicators and dethrationale / purpose for a
participatory initiative can be a very useful pafrthe planning, as well as helping
to start the collection of data that can act asberarks for future monitoring.

However, there are various potential pitfalls whigled to be addressed,
including:

Comparing apples and oranges It is not possible easily to compare the
monetary cost of a participation exercise withititangible benefits that
may result.

However, people do in fact look at the cost of stbimg and decide if it is
worthwhile for them in their situation every daw, isis quite possible to
do. The aim of starting to develop the framewotksw& is to start to
provide some of the building blocks for making th@@mparisons - even
if they are as impossible as actually comparindespand oranges. Over
time, it should be possible to begin to gain a wiglared understanding
of the value of participation to all those involvey clarifying what is
involved.

Cost savings The framework identifies some of the areas wiests
could be saved by using participatory methods ratien conventional
planning and management methods (see under Québsrvices /
projects - reducing management and maintenancs, dess vandalism,
less misuse, easier and quicker decisions eta. flfilmework does not
yet cover other potential cost savings from daogd participation -
compared to not doing participation at all, or dpparticipation badly.
This is an area for further development based seareh comparing
similar projects that have used different levelpaiticipation and
assessing the costs and savings that may result.

Evidence-based policy In spite of the rhetoric about evidence-based
policy in government and other policy institutions practice policy
decisions always balance evidence and politicalecarie.g. groundswell
of public opinion, recent outrage, mood for or agacutting public
expenditure).

However, even recognising the limitations of traa@ence-based policy,
it makes sense to begin to gather some evidentte ofalue of
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participation, to contribute to creating an appiater political context for
future policy decisions.

Converting activities to impacts Monitoring of participation has most
often focused on the specific event - feedbacktshgieen to participants
to fill in before they leave. But the interactiveeat, however big and
glamorous - is only ever part of the participatsigry. The context, what
happens with the results of the discussion at ¥katethe changes in
people's understanding and trust in institutiona essult of taking part -
these are all important and are almost never ceresid

Too often, participation is seen just as a sectfiéies and monitoring is
focused on whether the activities went smoothlytherleaflet was
distributed to a certain number of people in spesibcial groups - but
that is not enough. The value of participation wiilly be understood
when the impactsf the exercise are fully considered, as welhas t
activities.

The nature of social capital Ever since Robert Putnam popularised the
idea of social capital, it has been the holy gvainhuch participatory
working. It is clearly a 'good thing' but thereaisot of confusion about
what it really means in practice, and about hovmteasure' it. More
particularly, social capital is a collective 'sd@aod’, but many of the
measures tend to be focused on the individual expez of it.

We have attempted to get past the reduction ofikoapital to 'trust' or
'neighbourliness’, mainly by looking at trust sepally, and not getting
into neighbourliness at all. This framework returm&obert Putnam's
ideas of networks and social contact under soeipital, and deals with
reciprocity through the idea of co-production ofteequality services and
facilities.

But there is a lot more to do to define and meaguseelusive quality of
social relationships that seems so important tmgtand resilient
communities.

Risk. There are risks in any human interaction andenetyone has the
experience to handle the difficulties that caneanisparticipatory
working, especially given that the need for flekipiand responsiveness
does not allow for rigid controls of these proces#dl the benefits listed
in Fig 3 are also qualities 'at risk' of bad papttory practice.

The frameworks in this document are designed téritrte to better
practice, particularly by helping to achieve greatarity about the goals
of each specific participatory initiative.

Beyond economic valuation The Involve research has concluded, after

extensive research, that traditional economic nwded not appropriate in
themselves for thinking about the value of partitipn. All the economic
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models we have examined, including the variatiorsextensions,
require a level of reductionism that gives inadeéguacognition to the
richness and complexity of participatory practice.

This is not to say that numbers do not matter. Tdeeyt will still make a
difference whether 1000 or 10 people turn up talkaip meeting, whether
5 or 500 people complete a questionnaire, or whethmiblic body
consults a few people or tries to reach a much wialege of groups that
may otherwise be excluded.

But the real value - and thus the 'true costs'paoficipation remain
located within a series of political and ethicahdnsions that cannot be
reduced to numbers alone.

The challenge is to find ways that respect therdmution to
understanding that numbers can make, without makimgbers the most
important factor - and striving to find ways of debing the more
qualitative impacts of participation that have pi@ad meaning to
everyone involved.

Involving participants. The frameworks provided in this document
provide some clues as to the 'contents’ of reseatchhe costs and
benefits of participation, but 'how' that reseasctione can contribute to
participatory practice - or may undermine it.

Ideally, participants will be invited to contributie the formal setting of
goals (and indicators of success) for any sperrifi@tive. At the least,
participants should be clearly informed about geald indicators of
success, and invited to comment on them.

Participants should also be invited to give fee&baod to comment on,
conclusions from any participatory initiative (eaf.a final closing event,
or via other communications media later). They Wlable to provide
invaluable data (e.g. on their own input of timeg avhat they value about
the exercise), so their contribution to the initiatcan be assessed
alongside other investment (and thus properly adiju

Involving participants in measuring the succesarnf participatory
initiative can be made integral to the participgtprocess itself, so that
principles of good participatory practice are fold - and so that the data
collected is as complete as possible.
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction

This research clearly shows the dearth of dathercdosts and benefits of
participation. One local authority Chief Executseid "we really have no idea how
much we spend on participation, it tends to be btogether from different budgets
at the end of the financial year". On some topius,evidence is growing (e.g.
participation in national regeneration programmbasj,overall the evidence remains
extremely patchy.

Such financial uncertainty, and lack of common wstding about what the
benefits of participation coulde (so achievements against that can be asseissed),
seriously undermining the continued developmergaoficipation in practice. At
present, belief in the benefits is providing suéfit political momentum to continue
investment from the public, private and voluntaggters - but criticism is already
beginning to surface and there is too little evieat present to counter that criticism
effectively, or to change practice to make it meffective and equitable.

Without appropriate data on costs and benefitdigiaaition managers cannot set
realistic budgets for new participation initiatiyesid cannot effectively identify
appropriate methods to achieve the desired outcdrtiesre is no data on which is
most cost effective (only one criterion, but an aripnt one: Involve 2005). In
particular, the real lack of analysis of the c@std benefits to participants means that
the costs are often underestimated, and demanparboipants continue to grow,
contributing to consultation fatigue.

In addition, the research findings suggest two angtting practical points:

. Understanding can be greatly enhanced but evidenaell always be
incomplete All economic analysis contains assumptions amdocdy act as a
decision making guide. The costs and benefitspybaess will therefore only
ever be one of several factors that decision mata@rsider in choosing
methods or in using participatory approaches iregan

. Fixed budgets are problematic for participation practice. Although better
information on costs and benefits will help projeenagers budget more
effectively, this research shows that fixed budgets be incompatible with
iterative and dynamic participative processes aacthanging decision-
making environment within which they exist. Fleiktlg will continue to be
essential although, it is hoped, this will be withihore clearly defined limits
in future.

Public participation is becoming central to newrapghes to governance and change
management, as well as to effective project andrarame management of all sorts
from local to national levels. Judgements haveetoiade about balancing different
options and, at present, there is too little datargue effectively for any specific
participatory approach.
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5.2 A way forward
5.2.1 A new framework for data gathering

There can be no single simple formula for assesbiagosts and benefits of
participation, but Involve has used this reseanghropose a new framework for
considering such an assessment. This frameworsigjiged to provide users with
a practical way of thinking about measuring thesasid benefits of public
participation (both monetary and non-monetary casts benefits).

This new framework is given in section 4 of thipod.
5.2.2 A new theoretical model

Participation needs to move beyond its origins withwide range of different
disciplines and develop its own theoretical baSarrently the ways in which
participation is assessed is based on an amalg#me eflues and principles from the
different fields in which participation began. Ftample, social scientists tend to
focus on understanding the context and the peayldleeir interactions, development
studies is sensitive to the wider cultural pressypeople may face (e.g. prejudice,
oppression etc.) and political science often irresippeople’s actions as part of wider
social movements. Each one of these perspectiveepialy valid and must be
considered as part of any new theoretical models.

If participation is to move forward and be well @nstood, a broader, composite
analytical set of frameworks is required which ca@s the richness - and unique
gualities - of participation that recognises anliga the different perspectives that
led to its initial development.

This research on the true costs of participatisbraught these different
interpretations to the surface, by encouraging feetapthink through the absolute
costs and benefits. Asking people to think throtigheconomic value of participation
may have posed a great challenge to some, bsoifatussed the minds of many,
surfacing the values and frameworks they curreuhy to interpret participation.

As a way forward, Involve proposes bringing togetihhemall but diverse group of
individuals to continue the debate around the tasts of participation with two tasks
in mind:

e Taking this research forward (in particular leagnfrom other fields such as
environmental economics) to create a model foettanomics of public
participation;

» Scoping out the validity of creating a new compogirticipation theoretical

model which recognises the diversity of perspestineolved to create a
richer, more appropriate academic framework foreustdnding of this field.

120



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

5.3 Recommendations

Overall we recommend that project managers involitld participatiorkeep
records on financial dataas far as is practicable, and we recommend oovevaork
outlined in Section 5 is used as a starting panttis

The research process and findings has also ldetimlowing recommendations for
future research

. Disaggregating intangible benefits In order to understand the value that
participation may add, a deeper understandingasie of the intangible
benefits that have been linked to participatiog.(&ust, social capital,
community cohesion etc.)

. Comparative studies Researching the effects of participation inc#je
settings will further the development of best picaind contribute to the
development of analytical frameworks. Possibleristudies might include:

. Comparisons of spending on participation, anceetgrl benefits, in
different areas and regions (e.g. nationally ac®ESE€D countries, in
UK local authorities or LSPS).

. Comparative studies of different levels of papétion in similar
circumstances (e.g. very minimal consultation reggiby legislation
compared to more in-depth engagement in similauonstances, to
compare costs and benefits).

. Comparative studies of similar participation iffatent areas and
contexts, to test the importance of context ingheeercises - a major
gap in current data.

. Distributional effects. Who the beneficiaries of participatory working aan
be as important as how large the benefits are. Masearch is needed into
how the costs and benefits are distributed betweamps and the impacts of
these on the processes, institutions and individual

. New analytical models Development of frameworks which draw on the rich
pedigree of established disciplines but have teadth to account for
participation's wide ranging effects.

. The link between actual and perceived costs and befits. Research has
shown that the perception of the costs and bereitshave a large impact on
people’s willingness to take part. It may be usé&uurther examine these
incentives and barriers in more detail.

There is clearly considerably more research negd#s field. This current research
project was intended to contribute to opening u debate on the costs and benefits
of participation, and start to provide some inifraimeworks for the future
development of both theory and practice. Involvé egntinue to develop these ideas
with its network in the immediate future.
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Annex 1. Summary of Participatory Research Process

The research for this document has involved a pragre of short interviews, desk
research and a workshop carried out in Septemli¥y. 20volve would like to thank
all individuals who contributed to the researchvamious ways. All these individuals
are listed below under the relevant headings.

The Involve research team was Edward Anderssordrelser), Diane Warburton
(Involve research adviser) and Richard Wilson (lmgdirector). The research also
draws on previous literature reviews in this arg®tane Warburton for the
Environment Agency and Countryside Agency, andeixperience of evaluating
participatory programmes.

Al.1 Advisory Group

To assist with the research an advisory group vesip, consisting of the following
individuals who commented on the research at amsady group meeting and/or by
phone:

Table 8 — Advisory Group

[individual Organisation

\Walid El-Ansari Oxford Brookes University

Archon Fung Assistant Professor of Public Poljcy,
Harvard University

Jeremy Nicholls AccountAbility

Duncan Prime Home Office, Civil Renewal Unit

Frances Truscott Future Perspectives Ltd.

Al.2 Initial Interviews

10 people were interviewed at the start of the pssdn order to gain an
understanding of the current research around thgestt, interviewees were

selected to represent a wide variety of includieggle from the Treasury and the
New Economics Foundation.

