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1. Basic Information

WORKSHOP REPORT

Venue: 7o0m Date: 19 March 2021 Total number of participants: 12

Invited Experts (Affiliation, Position, Gender, as well as Name if consent is given):

Gianfranco Pomatto: Researcher, IRES - Istituto di Ricerche Economico Sociali del Piemonte, m
Marco Brunazzo: Associate Professor, Department of Sociology and Social Research, University of Trento, m

2. Topic of the Workshop

Which work package(s) did you discuss?

[0 WP 1 - Local responsibilities and services

[0 WP 2 - Local financial arrangements

[0 WP 3 - Structure of local government

[0 WP 4 - Intergovernmental relations of local governments
[E1 WP 5 - People's participation in local decision-making

Which practices did you discuss and evaluate?

First Report Entry: Participatory Budgeting in Italy: The Case of the Municipality of Mals
Second Report Entry: District Laboratories (laboratori di quartiere) in the City of Bologna
Third Report Entry: Regulations on Common Goods

What other practices did the workshop participants suggest to include in your country dossier regarding the work package(s) discussed?

The Tuscan Law no 69/2007 on the promotion of participation in the formulation of regional and local policies was discussed by
both experts. This law is important because it was the first one regarding public participation in general (not only concerning
participatory budgeting, participation in spatial planning). Moreover, as a best practice it triggered both horizontal and vertical
learning processes and could be considered as relevant for further LoGov research, also from a comparative perspective.
Gianfranco Pomatto provided detailed insight into the aims, contents and implementation of the law, as well as into the
participatory process that preceded its formulation, and discussed why the Tuscan regional experience can be regarded as a best
practice. In the above-mentioned vertical dimension, the French débat public introduced by the law of Tuscany later became the
subject of a national law. Marco Brunazzo further pointed to the Tuscan law as a reference point for other regional laws, e.g. in
the cases of Emilia-Romagna and Puglia where similar laws have been introduced; in Lazio enhanced local citizen participation by
means of a regional law is under discussion.

...tbc on next page.
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3. Outcome of the Workshop

How did the workshop participants evaluate the local government practices collected so far in your country dossier regarding the work
package(s) discussed. Please also take into account the following guiding questions. 500-600 words

- What are the (explicit or implicit) objectives of the practice, especially concerning urban local governments, on the one hand, and
rural local governments, on the other? Do the practices achieve these objectives?

- The practice described does not necessarily have to be a best or good practice. What are the factors of success or failure? Do these
factors differ in urban and rural settings?

Continuation recommendations for further research:

Brunazzo discussed the Tuscan best practice in comparison with the less successful regional framework for citizen involvement at
municipal and community level in the Autonomous Province of Trento in particular, and relied on his practical experience within
the province’s advisory board for participation to highlight major differences (in terms of composition, staff and budget)
between the two approaches.

3. Report on the Outcome of the Workshop:

In order to evaluate the collected practices, Gianfranco Pomatto suggested to distinguish participatory co-design processes
(related to the political decision-making phase) from co-production processes (related to the good implementation of a decision,
the delivery of public services, and the good management of public areas). While he qualified practice 3 on Regulations on
Common Goods as an example of a co-production process, Pomatto’s assessment subsequently focused on the practices 1 and 2
on participatory budgeting in Mals and the district laboratories in Bologna as examples for co-design processes to be evaluated
along the following three criteria:

1) Inclusiveness, i.e. the capacity of a participatory process to give voice to a plurality of opinions within the local society in order
to enhance a decision’s legitimacy, also in the eyes of those not involved. According to Pomatto, it would be enriching to
understand how inclusiveness has been managed in the cases of Mals and Bologna, especially since in both cases participatory
processes are based on self-selected participation which is particularly prone to imbalances in representation of viewpoints.
Points to consider for evaluation include: what were the rules for participation, who actually took part, which categories were
underrepresented, and to which extent facilitators tried to reduce imbalances by ensuring that minority viewpoints were given a
voice instead of being silenced by the majority opinion.

2) Problem-solving, i.e. the extent to which interaction between citizens, experts and civil servants in the phase of discussion
leads to outcomes of participatory processes that are both effective in addressing the problem at hand and
manageable/sustainable for the administration to implement. Pomatto suggests to cast light on the role of civil servants in the
participatory budgeting process in Mals, and to examine Bologna’s district labs in the light of how solutions were elaborated and
evaluated during the open space meetings.

3) Policy-effectiveness, i.e. if and to what extent the final decisions taken by political actors are coherent with the output of the
participatory process. Policy effectiveness appears to be rather high in both cases, but according to Pomatto, more details on the
implementation phases should be added for better evaluation.

A large part of the discussion revolved around factors for successful implementation of participatory processes. According to
Marco Brunazzo, political will is paramount since final decisions are taken on the political level, and the effectiveness of
participatory processes and advisory boards facilitating these processes like the ones set up in Tuscany and Trento depend on
their organization and the resources devoted to them, both influenced by the political level. The advisory board in Trento is
mixed with experts and one civil servant, while its equivalent in Tuscany is solely composed of experts. The Tuscan board also
stands out in terms of supporting staff and financial resources. A further factor is social capital. Brunazzo highlighted the long
tradition of participation in Tuscany as crucial factor for the regional law’s mostly successful implementation, as opposed to the
cases of Puglia and Trento where social capital is lower and implementation weaker. According to Brunazzo, having a balance
between bottom-up initiatives and top-down institutionalization of participatory processes by means of (regional) laws is
important in order to ensure that grassroots initiatives can take place within a framework that formally acknowledges them.
Indeed, as repeatedly highlighted by Brunazzo, communication and knowledge is key: citizens and municipalities need to know
the possibilities at hand. Legal entrenchment helps to achieve this and further bears the potential to trigger spill-over processes
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horizontally among regions and vertically in the case of the national level observing regional laboratories and adopting successful
approaches.

Related to the issue of municipal knowledge, Marco Brunazzo observed that there is willingness at the local level to organize
participatory processes, but municipalities often simply lack the knowledge on how to organize such processes. In reply to
Martina Trettel’s inquiry on how municipalities could be further enabled in this regard, both experts pointed at the need for
education (e.g. specific courses for local administrators), to assist municipalities in and simplify bureaucratic processes, and to
provide reference staff within regional and provincial administrations to help municipalities organize participatory processes.

Finally, the Covid-19 pandemic as a changing force on participatory processes was briefly pointed out by Marco Brunazzo and
Karl Kossler. The pandemic-induced push towards online formats for participation and its potential positive and negative
implications were agreed to be a topic for future scrutiny, especially because the adaptation to online processes was a theme in a
number of other country reports within the LoGov network as well.
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