Table 9 — Initial Interviews

[individual Organisation Interview Date
\Walid El Ansari Oxford Brookes University 09/06/200
Archon Fung Harvard University 26/05/2005
[Michael Jacobs HM Treasury 24/05/2005
Nick Marks New Economics Foundati 13/05/2005
Geoff Mulgan Young Foundation 10/05/2005
Jeremy Nicholls New Economics Foundati 04/05/2005
Ceri Phillips University of Wales, Swansea 26/0920
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IMarylin Taylor University of the West of England /0%/2005
Perry Walker New Economics Foundati 26/04/2005
Paul Whiteley University of Essex 24/05/2005

Al1.3 Leads from the network and other contacts

Throughout the research process a number of indalglassisted us with identifying
literature and potential case studies. Some ofdlwstacted us in response to email
updates we distributed among the Involve netwaditkers were contacted by us
directly. Both types of contacts are listed below.

Table 10 — Leads and other contacts

[individual Organisation

Rob Angell Independent Facilitator

Giles Atkinson London School of Economics
Eve Bevan Shepherds Bush Healthy Living

Centre

IMarian Barnes

University of Birmingham

Kirsty Blackstock

The Macaulay Institute

Jeff Bishop

BDOR

Gabriel Chanan

Community Development
Foundation

Lindsey Colbourne

Sustainable Development
Commission

David Collier Independent evaluator

John Colvin Environment Agency

Chris Dabbs PPI Monitor

Adam Davison Newland:

Rosy Day DCA

James Derounian University of Gloucestershire
Shon Devey Barnardos, Wales

Bobby Duffy MORI

Patrick Dunleavy

London School of Economics

Bob Earll

Coastal Management for
Sustainability

Steve Evison

Resources for Change

Bruno Frey

University of Zurich

John Gaventa

Institute for Development Studig

Karen Gilbert

European Centre for Nature
Conservation

Joe Goldman

AmericaSpeaks

Dafydd Gwynne

Anglesey council

Jez Hall

Community Pride Initiative
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Judith Hanna

English Nature

[Max Hislop Forestry Commission

Nicole Hunte Department of Sustainability and {
Environment -Geelong

Garry Kass DTI

Geoff King Devon County Council

Kamal Lallian

Slough Borough Council

for Participation

Linda Lennard Commission for Patient and Public
Involvement in Health

Adam Lent Harrow Borough Council

Tom Le Quesne WWF

Judy Ling Wong Black Environment Network

Vivien Lowndes De Montford University

Heather Murray Fife council

Eric Neumayer London School of Economics

Jennifer Nou Oxford University

[Matale Nyomi Countryside Council for Wales

Paula Orr Environment Agency

Riaz Patel Home Office

Paul Rainey Sustainable Development Unit,
Defra

Caspian Richards Scottish Environmental Protectipn
Agency

Ben Rogers IPPR

Graham Smith University of Southampton

Harry Smith School of the Build Environment,
Heriot Watt University, Edinburgh
University

Lucy Stone IPPR

Joanne Tippett University of Manchester

Perry Walker New Economics Foundation Cen

Philip Worsfold

Neighbourhood Renewal Unit
Office of the Deputy Prime Ministq

=

Juliette Young

Centre for Ecology and Hydrology
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Al.4 Workshop

During the research process we held a workshopherdtaft findings on 15
September 2005 in London. 23 people attended adeldaiheir comments to the
work.

Table 11 — Workshop Attendees

London, 12' November 04

Individual Organisation

Tessa Brannan Manchester University

Kevin Dykes Southwark Council

Ruth Grier Office for Public Management

Eddie Gibb Demos

Graham Hadley Westminster City Councll

Alex Inman West Countries River Trust

Asher Jacobsberg School Councils UK

Neal Lawson Compass

Jane Lehr Kings College

Judy Ling Wong Black Environment Network

Robert Lloyd One World Trust

Stella Michael ODPM

Robert Nurick Development Focus Trust

Diana Pound Dialogue Matters

Anne Radford Bankside Residents Forum

Jo Rowlands Oxfam UK Poverty Programme

Ruth Rush Environment Agency

Ivor Samuels Civic Trust

Ray Sheath Adventure Capital Fund

Tony Smith Birmingham City Council

Praveen Wignarajah The Environment Council

David Wilcox Partnerships Online

Tricia Zipfel ODPM (Neighbourhood Renewd|l
Unit)
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Al.5 Case Study Interviews

The following individuals were kind enough to giyetheir time to be interviewed as
part of our case studies research.

Table 12 — Case Study Interviews

[Individual Organisation Case Study Location Interview date
[Malick Aliman N/A (Participant London, England 25/08/2005
Peter Barham Associated British Ports Lincolnshire/Yorkshire, England 04/11/2005
Beatrice Barge  |N/A (Participant Easington, England 10/10/2005
Jonathan Bletcher| Cannock Chase Primary Care Tritaffordshire, England 13/09/2005
Andy Clements English Nature Lincolnshire/Yorkshire, England 08/11/2005
Shén Devey Barnardos Wales Blaenau Ffestiniog, Wales 06/09/2005
Angella Driscoll  [N/A (Participant Pontypool, Wales 10/10/2005
Andrew Gray Torfaen County Borough Council |Pontypool, Wales 08/09/2005
Stephen Hilton Bristol City Council Bristol, England 01/09/2005
Aileen Hopper N/A (Participant Easington, England 06/09/2005
Jlsabel Hudson Women'’s Resource Centre London, England 24/08/2005
Kate Jennings English Nature Lincolnshire/Yorkshire, England 01/09/2005
Lilly Khandker Bristol City Council Bristol, England 08/09/2005
Geoff King Devon County Council Devon, England 23/08/2005
Debbie Lee Chan| London Borough of Camden London, England 23/08/2005
Neil Lewis Torfaen County Borough Council |Pontypool, Wale 24/10/2005
Kate Monkhouse | London Civic Forum London, England 09/09/2005
Janet Price Torfaen MIND Pontypool, Wales 13/10/2005
Tee Rogers-Haydéuniversity of East Anglia Halifax, England 07/09/2005
Kirin Saeed N/A (Participant London, England 25/08/2005
Claire Sanderson,| Birmingham City Council Birmingham, England 22/08/2005
Lynn Seward Harlow Council Harlow, England 21/08/2005
David Shepherd | Easington PCT Easington, England 15/08/2005
Peter Smith Hammersmith & Fulham B. Coundilondon, England 08/09/2005
Tony Smith Birmingham City Council Birmingham, England 22/08/2005
Tom Wakeford University of Newcastle Halifax, England 11/10/2005
Sue Wilby London Borough of Camden London, England 24/10/2005
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Annex 2. Full Case Studies Report

A2.1 Introduction

This annex contains the full information on theecasidies and the methods used in
their development. The case studies form an engpistcidy on how costs and
benefits are actually recorded on the ground toptement the more theoretical
research.

This annex is structured as follows:
Introduction

Purpose

Selection

Methodology

Brief Case Studies

Detailed Case Studies
General Findings
Implications

Questionnaires

©CoNobhwWNE

A2.2 Purpose

We have carried out two types of case studiesf arid detailed. The 15 brief ones
were based on interviews with project managersaamed to see what perception
they had of the costs and benefits of their prejeebllowing the development of our
framework we chose four of our brief case studiesriore detailed work. To
complement the interview with the project managerdsveloped new questionnaires
for participants and senior decision makers tcag®bre rounded view of the
projects’ costs and benefits. We aimed to carryiretviews with two participants
per project and one decision maker per projectome cases this proved impossible
due to time constraints and availability issues.

Health Warning

These case studies are not meant to evaluate tjegs themselves, or to produce
accurate or complete depictions of their ‘true’ toand benefits. Their purpose has b
locate the blind spots in our understanding oféaenomics of participation. In many ¢g
the financial information that we have been ablgather has been incomplete or rough
estimates rather than confirmed figures. The sarhptebeen small and may have been
unrepresentative. Therefore, taking the figurefaae value and using them to judge thg
relative worth of these projects or participationgeneral would be a misuse of the
research.

n
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Based on the findings of the literature review weealoped hypotheses about what
we expected the reality of cost recording on ttweigd to be like. Our expectations
were that:

o Financial recording would be fragmented and infesgu

o Financial recording would be more common for ctisés benefits,

o Financial recording would be focussed on the castsbenefits to the
delivering agency,

0 Benefits would be measured mainly by non-monetaagms.

A2.4 Selection

It is difficult to provide a truly random selectiaf cases. Since the aim of these case
studies has not been to determine actual costbamafits we have not felt that this
would be necessary.

The projects we have studied have come from twa saiirces:

1. A number of leads have come from the Involvevoek of practitioners.
Unfortunately, we were not able to follow themwhl due to time constraints.

2. We also located projects through two recogniticmemes. Civic Pioneers
(Home Office) and BEACON (Improvement and Developin&gency)
provided us with a selection of local authoritieighwvell-run participative
processes. Our reasoning for choosing projectsiffirthese schemes was that
the quality of data might be higher.

We have selected studies to provide a wide speabfyvarticipatory processes. The
projects studied differ when it comes to:

0 Geographical focus (Different areas and scalessadie UK)
o The delivering body (Public, private, voluntary¢éd, regional, national)
0 The purpose of the process (from information tgoaduction)
0 The number of participants (from under ten to avéinousand)

The focus of the study is either on an individualj@ct or a whole organisational unit
that deals with participation. This depended ontwoat and benefit data the
interviewee had available. Where possible we titestudy individual projects rather
then whole units.

A2.5 Methodology

The interviews for the brief case studies wereiedrmout using a structured
guestionnaire. The full questionnaires can be faitritie end of this annex. The main
interviewee was the project manager, or someoaesamilar level, with an overview
of the financial inputs and outputs.

The answers were noted down on a form and thelysadl both individually and as a
whole, to capture general findings.

146



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

The research process for the detailed case stwaesimilar. Firstly we selected four
of the brief case studies to develop further. Télection was partly guided by a

desire to get a mix of different projects and ssaled also based on which cases were
able to provide the most information and which teeemed promising. We

developed special questionnaires for participantsdecision makers, specially
tailored towards their level of involvement in fbarticipation. In addition to this we
also reviewed the results of the brief case stundlyveent back to the project manager
to get more information if needed.

Because many people view monetary valuation asrirapbwe asked project
managers to see if they thought putting a monefalye on costs and benefits was
possible. We did not make use of most economiaigales to value intangibles as
we did not have the resources to do so, howevanage use ofeplacement costs
which are a simple method.

A2.6 Brief Case Studies

We have carried out brief case studies in the foiig locations (The locations do not
refer to similar geographical units, but reflect traried geographical scope of the
projects studied):

» Blaenau Ffestiniog
* Birmingham

* Bristol x 2

» Cannock Chase

e Devon
» Halifax
e Hammersmith and Fulham
» Harlow

e Londonx?2
The brief case studies are structured as follows:

Name of projectThis is the name of the project or unit as defibg the delivering
body. (We have included whether it is a unit or@gxt in parenthesis)

Delivering Body-The body or bodies responsible for the delivdrihe participation
Interview—Lists the name of the people we interviewed asgidhe study in
alphabetical order.

Area/Location-The locations listed are not comparable unitsoime cases the focus
was on an activity within the boundaries of a |lcaathority or town, in other cases
the focus was on a regional level.

Summary of StudyA brief summary of the project and what it triecachieve,
including the aims and the context.

Major costs identified- Recorded and unrecorded costs reported by theviewee.
Major benefits identified- Recorded and unrecorded benefits reporteddy th
interviewee.
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Monetary values-Discussion of what costs and benefits (if anyjensevailable in
monetary units. Was it possible for the project ager to make estimates of
intangibles in monetary units? How accurate weedfitjures given?

Detailed Costs- This is a listing of the cost figures in pourliat were given by the
project manager. Please note that most of theds amsrough estimates and should
not be quoted unquestioningly.

The case studies are arranged alphabetically layitoc

BARNARDOS CYMRU - YMBAREL
Name of study:‘Ymbarel’ (project)
Delivering Body: Barnardos Cymru
Interview: Shon Devey

Areal/Location: Blaenau Ffestiniog, Wales

Summary of Study: Ymbarel is a long-term (10+ years) community depeient
project focussed on supporting children and treimifies. It aims to break the cycle
of poverty and deprivation in and around Blaenas#iiog by supporting
individuals and building community infrastructuBarnardos aims to work in
partnership with parents and the activities areediriby local interest and priorities.
The project engages between 500 and 1,000 pebpejaries from year to year
depending on the kind of activity taking place. éwerarching goal is to create ‘a
culture of listening’. The project makes use obeal cultural symbol, the Carreg
Ateb (‘listening stone’), to symbolise the reflegtiand responsive service.

Major costs identified: 5 full time members of staff formed a large pdnthe

budget. The participant-led nature of the proceskdosts attached to it, including
support expenditure to enable participants to dtterd make the most of events. A
lot of money was spent on various forms of trairfimgparticipants. The largely rural
and isolated nature of the area also entailed knayel costs.

Community workers also experienced personal castse form of demands placed
on their time by the community outside of theirukeg working hours. They were
expected to function as community workers at aiets.

Given the efforts made to ensure that participhatseasy access to the programme
the project manager thought it unlikely that papaats had any major out-of-pocket
expenses of their own. Compensation for the tinteedfort that participants put into
something was seen as important in cases wheme wese no direct benefits to the
participants themselves. For example, when padntgpwere asked to take part in
external research the project manager felt that sheuld receive some kind of
compensation as research projects often ‘mineddleeioo information and then
never got back to them with the results.

Major benefits identified: Surveys carried out in the local community showed a
large proportion of people both knew about and eyl of the Barnardos
programme.

Other major benefits identified were changes irtigigant behaviour and new
information which could improve Barnardos’ workthe local area.
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The project manager felt that the programme alewiged experience of facilitation,
skills. In his opinion skills like these can onlg learned in practical work and
abstract training is not a substitute.

Monetary values: The project manager had a pretty good idea of whatspent on
the project overall, but was unable and unwilliagptace monetary values on the
benefits and believed this might have a negatifecebn people’s understanding of
the real benefits of the project.

Detailed Costs:

Annual turnover £180,000

Five members of staff: £120,000 per year
Events large: £2,000 each

Events small: £500 each

Training for parents: £5,000-6,000 per year
Training for staff: £700 per staff member
Management/supervision: around 15% of staff costs
Staff travel: £3,000 a year

Participant travel: £3,000 a year

Staff accommodation: £1,000 a year

Food budget: £2,000 a year

Photocopying: £1,500 a year

BIRMINGHAM PARTNERSHIPS TEAM

Name of study: Birmingham Partnerships Team (unit)
Delivering Body: Birmingham City Council
Interviews: Claire Sanderson, Tony Smith
Area/Location: Birmingham, England

Summary of Study: The partnerships team runs a number of processks/elop a
better understanding of public attitudes in Birnfiagh and ultimately to improve the
service delivered by the Council. The two main\aiiéis that were the focus of this
interview were the annual survey and the peoplaiep

Consultants are used to recruit the panel and @iride survey in order to ensure
independence. This meant that detailed costs wereailable for these bits of work.

Challenges encountered as part of the work inclilkedrating the information
gathered into the planning process and avoidindjchtpn of efforts with other
government bodies.

Main costs identified: The main costs mentioned by the project manages the
fees of the external consultants, and the counmil/s staff time.

Main benefits identified: The main benefit was identified as a better undeding
of public opinion but awareness-raising was alsatineed as important. Running
traditional marketing campaigns or market researad seen as being considerably
less effective as an alternative to participation.
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Monetary values: As the process was outsourced there was only @evag
understanding of what was required of participahte project managers had a good
idea of the overall cost of the panel and othermaments as a whole, but less clarity
on the breakdown of costs within them. There wampoetary valuation of the
benefits.

Detailed costs (per year):
Annual survey: £45,000
People’s Panel: £10,000
Council Staff: £37,000

BRISTOL RACE FORUM

Name of study:Bristol Race Forum (project)
Delivering Body: Bristol City Council
Interview: Lilly Khandker

Area/Location: Bristol, England

Summary of Study: The Race Forum acts as a consultative body fat@rCouncil.

It brings together 21 advisors representing divBisek and Minority Ethnic groups
to discuss current local issues. The forum is @sea source of information for the

council’s decision making. The race forum receiveth funding and staff time from
the council.

Main costs identified: Staff costs were the largest overall cost. Per vileekme out
to 7 hours of officer time, 18.5 hours of forum dBpment worker time and 12 hours
for administration. Other significant costs wer@enses for participants and catering.

Time wise the requirements of participants weraregtd to a minimum of 4 hours a
month. The interviewee was concerned about paatitipurnout because the same
people were frequently asked to talk to other gowemt bodies and were doing all
this work as volunteers.

Main benefits identified: The Forum enables the council to meet its legal
requirements in terms of consultation with Blacki &finority Ethnic communities
and it also provides the council with valuable mfiation which would otherwise
have been challenging to gather. It also led teeeasd less conflict-prone decisions.

Monetary values: The rough costs were understood and recordedbethefits were
not valued in money. The project manager estimiitatbringing in consultants to do
the work would cost up between £75,000 to £1004008ar. Running the forum
using council staff is more cost effective thars thption.

Detailed Costs:

Officer time: £20,000-£25,000 annually
Other costs: £7,000 per year
Expenses: £3,500 per year

Catering: £1,000-1,200

Advertising: £200
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BRISTOL CORPORATE CONSULTATION RESEARCH TEAM
Name of study:Bristol Corporate/Consultation Research Team Yunit
Delivering Body: Bristol City Council

Interview: Stephen Hilton

Area/Location: Bristol, England

Summary of Study: The corporate/consultation research team has &euotf
responsibilities within the Council, including rung consultation and other forms of
user/citizen involvement, managing and deliveriegearch, and providing advice to
other parts of the council. The range of activitresudes market research, surveys
and citizen empowerment both through one-off esecand more permanent
structures like standing forums.

Implementation was identified as an occasional lprabwith consultation often
producing good results, which sometimes did noirgptemented as they should due
to problems at other levels in the council. Peajoleecognise the quality of the
consultations but are a little disillusioned abihé arrival of decisions.

Main costs identified: Staff costs are the primary cost for the unit. Téam’s core
budget is small, but is supplemented by additiéunadling for individual projects. As
there isn’'t a central budget it is hard to estinmaterall costs rather than project by
project. Without a central record, the intervievi@end it hard to see if the activities
were producing value for money.

By working with a number of different organisatioiesg. Primary care Trusts,
Universities and regional NGOs) the Council hadb&igle to share consultation
costs. The project manager estimated these satargsaround £40,000-£50,000 in
the last 6 months. The interviewee also mentioriedntnas associated with working
in partnership, as the relationship building anebodination requires extra work.

Over the course of a year the project manager gdeabkat between 10-20,000
participants were involved in projects run by higtu

According to the interviewee a lot of people dattually make use of
reimbursement schemes if they feel that the expegiés positive enough. In his
opinion more often than not this is about goodfuillthe council by providing the
option.

Main benefits identified: For the interviewee one key benefit was bettesrmftion
to inform decisions and more informed democratpresentatives.

He also mentioned the costs associated with puti@tbdecisions right.

Personal experience has convinced the intervielsedbing consultation beforehand
rather than later leads to considerably lower kwe¢lconflict.

Even if people aren’t happy with the decision thet that they have been
acknowledged does ‘take the sting out’.

He did not believe that proper consultation andagegent could lead to timesavings.

Properly considering what people have said takes.tln his opinion shortcuts in the
process undermine the quality of the participatigm. effect following on from this
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according to him is that when the Council is seebe committed when it comes to
engagement more people will get involved and tloegss takes even more time.

The project manager also hopes that the actiatieencouraging people to stand for
formal office and might reinvigorate democratic @aatability.

Monetary values: The project manager had a rough idea of the dvemdbet, but

little knowledge of the financial specifics of indiual projects. Benefits were not
valued in monetary terms and there was only ancapation of the number of
participants involved over the past year. Theruigsvee questioned the possibility of
putting a monetary value on new information gaiasa result of the process. He
pointed out that this information only gains itsdrvalue once it has been used in
practice, which can be several years down the lBaining the same information
using traditional research methods might potentiadist hundreds of thousands.

According to the project manager one way to meash@ealue of information would
be to look at comparable cases where millions amegospent on redeveloping policy
solutions that had created without using consuoitatike hi-rise tower blocks, thus
providing a cost for badly informed decisions.

Detailed Costs:

Project funding: £500,000-£1,000,000
Internal staff costs (3 posts): £90-£100,000
Consultants: £500,000 to £1,000,000
Training costs: £3,500

Office administration: £10,000-£15,000

CANNOCK CHASE PCT - HEALTH PARTNERSHIP

Name of study:Health Partnership (unit)

Delivering Body: Cannock Chase Primary Care Trust (some aspectsyruithfield
and District Council for Voluntary Service)

Interview: Jonathan Bletcher

Areal/lLocation: Staffordshire, England

Summary of Study: The partnership was set up to create and maiatpirblic
involvement strategy with three components — prioggatients and the public with
information; gathering feedback for service devaiept; and influencing policy.

This work is ongoing and parts of it (the Healtll &ocial Care Liaison Team) are
outsourced to Lichfield and District Council for Matary Service

Major costs identified: The major cost recorded was staff time. There8arembers
of staff, but the cost is shared across 4 PrimangJrusts lessening the burden.

Another identified cost was staff frequently leayend taking their skills, experience
and knowledge with them.
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The budget has remained constant over the lasyéews, requiring a certain degree
of agility to maintain the activities within the thget despite political pressures and
inflation.

The interviewee estimated that participants onayedid not spend more than a
couple of hours on the various activities. Howeteis varied widely depending on
what kind of process was being run. He was un@baut how many people had been
engaged with on that year.

Major benefits identified: The different processes engaged different grampsing
beyond the groups usually heard in health consoittstt The participation led to the
recognition that those shouting the loudest arenaoéssarily the ones that resources
should be focussed on. Also it helped move thdagiaants’ thinking away from a
‘wish-list’ scenario and instead focused on isshes the PCT team could have an
impact on.

Critically, information and suggestions on issuetsime the PCT remit that came
from the participants were passed on to other semmoviders. The public doesn’t
differentiate between things that the PCT coulddd what other service users
should be doing.

Having parts of the service provided by somethimtgpendent made people more
willing to give their views and makes the processerlegitimate in the experience of
the project manger.

Monetary values: The project manager had a good idea of his own dtutigwever
having a shared budget with other Primary Caret$mmeant there were aspects that
were less clear about the overall economic sitnatio

The benefits of the process were not quantifieth@mey terms. The interviewee
found it difficult to use advertising costs as axyr value for awareness raising
effects.

Detailed Costs:

Core budget: £10,000-£15,000
Administration: £15,000
Training: £5,000

Travel: £1,000

Advertising: £1,700

Events related costs: >£1,000

CARERS' INVOLVEMENT IN DEVON

Name of study:CarerS' Involvement Framework (project)
Delivering Body: Devon County Council

Interview: Geoff King

Areal/Location: Devon, England

Summary of Study: The process aims to secure and support the warérefs in
Devon. The project is strategic and aspires to sti@am the opinions of carers into
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the decision-making of statuary agencies. It is@going process, and has been
running for the last 18 months. Funding is provithgch number of statuary agencies
(Primary Care Trusts, District Council etc.) in parction with parts of the voluntary
sector. Local forums are held every quarter, witrercentral forums taking place at
similar intervals.

Major costs identified: The biggest cost to the council was staff timéofeed by the
cost of substitute carers to enable participantake part in the process. Payment
options for the time of carers who have taken asitjgms of responsibility are
currently being evaluated. Other significant castsuded travel (largely due to the
rural setting of the work), administration, and wes. The Council was ready to
reimburse participant expenses on the day of evbatsa large proportion of
participants did not claim for this.

Major benefits identified: The main benefit identified by the project managas
improvement to the services provided to carersréwvgments were created by better
information about the needs of carers leadinghietter use of council resources.
New avenues of communication have been openedesuth of the process and there
are signs of increased mutual understanding. Avkdsagreement remain, but it is a
more informed dialogue since the process started.

Monetary Values: The project manager had a fair idea of the varigpss of costs
and benefits but had less knowledge of their exalcte. He was unsure of the
possibility of placing a monetary value on certia@mefits.

Detailed Costs (shared by all partner funders, peyear):
Admin: £15,000

Travel: £7,000

Venues and catering: £5,000

Advertising: £3,000

NANO JURY

Name of project: Nano Jury

Delivering Bodies: University of Newcastle, Greenpeace, Cambridgevéhsity and
the Guardian

Interview: Tee Rogers-Hayden and Tom Wakeford

Area/lLocation: Halifax, England

Summary of Study: 15 citizens from Halifax were randomly selectedatce part in a
dual Citizens’ Jury process which ran between dualy September 2005. The process
incorporated two juries, one on a local issue efghrticipants’ choosing and one on
the issue of nanotechnology (which was a key istareseveral of the funders). This
adaptation was made due to the special naturenaiteéehnology, an issue that the
public is neither familiar nor worried about yehélfear was that with just a single
jury on nanotechnology the participants would Hésslecting and hard to recruit.
The jury aimed to enable citizens’ to inform sciempolicy development, for the
participants to educate themselves together, ahtbtiden the field of who is
involved in deliberating research priorities. Tmal outputs were the juries
recommendations, delivered through a website, ssgrdgefing and a video. There is
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also the potential that jury members might contimoeking together at the local
level.

Major costs:

The biggest cost by far according to the projechager was the time people spent on
planning and running the process. This was ofteh mvisible and subsidized by
other work activities. If all time spent on the pegs (minus jurors) were added up the
project manager guessed the sum would be in exé&d$0,000. It wasn'’t just
facilitators who spent time, the oversight paneld experts contributed significantly
as well.

Only some of these costs were covered in the fobmddjet, e.g. providing funding
for certain members of the oversight panels tandtteeetings while others provided
their time seemingly for free.

The interviewee estimated that he spent in exde$900 hours of his own time to
run and plan the process, much of which was unaxtedufor and unpaid.

However, the project manager felt that: “Good pguttion rests upon people going
beyond what they are paid to do”. He mentionedddistang shared values, shifting
attitudes and enabling communication between diffegroups as examples of
activities that often required more time than pkshifor.

There were costs for enabling the jurors to také garors were paid £10 per evening
session and their travel expenses were paid, as \wasche facility.

The project manager found it difficult to say howeh people spent outside the
formal sessions. The formal sessions took arounub8@s per participant (450 hours
in total). An additional cost mentioned was the gomal energy that the jury process
required from the participants and the stressrtiag have caused.

The two-jury structure of the Nanojury was a riekthe funders as it spread the
money over two processes rather than concentratirtge issue of nanotechnology.
But if this had not been the case the project mantegrs that the participants would
have been more self-selecting and less represantas it is he had concerns that the
focus of the funders were on the nanotechnologywirereas the local aspects of the
process were neglected to some degree.

Major benefits:
According to the project manager the aims varidgd/ben different groups:

» Jurors wanted a voice on the local issue and testegree on the issue on
nanotechnology.

* The Funders wanted visibility, to develop innovatsonsultation, also the
topic of nanotechnology was appealing to them. Tdlsg had individual
aims:

0 Greenpeace: impact on science policy

o Cambridge: Look at citizens’ juries as a methodmjagement

0 Guardian: The news story

o Facilitators wanted to get experience with 2 wagagement
combining a local and a national process
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A major benefit of the process has been increasddrstanding and experience of
what it means to do engagement early in the scidagelopment process. The
process also involved groups that are normallywsed from science debates and
decisions.

For the project manager the primary benefit wasalesinating that better
engagement is possible if you respect people’s t@gbhe heard on issues of their own
choosing (in this case by running a two stage m®aoene on an issue that really
mattered to participants and one on the topictttefunders really wanted explored).

This is especially important because accordingpéoproject manager 95% of
participation is done in a top-down way with isstlest are already specified and he
hopes that the nanojury may contribute to a sktiyafrom this way of working.

The project manager was very wary of talking aliimrtefits to participants and
pointed out that the benefits in the form of knayge, awareness and capacity
building differed between individual participanttowever he felt that the fact that
jurors were willing to go through such an intensamgagement process (21 meetings
over 3 months) showed that they had got somethimgfait.

Monetary Valuation:

The project manager felt that replacement weres€ful. In the case of awareness
and knowledge he felt that advertising was notlssiute. The results achieved
through deliberation and active engagement cab@ateated using passive
advertising.

The project manager was uncomfortable disclosiegatidited budget as it didn’t
reflect the real economic costs at all. Much oftthee spent was never actually
recorded. He estimated that if the time spent ®ry@mne (excluding jurors) had been
accounted for the real sum would be 4-5 times hitfen the stated budget.

Detailed costs:

The project manager was able to give estimates ahat each factor was as a
proportion of the total costs:

Staff wages roughly 10-15%

Travel roughly 5%

Venues roughly 5%

Advertising no real expenditure (website cost ppsia 5%)

HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM BOROUGH COUNCIL - UPDATING T HE
COMMUNITY STRATEGY

Name of study: Community Strategy Mid term Review (project)

Delivering Body: Hammersmith and Fulham Borough Partnership

Interview: Peter Smith

Areal/Location: Hammersmith and Fulham, London

Summary of Study: The aim of the process was to update the commatrayegy (a
ten year strategy document published in 2001).prbeess started in February 2004
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and ended in November the same year, with the apidilished in June 2005. The
engagement took place through a variety of chanmelkiding questionnaires sent to
the citizens’ panel (comprising 1200 residents)fdcis groups (with roughly 12
participants in each), standing advisory forums tedoorough partnership. The
focus groups were selected to reflect the viewharfd—to—reach groups’.

Major costs identified: Officer time was the main cost to the council, wificers

were primarily engaged in the process (costingal tf £80,000 a year in salary costs
but their roles covered other information, reseaunuth consultation tasks outside of
the Community Strategy review). Running costs fier participative forums and

focus groups also had a cost.

Major benefits identified: The main benefits that the project manager idextifi
were changes in people’s perceptions of the coancilidentifying the concerns of
the public, which in the long run could lead totbeservices.

Monetary Values: The project manager could account for the staffscoshis team,
but not for expenses to other parts of the couitié total costs of consultation
related to the mid term review were divided betweiierent departments and across
different budgets. There was no quantification (gtary or otherwise) of the

benefits.

Detailed Costs:

Staff costs: £80,000 (not exclusively engaged @nrdview)
Focus Groups etc. £20,000

Training (for focus group facilitators): £200

Postage (citizens panel): £500

Incentives to focus group participants: £2,460

Venues: £360

Catering (for focus groups): £236-£354

HARLOW COMMUNITY SERVICES

Name of study:Harlow Community Services (unit)
Delivering Body: Harlow Council

Interview: Lynn Seward

Area/Location: Harlow, England

Summary of Study: The Council’s community services runs a numbeaadivities,
including supporting a youth council, supportingident’s organisations and
providing grants for community action. There isaage of methods in use.

Some processes involve a high level of empowernseish as the ‘“Youth Bank’,
which allows a group of young people a budget wikiich to fund youth activities.
Other methods are more akin to traditional consiola

Major costs identified: Staffing costs dominated the budget; the projentager
commented that ‘participation is very people intee's There were also some costs
for development projects with the youth councildglving expenses, training and
venues.
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Major benefits identified: The prime motivator for the unit's work was to ¢istal
input to council decisions. In some cases costdead shared with Essex County
Council through joint consultation. Building thepeeity of the participants is the
main goal of many of the support projects. In thessges the ongoing running costs
have often decreased over time, as community grbuijd their resources and rely
less on the council. While the project managerevelil there had been time savings
as a result of the activities it was almost implolssio measure these savings. Any
time gained was always used up elsewhere doing wibek.

Monetary value: The project manager had an idea of the monetanewafl most
costs, but these were often estimates. The bemedits often estimated, but not
guantified. In using replacement costs the prajeammager estimated that advertising
would have cost twice as much as participatiorr@eoto raise awareness of local
issues to similar levels. However, the project nganavas unwilling to put a price on
community development skills acquired by the stafferring to them as ‘priceless’.

Detailed Costs:

Total budget: £171,380

Staff: £140,000

Venues and catering: £10,000
PR and advertising: £6,000
Office admin: £4,000-£5,000
Travel and subsistence: £3,000
Training: £2,500

WOMEN'S RESOURCE CENTRE - POLICY FORUM
Name of study:Women’s Policy Forum (project)
Delivering Body: Women’s Resource Centre
Interview: Isabel Hudson

Area/Location: London, England

Summary of Study: The Policy Forum was set up 2 years ago to bhédcapacity of
women’s organisation in London to contribute toi@gptdevelopment. The long-term
aim is to shift organisations away from simply té&&gto government consultation
and being more proactive. The forum currently snembers and is funded through
a number of community and private sources.

Major costs identified: For the Women’s Resource Centre the main costeeamees,
administration and staff time. The time requirediiy Women’s Resource Centre to
maintain the relationships with forum members wae aentified as a major cost.

For participants time is a major constraint, ay tie@ve multiple competing demands
on their time and responding to consultations s®uece intensive. The forum takes
up roughly four days a year for participants. Therién’s Resource Centre offers
travel and child care support to enable participémtake part. Most participants did
not make use of this. However, the token reimbuesdrfor time that was provided
was positively received. This amounted to betweEhdhd £25 depending on the
budget of the organisation that the participantesented. One organisation used the
£15 to fund a helpline worker for one and a halii%
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Major benefits identified: Clearer and more joined up thinking around polias a
major benefit for the Centre. The opportunity towek was also appreciated by the
participants. For the Women'’s Resource Centreingethore in touch with the aims
and opinions of their member organisations was mapd, as well as uncovering
useful knowledge. In addition the forum enabledugothat would normally not take
part in consultations to do so.

Monetary values: The Women’s Resource Centre had a good underatanélthe
costs of the forum, both for the Centre itself, &oda lesser degree) the participants
themselves. Two staff members were involved in mmthe forum (one full time and
one part time). The quantification of the benefitss considerably less developed.
The project manager estimated the value of the ladye acquired was as
‘potentially thousands of pounds’.

Using replacement costs the project manager wastalaalculate that for the policy
officers to gain their learning through trainiraghrer than experience would have cost
at least £4,220

Detailed Costs (Over three years):
Totals budget: (3 years) £239,566
Under spend: £11,452-£11,743
Staff costs: £116,187
Consultants: £6,000

Recruitment: £2,000

Training: £3,000

Office admin: £68,444

Travel: £1,200

Events related costs: £18,850
Printing: £6,600

Support for participants: £1,800
Photos: £250

LONDON 2012 PROJECT

Name of study:London 2012 Engagement Programme (project)
Delivering Body: London Civic Forum

Interview: Kate Monkhouse

Area/Location: London, England

Summary of Study: Partnership work with London 2012 to engage withu@s that
were not involved in the Olympic bid. For examptesetings were held with the
Chinese and Somali communities. A total of 10 evevdre held where
representatives of these varied groups could asktouns to the 2012 team and then
do their own outreach programme if they felt theanted to support the bid.

In total 300 organisations were involved. The psscean from November 2004 to
July 2005.
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The interviewee felt that while it is possible teange perceptions through public
relations and marketing work, public participatismequired to actually create the
enthusiasm required for sustainable change andvienent.

The project was relatively short and more timelfoitding relationship to begin with
could have increased the benefits further.

Major costs identified: The major costs to the Civic Forum was staff time,
Establishing relationships and meeting people fadace over an extended period of
time was vital for the process to work.

Short-term funding combined with one-off projectasitinked to a high rate of staff
turnover by the interviewee. Accumulated knowledgd corporate memory is
frequently lost as people move on.

Delays to the process were caused by the lacksofirees within the participant
organisations to respond quickly.

The participants (representatives from 300 orgaioiss) spent on average a day each
on the project.

Major benefits identified: The process led to groups that normally wouldhaste
been involved in the 2012 bid taking an interd&blicy recommendations were
created for London 2012 about structural issuesrat@ngagement and consultation.
Many participating organisations went on to estdibdirect links with other
organisations involved and with London 2012 dingectl

Monetary values: The project manager was unable to disclose thgdiudle to
reasons of confidentiality, but was able to prowadeercentage breakdown of the
costs:

70% staff costs

10% administration

Rest: evaluation costs, catering, venues etc.

The interviewee felt that replacement costs werd t@muse, in her opinion

advertising, as an alternative to the engagememi|dwnot have conveyed the details
of the issues discussed as well as being lessigett reaching out to people.
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A2.7 Detailed Case Studies

The Detailed Case Studies were developed fronmitialiset of 15 case studies. We
looked at certain processes in more detail in otater

e Gain clarification,
» Gather information on costs and benefits to otiheus,
* Develop the framework.

Our four detailed Case Studies are from the follmabcations:

 Camden

» Easington

* Lancashire/Yorkshire
» Pontypool

All of the detailed case studies are of individpiadjects rather than entire units. We
selected the ones we did based on which briefstaskes had adequate basic
information. We also tried create a balance ofedéht geographical areas and types
of engagement.

The detailed case studies are structured as fallows

Summary of Project
Name of project This is the name of the project defined by takvering body.
Delivering Body- The body or bodies responsible for the delivarthe participation
Interviews- Names of people interviewed as part of the study
Area/Location The locations listed are not comparable unitsdme cases the focus
was on an activity within the boundaries of a lcamathority or town, in other
cases the focus was on a regional level.
Timescale- Dates of the project activity.
Participants— The number and type of participant.
Process/aims A brief summary of the project and what it triedachieve,
including the aims and the context.
Methods used The type of participation involved.
Outputs/Outcomes The results and effects of the project.
Main Findings on Costs and Benefits
Project manager
Overall balance of costs and benefits
Costs
Benefits
Recording and accuracy
Detailed costs: Please note that most of thess apstrough estimates
and should not be quoted unquestioningly.
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Participants

Overall balance of costs and benefits

Costs

Benefits
Decision maker

Overall balance of costs and benefits

Costs

Benefits

Recording and accuracy
Implications for framework This section analyses the information from theeca
study and its implications for the feasibility oeasuring costs and benefits on the
project level.
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MYSTERY SHOPPING OF CAMDEN'S RECEPTION POINTS

Summary of Project

Name of project: Mystery shopping of Camden’s reception points
Delivering Body: London Borough of Camden

Interviews: Malick Aliman, Debbie Lee Chan, Kirin Saeed, ana SVilby
Area/Location: Camden, London, England
Timescale:October-November 2004

Participants: 30 participants with varied disabilities, recruifedm CamdenTalks,
the Camden citizens’ panel (about 1300 people iteckand run by a consultancy).

Process/aimsThe process aimed to explore what level of sergitteens with
disabilities received at reception points aroureldbuncil.

Methods used:Mystery Shopping, with disabled service users Wwaylas researche

Outputs/Outcomes: The outputs of the mystery shopper exercise weepart and
an action plan, which was then presented to ariegigroup of reception managers
within the council. Currently changes to recepipmmts and customer care standargls
are being implemented as a response to the findihtie mystery shopping. The
progress of this is being monitored at the recepti@anagers’ meetings. If the proc
had not taken place Camden Council would have ea#iytgot round to making
improvements to reception areas but these wouldthang been based on legal
requirements rather than user experience.

Main Findings on Costs and Benefits

Project manager:

Overall balance of costs and benefits

The project manager was pleased with the resultsegprocess and would gladly do
it again. The participants similarly expressedraarest in carrying out mystery
shopping on a regular basis.

The project manager felt that with the Disabilitis€@imination Act in mind there
was a need to deal with the issue of accessilpiibactively to avoid conflict and

litigation costs and also to improve the counaiputation.

More resources and time would have been usefukogsfy for explaining what
mystery shopping was and how to do it. Half a ddylike too little time for the
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participants to grasp the details of the mysteppgler method. The project manager
also felt that the project might have been everenuseful if it had been expanded to
cover more reception points.

If Camden Council had been unable to rely on thizenis’ panel as a source of
participants, recruitment costs would have beesi\iko be higher.

Costs

Staff time was the main cost item (60 days in Jotkthe staff costs were split between
3 teams within the council.

Other important costs were remuneration of paiciexpenses and catering. The
take up of support for participants was lower teapected with only one participant
claiming carer support.

According to the interviewee costs were kept lowtlpahanks to the experience of
one of the delivering staff members.

The process led to cost increases elsewhere @dbacil (adaptations to reception
points, disability awareness training for staff.ptbut this hardly qualifies as a cost in
this case as these amendments were the point aftble exercise and could just as
easily be seen as benefits by others.

An unexpected weeklong delay occurred due to ppatits not responding at the
stated deadline. This was seen as unavoidablertisipent research is more informal
than the usual market research. Participants cantreated as if they were hired
consultants.

The costs to participants were primarily time, dolygseven hours per participant.
This consisted of one half-day briefing on the rod#) a two hour debrief and
however long it took them to visit the receptionrpo

Other costs were covered, including postage fordpert. For travel participants
were able to use dial-a-taxi or use their freedf@asses as disabled to no additional
cost to the council.

Benefits

The most important benefits identified by the pesgme manger were:
* Increased transparency
* Increased openness
» Better understanding of public opinion
e Service improvement

As adapting to disability is a legal requiremerg elieved that the process led to
less risk of conflict and, in the long run, litigat costs. She also thought that the
reputation of the council had been improved ambegparticipants, and potentially in
Camden in general as well.
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A possible alternative to the mystery shopper nethat the project manager
mentioned was focus groups, but according to heemsnce these are less
participatory and dynamic. Participant researcherated more focussed, balanced
and objective findings than focus groups had inpdst.

In her opinion there was a time saving as far atitputs went, but this is hard to
substantiate.

In addition the process was a useful experiengedject planning for her staff.

She reported a feeling of empowerment among th&cipemts when given the
opportunity to inspect services rather than jugtabout them. For proof she pointed
to the fact that the participants want to do itiaga

Recording and accuracy

The project manager had a pretty good idea of naoypebsts to the council, as well
as some idea of replacement costs for benefitspiidject manager estimated that
running the same process using a consultancy weaud cost around £600 per day.
The interviewee estimated the replacement cosiafd groups to £7,500 (30 people
would require 3 groups at £2,500 per group). Intamdthe project manager had
received a quote for mystery shopping by a compdA5 per visit (including set
up, reporting and management).

As far as benefits quantification goes the projeahager didn’t feel it was possible to
place a monetary value on either the knowledgevara@ness created by the process.

Detailed costs:

60 days staff time in total
PO6: 15 days

PO2: 40 days

Couple days admin: SO1:
SM 3: 1 day

£600 in incentives (Marks and Spencer vouchers)
£100 in catering

£100 for mail and PR.

£100 on print costs

£15 for carers

£0 for venues (Used council buildings)

Participants:
Neither participant was in employment at the tirhéhe interview, one was on
benefits and the other was retired. Both were hayfytheir involvement in

CamdenTalks and expressed an interest in helpangdmmunity. One of them
volunteered in his spare time.
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Overall balance of costs and benefits

Both participants were happy with the way in whikby had been asked to take part
in the mystery shopping and were enthusiastic atheumethod used. They would
both be willing to take part in it again.

Costs

The participants reported that their involvemens waughly a day’s work, including
attending meetings. No other costs were reported.

When asked what they would think would be a goedllef remuneration one
couldn’t name a price and the other suggested -£260 per week if part-time. This
was based on education and life experience rdtharthe task performed.

Benefits
Both participants reported the following benefits:

» Greater knowledge and awareness of how the Cowacks
» A sense of ownership over the project

One participant in particular pointed out the géeedback she had received after the
research was completed which she contrasted watviqus experience of taking part
in surveys where she never found out what happentge results.

Both reported that the increased understandingwfthe Council worked would be
useful in their daily life, both in knowing whom ¢all for various issues and also in
making them feel more able to communicate, anéédbe confront, authorities. One
interviewee had actually made use of this infororath practice when dealing with a
disturbance in his local area.

One participant reported that the opportunity tetrand interact with such a varied
group built some useful interpersonal skills.

Decision maker:

The decision maker was the Assistant Director aft@mer Focus and had extensive
experience of running consultations, but this eaas the first time she had worked
specifically with disabled people. The aim she nwerd was to improve the service
provided at reception points.

Overall balance of costs and benefits

Overall the decision maker was unsure whether tsine would repeat the process.
While the benefits lived up to her expectation sfasn’t sure that the participative
mystery shopping exercise represented the besifuke council’s resources.

There was no fully costed alternative, but the nobstious alternative option would
have been to carry out a mystery shopper procésg asommercial firm instead of
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participants. The monetary cost of the particigasearch approach is lower, but if
staff time is factored in it might shift the costr®fit ratio.

In retrospect the decision maker would probablylgan the commercial route next
time, being higher in cost but easier to manageerially she might consider
partnering with a voluntary organisation to run gpinecess instead of turning to a
professional consultancy.

Costs

In direct monetary terms the mystery shopper egengias extremely cheap. The
participant researchers were not paid (besidessgseand vouchers). However, the
amount of officer time required was substantial.evistaff time is factored in it is
less clear that this participative way of doingeaash represents good value.

Working with disabled people was identified as allemge, but this was not only a
cost as it provided the staff with some usefuldeay experiences.

The fact that the participants were not profesdicesearchers meant that more time
was needed to brief them and explain the importahcencepts like objectivity and
confidentiality.

The decision-maker doubted that participants hgdsagnificant costs as all expenses
were covered and most of them were not in paid eympént and thus did not loose
any income as a result of taking part.

Benefits

The benefits lived up to expectations and weretified as:

» Information on how services were received and Hwy tould be improved;

» A powerful message to the council staff on the neddhprove (participants’
experience harder to disregard than work by prajaasresearchers);

* Good learning and experience for staff;

There was also an element of empowerment, as ttieipants enjoyed the process
and learned a lot. However the group was very sstathe decision maker
considered this a marginal benefit.

Recording and accuracy

The decision maker did not have detailed knowlezfgle costs and benefits of the
top of her head. However, she did not feel tha wWas important information for her
to have, this was something for the project mantgesrry about. She also felt that
measuring costs in too much detail would be resoimensive and not add much to
the decision making process.

Staff time was accounted for in a separate system &irect project expenses. The
budget for the process fell within one department.

167



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

Implications for framework

This project is a form of participative researetvalving service users directly in the
evaluation of service provision. Participants eigrered feelings of empowerment as
a result of their involvement, evident in their Wwi®r a continuation of the process.

The project manger and decision maker both heldaiwiews on the success of the
project, but did not feel the same way about trefulsess of the method in the future.
The decision maker felt that while the monetarytsas$ the participative form of
mystery shopping were low, the high requirementh@iform of staff time meant that
mystery shopping run by consultancies was betteieviar money. The project
manager seemed to have a different view on thévelaalue of the project and the
trade off between monetary costs and staff timehgyes this is due to her exposure to
the enthusiasm of the participants.

The case study also highlighted a paradox in tlepbint of the whole participation
exercise was to increase costs in the short tertihéoCouncil (in the form of
adjustments to reception points). Obviously caedseo be taken when recording
costs in these cases, the costs are associatedghith for certain groups. Care needs
to be taken when assessing costs, in some casesatleerights aspects involved.
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EASINGTON PCT - CANCER INFORMATION SUPPORT

Summary of Project

Name of project: Cancer Information Support

Delivering Body: Easington PCT and Macmillan Cancer Relief
Interviews: Aileen Hopper, Beatrice Barge and David Shepherd,
Areal/Location: Easington, England

Timescale:2005- Ongoing

Participants: 8 volunteers in a core group recruited througlsteng patient
involvement events (which are held every 6 week)people expressed an interefst
at the first meeting. The group is te expanded once the project is up and runr

Process/aimsThis is a partnership project between Easingtamd?y Care Trust
and Macmillan Cancer Relief to set up a canceriméiion support service in a
local shopping centre, staffed with volunteers. @bal of the process is to bridge
the divide between professionals and patientsyaisd awareness, both of cancer
facts, but also knowledge of where to go for h&lpe accessible location and
volunteer assistants will improve the outreach lakimg cancer information more
accessible and less intimidating. If it provescassful the model will be rolled out
in other areas. Due to stringent funding requireisiéirere have been delays to the
implementation of the process and it is just ggtstarted.

So far a small group has been trained to provideclmancer information and to be
able to refer people on to the relevant healthisesv The training has included
visits to a number of locations.

Methods used:Volunteer service delivery

Outputs/Outcomes:Improved cancer support and information in an ssitée
location.

Main Findings on Costs and Benefits

Project manager:

Overall balance of costs and benefits

The project manager thought that it was difficalstty much about whether the
project was worthwhile, as it had not formally sdryet. He hoped that the service

would be well used and provide information to gretipat are hard to reach with
health related information.
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Costs: Besides staff time, the time invested in trainiag been a major cost. It
proved necessary to rewrite large parts of existangcer awareness training materials
in order for it to be useful for the participants.

The project manager approximated that he had spaghly 4 days preparing for
each day the participants were involved and thatimidtrative time so far had been
2-3 days in total.

Participants had spent 8 days so far on the wotétai.

Benefits

The project manager feels that the reputation®PREGT has improved as a result of
the process. The commitment of the volunteers destified as a major benefit, as
well as the feedback on the health service provittedddition the participants had a
large sense of ownership over the centre and ervic

The true benefits of the process will not be appiawatil the information centre is up
and running.

Recording and accuracy

The budget has been pieced together from various pathe PCT budget making an
overview difficult. Only limited financial data mvailable. Benefits are not valued in
monetary terms.

Detailed costs:

Staff: 34 days

Admin 3 days
Training: £350 per day
Travel: £150-£175
Other: £150-£175

Participants:

Both participants are retired and heard about thenteer opportunity at meetings
they attended. One of the interviewees was vetyeut the local community,
although this was her first volunteer experiencthanhealth sector. For the other
interviewee this was her first volunteer experierste had not had time before she
retired.

Overall balance of costs and benefits

Both participants were happy with their involvemsatfar. While the actual centre is
still being set up they felt that their involvemevduld be worth it once it gets started
properly

For one participant with a history of cancer in family it was “ a good way to pay
back for the help | got”. The other participantughbt that it was “a pity it has not
been started a long time ago”.
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Costs

The only costs participants experienced were tmfeted. Travel was organised by
the PCT if required. If they hadn’t been involvedhathis one participant guessed
that she would have done other volunteer work hadther guessed that she would
have done housework instead.

One participant estimated that she spent 2 to a¥shmer meeting. For the first 8
weeks these meetings were weekly, following thés/ttvere monthly. The other
participant estimated that she had spent 30 haurtal on the work so far.

Neither participant was able or willing to estimatieat they might have been paid for
their work. For them the fact that it was voluntegrk had a value of its own.

One participant mentioned delays as a negativerfatthe participation.
Benefits

For the participants the main benefit mentioned thasopportunity to make a
difference to people by providing important inforioa.

One interviewee hoped that the group would be tbleelp create better
communication because people might be more contiieresking questions to people
who are not doctors and nurses.

Other benefits mentioned were:

* Knowledge about the health service and the caneatment available,
* Increased ability to influence services,

* New friends made

There were divided feelings of ownership over thggrt. One participant felt as if it
was partly her project now while the other felttthar role was only to help in the
background.

Implications for framework

This project is a form of co-production with paip@nts providing an important
service on a voluntary basis.

The discussions with the participants showed thetgf what made the work
worthwhile was that it was altruistic and the fewt it was voluntary actually added
value to it. As a consequence they found it veffyadilt to place a value on the time
they spent on the project.

The study also highlighted the negative costsdiétys can create. The risk of delays
and setbacks damaging the credibility of the ptajeems to have been tempered by
the fact that the volunteers felt wanted and they had a stake in the project.

171



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

ENGLISH NATURE - HUMBER ESTUARY DESIGNATION PROJECT

Summary of Project

Name of project: Humber Estuary Designation Project
Delivering Body: English Nature

Interviews: Peter Barham, Andy Clements, Kate Jennings,
Area/Location: Lancashire/Yorkshire, England
Timescale:2001-2004

Participants: Around 450 stakeholders were involved, includiocal landowners,
voluntary organisations, MPs and pressure groups.

Process/aimsThe aim of the project was to review and possixend the legal
protection for wildlife in the area. Limited contation is a legal requirement, but
English Nature went beyond this to provide oppdties for more information and
a more informed discussion. The process was indeastloped due to the failure o
English Nature on previous occasions when they toeexpand the Sites of Speci
Scientific Interest in the Humber estuary. Previdasignation plans were met witl
hostility from industry and other key players leaglio the plans being withdrawn.

=

Methods used:Small meetings with individual stakeholders, langeeting at end
of process to meet statuary requirements.

Outputs/Outcomes:New estuary designation

Main Findings on Costs and Benefits
Project manager:
Overall balance of costs and benefits

The project manager was pleased with the resultseoproject and felt it had met
English Nature’s goals as well as those of othedtediolders.

Due to the large number of responses the processlifecult to manage and more
complicated.

Costs
Staff time was the major cost. In total 2 yearstaff time were taken up by this
project. In addition to this, other major costs avdisplays PR and postage.

Throughout the process a total of between 40 anuétings were held with
different stakeholders. Following the consideratbmll of the views received from

172



The True Costs of Public Participation: Involve [Full Research Report]

stakeholders, a decision on the designation prdposss discussed at a public
meeting of English Nature's Council, which all gth&lders had the opportunity to
attend.

The time that participants spent on the processddaugely, with Local Authorities
and professional stakeholders putting in the mos.t

Benefits

The project manager mentioned that the numerousimyeecreated a greater degree
of understanding among stakeholders, both of the@@mmental issues at stake and of
the position of English Nature. In addition therassa reduction in conflict between
English Nature and several powerful stakeholders.

There was also a lot of positive press coverageratthe process.

Following the successful conclusion of the prodeesmproved relationships and
increased awareness of the estuary's importancetare has driven or contributed
to the establishment of a number of groups andeeships. These include Humber
Industry and Nature Conservation Association (Briggogether nature conservation
bodies, local authorities and local industry) ame lHumber Management Scheme
(around 35 statutory bodies who have come togétheéevelop a management
scheme for the estuary).

Recording and accuracy

The programme manager had a reasonable idea pbthel figures for costs but not
for the benefits. The benefits were hard to qugimifa clear way.

Detailed costs:

Staff cost: £50,000
Displays and PR: £8,000
Admin: £5,000

Postage: £2,000

Travel: £1,170

Press briefings: £1,000

Participant:

The participant was the Environment Manager forokgsted British Ports. He took
part in the engagement exercise as part of hidjelhas been working with English
Nature around the Humber estuary since he tookospip 2001. He estimates that
around 7 people from Associated British Ports Haeen involved in this on and off.

We were unable to make contact with any other gpgnts, as English Nature was
reluctant to burden the local stakeholders furtfsethere were a number of
engagement processes currently taking place. Tdaed that the added work in the
form of taking part in the case study research mighise stakeholder fatigue.
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Overall balance of costs and benefits

The interviewee has had extensive experience tgiangin engagement with English
Nature and other public bodies. He felt that theeelence in Humber compared
favourably to other experiences he’d had. He pstdbwn to good working
relationships and communications with the Englistiuxe team. He felt that other
stakeholders shared his view and that English Matad been able to create a good
atmosphere of dialogue. He would definitely gebiwed again in a similar process.

Costs

Associated British Ports had a number of diffemrtivities going on in the Humber
region simultaneously which involved liasing withdlish Nature, and the
interviewee found it hard to distinguish betweem times that were related to this
specific process.

Staff time was definitely the largest cost. Heraated that all together Associated
British Port employees spent somewhere betweera@t@®00 days on the various
activities in total the last years. He was ablegstimate an average cost per day but
was unhappy to make this public as he felt thah suens were often quoted out of
context.

Benefits

For the interviewee the main benefits were begkationships between the
Associated British Ports and English Nature andstiezessful resolution of a number
of issues. In his opinion English Nature and Asatad British Ports had moved from
an adversarial to a mutually beneficial relatiopsbwer the last years, in part as a
result of processes like this. This culture chamge had important effects. English
Nature has withdrawn objections to port developmehhe level of conflict has been
significantly reduced. He anticipated easier workhie future as a result and also
potentially time and cost savings as the levetusttis increased. Associated British
Ports has gained a lot of credibility for takingtpd@he interviewee stressed that the
concrete successes that the participation hadlaete the main benefit with
intangibles an added bonus.

Decision maker:

The interviewee was the Director for Protected Araad formed part of the board
that decided to go ahead with the in-depth engageprecess in the Humber region.
He has had extensive experience with more limitaddatory consultation around
conservation, but less experience of more in-depgagement like this project. He
emphasised that this project was about gettingehktakers engaged from the earliest
stages in order to avoid damaging conflict.

Overall balance of costs and benefits
The interviewee was extremely happy with the resoiitthe progress, which he

compared favourably to the previous work Englishuxahad done in the region. In
his opinion it had not only led to a successful ptation of the designation process
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but had also developed English Nature’s way ofkinigp leaving a positive legacy for
future work. However he emphasised that it wasanoibdel for all of English
Nature’s work, as in-depth engagement should lweipsied to the cases where
stakeholders feel the most need for it.

Two main challenges for the decision maker wergfyisg the major upfront
expenses for the process when many of the bemedits intangible and that there
were over 450 landowners and users affected byidEniylature’s plans.

Legally, once plan is announced ‘the clock stactsnig’ and consultation must be
held within a certain time. This meant that EngiMdtture did most of their
engagement before the plans were finalised.

Costs

The largest costs by far were for staff time. Titerviewee was unable to give a
definitive sum of the top of his head. He guesead the total budget might have
come to half a million pounds all in all. Other tdgems (normally not incurred in
more limited consultation) were research contraotgdo universities and extra
publicity costs. However these costs were smatbmparison to the staff costs.

Benefits

The main benefit identified was a shift in thinkiagd reduction of conflict.
According to the interviewee the industry’s imadd=oglish Nature had shifted from
being ‘an obstructive nuisance’ to that of ‘a bakhregulator’. In previous attempts
to expand the designation Sites of Special Scientiferest in the Humber estuary
the plans had been bitterly contested by industiter this process, industry instead
wrote letters in support of English Nature’s pragdos

The costs after the process ended have beenawlet than expected. In the opinion
of the decision maker getting the engagement wieads to high legal bills and a lot
of energy going into maintaining a defensive positiAccording to the interviewee
the process, which spent money upfront on engagerather than later on legal
costs, was not only successful in that it savedayphbut also in that everyone was
able to focus their energy on positive change ardames.

The decision maker guessed that the main cosketpdrticipants was also staff time,
both to engage with English Nature and also taerice and bring onboard people
within their own organisations.

Recording and accuracy

Detailed costs were kept of non-staff costs, thas Vess true for staff costs and was
identified by the decision maker as an area forawpment. He felt that detailed
costs were not very important for someone at lislJe general overview of the
finances were adequate.

The decision maker has done some simple calcutatarhow much money in legal
costs the process had saved based on previousengeof more limited
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engagement. In one case he mentioned a conflicolEdal fees to English Nature of
£75,000 as well as the stress of a public inquiry.

This case is an example of a resource intenselsiller based process in a high
conflict environment. It illustrates how particiat and engagement can create
solutions where traditional methods of working héaiéed.

It also highlights the often hidden value of redaghips, which is often hard to pin
down.

While many benefits of participation are intangibled inherently hard to measure
accurately this example shows that participatianalao lead to measurable savings
(in this case in the form of reduced legal fee$30At is not just the amount spent, but
how it is spent (e.g. spending it on positive tiefahip building rather than defending
a position).

A problem encountered by the project staff andsienimaker in this project was the
difficulty of justifying the seemingly high up-froexpenditure for uncertain returns,
even though the status quo was not delivering.

CLARENCE CORNER PARTNERSHIP

Summary of Project

Name of project: Clarence Corner Partnership

Delivering Body: Torfaen County Borough Council and Broadhall Ltd
Interviews: Angella Driscoll, Andrew Gray, Neil Lewis, and dariPrice
Area/Location: Pontypool, Wales

Timescale: The regeneration project is currently going thifotige planning process,
the meeting for stakeholders was held on fhefaVarch 2005.

Participants: Around 50 politicians, tenants and landowner stalddrs. Most
stakeholders lived or worked in the area.

Process/aimsTwo one-off information briefings held at the stafia redevelopment
process of a rundown area of Pontypool run by thenCil and the developers
(Broadhall Ltd.). The aim of the long-term £25 moifl redevelopment is to create
attractive offices and housing in the area whiaimfothe ‘gateway’ to Pontypool.
There is a need to acquire certain land for readgeént. The two events aimed to
inform politicians and landowners/tenants respetfiand gain their support for the
regeneration plan. There were two separate oneéwants run by a third party
facilitator (40 minute audiovisual presentatiorideled by 20 minutes of questions
from the floor), one aimed at the politicians, éoled by an event with landowners
and tenants.

Methods used:Presentation (including video and leaflets), fatal by a questions
and answers session.

Outputs/Outcomes:Increased awareness and support of the regeme@ns
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Main Findings on Costs and Benefits
Project manager:
Overall balance of costs and benefits

The project manager said that he would definitaty the project again in a similar
way the next time. Potentially he would carry oumare thorough stakeholder
mapping in advance next time.

The costs for the engagement were shared betwedadal council and the
developer. A complicating factor in the process Waslarge number of tenants and
landowners who needed to be engaged with. The aepavent for politicians gave
them the opportunity to speak freely and to feehfmrtable asking questions around
legal details that wouldn't interest the publidate.

Costs
The total budget for the briefings were £8,000

The main costs associated with the briefings ifiedtby the project manager were:
* Audiovisual equipment and presentation;
» Staff Costs;
» Leaflets.

In the view of the project manager the participaxserienced very limited costs.
The event only took up one hour of their time asdt &0k place on the site there
were only small transport costs involved in gettingre. In addition they were given
six weeks notice of the meeting, further lesseiregopportunity costs for them.

Benefits

The prime objective of the event was informatioarsiy. According to the feedback
from the evaluation questionnaires the participntswy a great deal more about the
regeneration plans after the event.

The project manager also perceived that this ise@anderstanding of the
regeneration plans had led to a reduction in cotrdiind a feeling of ownership in the
community. Without the process higher conflict lsevend delays could have been
expected.

There was no capacity building or empowerment efgarticipants, but this was not
the aim of the process. A benefit anticipated leyittierviewee is easier negotiations
in the future as stakeholders feel more trust tdeéine council.

Recording and accuracy

The project manager had a good idea of what the owsEts were. The benefits were
generally harder to quantify and were not undesinanonetary terms.
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The event also provided the staff with valuablenega opportunities. The project
manger estimated that gaining skills in organigirgpnsultation event might have
cost around £600 per head if the three people wedbin the project had gone to
training instead.

The project manager also estimated that there dad time savings: if they had not
had the one-off participative event (which took @pp60 hours to organise) they
would have had to approach each stakeholder ingalliyl which could have taken in
excess of 100 hours.

An alternative to the briefings could have beesgend money on advertising, but
this would not have been nearly as effective invieav of the project manager.

Detailed costs:

£5,500 Leaflets

£2,000 internal wages (approximately 60 hours)

£900 for facilitator

£600 Office Administration

£500 Venues, etc.

Participants:

The interviewees were the director of a local digand the licensee of a pub in the
Clarence Corner area. Both participants found batiathe meeting through an
invitation letter sent from Torfaen council. Thediason for attending the event was
that they rented buildings in the area and werh bohcerned about the effects the
regeneration efforts might have on their activities

Overall balance of costs and benefits

Participants differed in their assessment of theralVsuccess of the information
sharing event. While their view of the level of bénhthey gained by attending
differed, both felt that the benefits of attendmgweighed the costs. Both of them
would go along to similar events again in the fatur

Costs

The participants reported very low costs. Neitifehem had had any out of pocket
expenses linked to their involvement. The time thegnt was the one-hour event
itself and time spent reading the written inforroatbefore and after the event. They
spent time attending the event which otherwise ditnalve been free hours so there

was no lost income or productivity.

Neither of them felt that they should have been paiattend as they had an interest
in the information and the event was easy to access
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Uncertainty about the areas’ future was a big fmrsbne participant, but this had not
arisen due to the participation. Rather it wassalteof the participation not delivering
enough information in that participant’s view.

Benefits

For both participants increased knowledge of th@pwas the main benefit. This
helped with long-term planning and was their maiason for attending in the first
place.

They had very different opinions about how effegljvthis information dispelled
their fears.

One participant felt very clear about what imp&et tegeneration would have and felt
a very strong sense of ownership over the plans tisbught that the meeting had
reduced the level of conflict around the regenerally disproving rumours and
providing facts to counter any ‘They haven't tokl teelings. According to her
everyone seemed reasonably happy. In her opinien #hose whose properties were
scheduled for demolition were fatalistic rathemtlaagry.

The other participant felt that while the presdotatvas very professional she didn’t
feel that her questions had been fully answered.f&8hthat there was too little
information and that the consultation was a merm#&ity with many important
decisions made behind closed doors with the biggmntyg owners. According to her
the messages she had gotten at the event and sahfiggvere ‘cryptic and mixed’.

As a consequence she didn't anticipate any reduaticonflict as she predicted that
some property owners would probably ‘dig in to lidwst’.

Decision maker:

The decision maker was a Local Councillor and EeeiMember for the
Environment with a lot of experience of consultatidccording to him there has
been an increasing amount of consultation req@rednd local planning in the
council, especially since the World Heritage Sitdiss was given to Blaenavon.

The decision maker was very enthusiastic abouCtaeence Corner Partnership as it
might revitalise an important area of Pontypoot armich could potentially act as the
‘gateway to the north of the valley'.

Overall balance of costs and benefits

The purpose of the event was to get the messagsesa@nd answer questions and
deal with fears and concerns around the regenaratie wouldn’t change much in
retrospect.

According to the decision maker this kind of evisrthe normal procedure when it

comes to regeneration planning. No other engageamtions were considered in
this case.
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Costs

The decision maker identified three major costs:
* Audiovisual presentation and equipment
« Staff Time
» Brochures

He didn’t perceive that there were any real casth¢ participants. The event was
held at a time and place which was convenienteémtand they only had to give up
an hour of their time. In addition to this theresvealot of enthusiasm around the
project.

Benefits

The main benefit was providing people with inforroatand thus reducing opposition
towards the development and setting the scenedoramth process. In the decision
makers view this had been achieved, and it wagetsn expected.

Two reasons were suggested for this by the decramier:
* The run-down nature of Clarence Corner combinet thi¢ appeal of the
regeneration plan created excitement among paatitsp
» Clarence Corner has relatively few residentialdings. Participants were
mainly workers in the area or business owners, lpeame usually more
protective of their residential areas.

Recording and accuracy

The economic details of the project were not frieste decision maker’'s memory.
He felt that keeping detailed costs was unnecessapgcially in cases where the
engagement played such a small part of the rege@me@rocess and where private
enterprises paid for part of the process.

Implications for framework

This is essentially an information-giving event andny people might question its
inclusion here. However, this is one of the moshowmn forms of public engagement
in the UK today and we felt it was important tolilight the costs and benefits
associated with this kind of process. This casmisual in that the staff costs are not
the dominant ones. In this case costs linked t@titgovisual presentation and
promoting the event were the most significant costs

An interesting finding is that while the two paigiants were both happy to take part
in similar process again in the future they hadg wkiferent views of the overall
success of the event. Both felt that the costedmtwere very low and that they
gained enough useful information to make attendinghwhile. However one
participant felt very pleased with the informatimovided while the other was less
happy. This shows it is possible to have a prosd®wse the costs of attending are
lower than the benefits but which still fails tediup to expectations. Economic
analysis on its own would not capture this.
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Another interesting finding is that the fact thae tosts were shared between a public
and a private body meant that it was harder toegabonomic information.

A2.8 General Findings

We have found some general patterns emerging fnenbrief and detailed case
studies seen as a whole.

Original Hypotheses:

We found that the majority of our hypotheses waxgfied by the interview
results:

The financial recording we found was indeed oftaginented and infrequent.
Basic costs were almost always available (sometongsas rough estimates).
However, there were also projects where it wasestithat a lot of thinking
had gone into measuring the costs and benefits.

It is more common to record costs than benefitapah sometimes even the
basic costs are only available as approximates.

Most financial recording focuses on the costs amklits to the delivering
agency. Participant costs and/or costs to othenisgtions/departments
remain estimates at best.

Benefits are almost exclusively measured in noneteny terms.
Other interesting findings include:
* With a few exceptions, staff costs were the mast ob participatory

processes. Engaging with service users and thécpsldlearly time and staff
intensive.

The context of the individual project has a lang@act on the make up of
costs and benefits. For example, projects basadahlocations tend to have
large travel costs.

Costs are often only recorded on a unit-by-unitdasd getting an overview
of projects run in partnership can be very chaliegg

The benefits listed are mostly based on the fiestehexperience of the project
manager, or anecdotal examples, only rarely iackbd up with hard
evidence.

* In some cases project managers were able to esttiratalue of benefits by
calculating a replacement cost of providing thedfiéthrough other means.
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A significant number of interviewees were highlgptical of attempts to
measure benefits in monetary terms. Reasons gieea tvat the benefits were
‘priceless’ or otherwise beyond value, that thdae@ment options were not
comparable and that the results of such studiesdwat reflect the true value
of the benefits and could be misused.

Some benefits appear to have a highly ethical vialye=ople, often based
around rights or an obligation to do something wiskefr society (such as
volunteering). Putting a monetary value on thedebgiextremely difficult.

Several interviewees were reluctant to give figween interviewed as they
had bad experiences with figures being quoted bcbmtext.

Cost and benefits were very difficult to measuteospectively. Asking
project managers for economic figures afterwardslted in vague
approximations.

Senior decision makers seem to have little det&itenlviedge of the costs and
benefits. The obvious person to carry out econ@waduations seems to be
the project manager.

There are costs which are easy to ignore or ovietbod which can have a
huge impact on the outcomes of a process. Thesgiootude personal costs
to staff or participants in the form of stress ddiional responsibilities ad a
high level of staff turnover caused by short-temmjgct —by project funding.

The experience of the staff can have a significapgct on the costs and
benefits of a project.

Projects where the budget is shared between semgatisations are
challenging when it comes to economic evaluatidris 8eems especially true
for projects where the delivering organisationsiardifferent sectors, e.g. a
partnership between a private company and a phbtly.

Often sums alone are of little help without an ustinding of the context.
For example a ten hour time requirement will hasey\different impacts on
people depending on what other demands on thedr dira being made
simultaneously. In the same way an equal sum cea Very different long
term effects if it is spent on proactive relatioipgbuilding compared to legal
fees to defend ones position on court.

Expense schemes seem to be under-utilised by ipariis if our studies are to
be believed. They seem to fill a symbolic role, destrating that the
delivering body is making efforts to facilitate pd&'s involvement.

Measuring certain benefits may create perversentiess. For example on
project manager specifically stated that he thounggeisuring time savings as
a result of participation creates a perceptionitiatpossible to do
participation via shortcuts, reducing the quality.
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* Some processes appear to have large hidden cdhesfiorm of overtime and
unaccounted for resources that keep the process.afl

» Different actors are often looking for differergrefits. In some cases there
can be conflict between different objectives. Qarest be taken when setting
the parameters of the evaluation so one view dodsminate, or at least to
make sure that it is spelled out from which directihe evaluation is
approaching the project.

» There are sometimes symbiotic relationships betvdgérent participative
processes which allow cost savings. For exampta@of our cases a
citizens’ panel was used to recruit people for heoexercise thus reducing
recruitment costs.

A2.9 Implications

Some findings of this research will not come aargmsse to those familiar with the
field of participation, this research does howeegnforce the widely held view that
the economics of participation is an understudredi significant area.

The case studies revealed a wide range of beasBtsciated with participatory ways
of working and the great majority of managers, siea makers and participants
stated that they were happy with the project andlavtake part in similar events in
the future. However, the benefits of participateoa, as hypothesised, hard to
measure. Basic information on costs are also oftissing. This reaffirms the need
for efforts to improve financial recording.

While there are some factors that almost alwaymgeebe important (such as staff
costs), each project has its own unique compostfaosts and benefits. A rigid
framework for measuring costs and benefits willwotk when it comes to
participation.

In some cases monetarising benefits of participaiging market alternatives (such
as advertising) as a replacement cost can be u3d#iisl does not necessarily capture
the full value of the benefit, but provides a usefstimate. It is important to
emphasise that using replacement costs shouldertatkien to mean that the two
goods are absolute substitutes, often participatitiradd unique qualities, as
mentioned by numerous interviewees.

Putting a monetary value on the benefits of pgréiton will be difficult, and may be
resisted by a significant number of project mansiged other actors. The high costs
associated with many economic valuation methods raksans that their use will
probably remain limited.

Costs to participants are often neglected as treglaallenging to measure. They are

nonetheless important and should be consideredevieepossible. This is especially
important given the increasing reports of engagéeriaigue and burnout among
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some groups. Calculating and recording the investrokparticipants helps ensure
that their contribution will not be forgotten naken lightly.

Partly as a result of the above we have founddhatof the biggest challenges with
carrying out an economic evaluation can be to rélaelparticipants. Many project
managers are protective of their participants aed time because they realise that it
is finite and should not be misused. Economic eatédn needs to be carried out in a
way which minimises the time requirements of pgrdats. Economic incentives
might be necessary in some cases.

In general the results obtained were more useéutlbser to project implementation
the interviewee was. This indicates that recordimguld preferably be done by those
with most direct knowledge of the initiatives.

Conducting studies retrospectively has major drakbazas costs and benefits are
hard to recreate if they are not recorded on tloé $geally studies should be carried
out prospectively as the project develops. Thisthasadded benefit of making it
possible to identify potential problem areas earlyand correct them if necessary.

This research has also identified some costs thatasily overlooked such as
personal costs of staff members who are put untigrad pressure by their work and
the costs to organisations of a high staff turnover

One result that is important to bear in mind ig tha research has also shown the
limitations of a strict economic analysis. For exggnsome costs may simultaneously
be benefits, depending on whose perspective isita@deo there are cases where the
cost-benefit ratio of the participative elementshaf process is positive, but where the
project as a whole may be seen in a negative lggdanomic figures and facts should
never be the only factors considered. A broad wwéprojects should always be
sought.

Also it is not only the absolute costs and bendffitd matter, just as important are the
perspectives of the costs and benefits. Some irteees have mentioned the
difficulties of getting people to commit money tarpicipation despite their being
much to gain from it. Work is needed to changewhg people view and understand
the costs and benefits of participation.
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A2.10 Questionnaires
a) Project Manager Questionnaire:

Background
What did the project try to achieve and by what ns@a
What are its outcomes?
What are its outputs?
Can we get our hands on any evaluation documents?
Is the project ongoing or a single discrete prgject
Why public participation? What (if any) alternas/did you consider?
When was the project set up and how long did itfou
Did you find anything particularly challenging anusual about this project?
Has your reputation amongst your participants tadtacted by public
participation?
Is there any other important information you thimé should know about the
project?

Costs to the delivering organisation
What do you believe were the most significant cotéie process and why?
How much was the total budget for this project?
Were costs divided between different budgets?
Did the project meet the budget or did it overunder-spend?
How much was spent on internal staff wages andr atb&ts?
If staff members weren’t involved in the projecll fime, how much of their
time did they spend on it?
How much was spent on external staff/consultants?
Were any new staff members recruited for this mtogead how much did this
cost?
How much was spent on training?
Was anything extra spent on managing staff ormgefteople used to new
ways of working?
How much was spent on office administration (phoakés, mail-outs etc.)?
How much was spent on Travel and accommodatiomdirik the project
(divided between staff and participants)?
How much was spent on venues, catering and otletevelated expenses?
Was anything spent on support for participantaiabée them to take part?
How much was spent on PR/Advertising?
Were there any delays and how much might this lksagein terms of time
and staff costs?
Have the costs incurred after the process endedliigker or lower then
expected?
If so, can this be linked to the participation?
Are there any other significant costs that we hawasked about?

Costs to participants
Were the participants charged anything to takeipétte process?
Do you have any idea how much time the participapent taking part in the
process?
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Do you have any information on how much particigasgent on travel,
accommodation and other expenses as part of yojeqgh?

Are there any other significant costs to the pgudiots that we haven't asked
about?

Benefits of the project
What do you think were the most important benefitd why?
Were you able to share costs with anyone as at i&fsilile process?
f so, how much did you save?
Did you notice any decrease in the need for managgror in operational
costs?
If so, how much staff time was saved?
Did you save any time as a result of the process?
If so, how much?
Did you gain access to volunteer workers as atre$tihe process?
If so, how many, how many hours and what kind ofkio
Did you gain any useful knowledge through the ineohent of participants?
Did this information lead to a better decision/ses?
If so, how much do you estimate this was worthda%
Did the process increase the awareness of theipariis?
If so, how much you estimate it would have coshtvease awareness
through other means, for example advertising?
Did the staff involved gain any skills or contaatsa result of the process?
If so, what skills and how much would you valuenthi®?
Did the process affect the recognition, respedat,reputation of your
organisation in any way?
Did you feel that the process built the capacityhef participants?
If so, in what way?
Did the participants get a greater sense of owigeslrer the process and its
outcomes than they would have had it not been ticjpaative process?
Did the process lower the level of conflict betwgamticipants and the
commissioner or among the participants themselves?
Did you feel that the project empowered the paréints and their
communities?
Did you feel that the process included groups tieamally would not have
taken part?
Do you anticipate any benefits that have not amzbget?
Are there any other benefits that you know of thathaven't asked about?

Other Information
Is there relevant financial information anywherseél
Is there someone else we should talk to?

b) Participant Questionnaire:

Background
Can you tell me a bit about yourself?
Can you tell me a bit about the project you wew®lved in e.g.
timescale
how the participation happened
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how many people were involved
what was achieved?

What did you do on the project?

How did you get involved?

Why did you get involved?

Experience of Participation
Have you ever been involved in something like tirigect before?
If so how does the your previous/last experiencepare with your current
one?
Do you feel happy with the way you were asked toigipate?
Did you discuss your experience with other partiois?
How did they find participating?
Would you encourage other people to participate?
If so, for what reasons?

Costs to participant
Were you charged anything to take part in the @see
Were you compensated for your involvement in any (eag. expenses paid)?
How much time did you spend on this (hours / days)?
How much do you think you would be paid if you welang this as a job (per
hour / per day)?
What other costs did you have (e.qg. travel, chiidctood, etc)?
What do you think you would have done with yourdiihyou had not done
this?
Were there any negative consequences as a resatioinvolvement? If so,
what?
What were the most important costs of the wholegfas far as you are
concerned?

Benefits to the participant
Did you gain any useful knowleddem your involvement? If so, what did
you learn?
Did you gain any useful skills?
What? Could you use any of these skills in a gobin future participation
initiatives?
Who do you think will benefit most from your inv@ment - you or other
members of the community?
Do you think what you did will lead to a better\dee?
If so, in what way?
Do you feel that you now know more about servicesitutions etc. in your
area/community? And how to influence them?
Do you feel you have made any useful new contactsrasult of your
involvement?
Has it improved relationships with your existingwerk of contacts / friends?
Do you feel differently about the project than duyhadn't been so involved
(e.g does it feel more like 'yours')?
If so, in what way?
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Do you think that the participation in this projéeiped reduce the likelihood
of conflict over the project? What might have hapgekif the participation
hadn't happened? How did the participation avaadt?h

Has your involvement made any difference to theoégour life?

Did you feel that people like you normally get ttear situations like this?
Do you anticipate any benefits that have not apgubget?

Do you think those benefits would have happenedvagy

Are there any other benefits that you know of thathaven’t been asked
about yet?

Do you feel that you have made a difference tgtiogect as a result of your
involvement? If so, what difference?

What do you think were the most important benefitd why?

Balance of costs and benefits
Do you think the benefits (to you, the project arewidely) were greater
than the costs, or not?
On balance, would you get involved in the same agsin?
What would be the biggest attraction [benefit] &mquade you to get involved
again?
What would most put you off [cost]?

c) Decision-maker Questionnaire:

Background
What did the project try to achieve and by what ns@a
What are its outcomes?
What are its outputs?
Is the project ongoing or a single discrete prgject
What was your main reason for choosing to engagfe tiwe public? What (if
any) alternatives did you consider?
When was the project set up and how long did itfou
Did you find anything particularly challenging anusual about this project?
What previous experience have you had with padtoify processes?
Has your reputation been affected by public paéton? How?
How did you/do you plan to feed the results of plaeticipation into
mainstream policy/service delivery/decision-making?
Is there any other important information you thwé should know about the
project?

Costs to the delivering organisation
What were the main costs of the process?
How much was the total budget for this project?
What budget did the participatory work come ougspecific project budget,
general costs)
Were costs divided between different budgets?
Did you keep detailed records of the costs of #gmtigipatory part of the
project?
How important was knowing about the detailed co$the participatory part
of the project (e.g. very, some, not at all)?
Did the project meet the budget or did it overuonder-spend?
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Were there any unforeseen costs (e.g. staff trgim@ionsultancy support, event
costs, costs of delays in implementation)?

Do you have any idea what sort of scale these ooigfist be in relation to the
overall project (e.g. 10%, 50%, 90%)?

Have the costs incurred after the process endedliigker or lower then
expected?

Why might this be?

Are there any other major costs to the participapwocess that have not been
covered in the above?

What do you think were the most important costpasticipatory working in
this instance (e.g. easiest / most difficult tdifys

Costs to participants
What do you think were the most important costthéoparticipants?

Benefits of the project
Did the actual benefits of participatory workingdiup to your expectations?
Did you formally assess the benefits of participatworking in any way?
If so, did you put any sort of quantifiable valuetbese benefits?
Do you think the benefits (to you, the project mremwidely) were greater
than the costs, or not?
Do you think you saved anything (costs) as a redyarticipatory working
(e.g. reduced costs of dealing with conflict)?
On balance, would you like to see a similar procassagain?
What would you change to gain greater benefitsraddce unnecessary
costs?
What do you see as the most important benefitautticgpatory working in
general (e.qg. for the project, for staff, for thrganisation, for you personally)?
Are there any other benefits to the participatasxt pf your project that we
haven't discussed so far (e.g. volunteer efforeiased)?

Other Information

What did you think would be the most important d#sef the process at the
start and why?
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