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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

The following report reviews the accomplishments and challenges of the 2009 Participatory 
Budgeting (PB) process at Toronto Community Housing (TCH). Its purpose is to help tenants 
and staff better understand how PB works at TCH, in order to identify and agree on 
improvements to the process. After reviewing the evaluation process, the report provides an 
overview of the results and participant opinions, then focuses on several key issues, and finally 
proposes new evaluation tools.  
 
The report is one step in a broader participatory evaluation process. Through the 2009 PB 

Evaluation, two external researchers, a dozen tenant researchers, and dozens of other tenants 
and staff researched and reflected on the yearôs PB process. This research included meeting 
observations, a tenant survey, tenant and staff interviews, and several trainings and workshops. 
During the last part of the evaluation, approximately 40 tenants and staff reviewed and revised 
this report, through two Evaluation & Planning Workshops.  
 
The evaluation indicates that the 2009 PB was in many respects the most successful year 
yet. Six times as many tenants participated in Allocation Days, the vast majority for the first 
time. Whereas in previous years tenant budget delegates decided only $1.8 million, in 2009 
delegates allocated roughly $7 million. Over 90% of the delegates considered these budget 
decisions fair, even though many of them did not receive funding. The PB process also took root 
more deeply throughout the organization, as local staff in the Operating Units took on the 
primary responsibility for organizing Allocation Days. 
 
With significant changes in the process, new challenges emerged, and some old ones persisted: 

¶ Confusion and overlap between capital and operating spending 

¶ Tensions between young and adult delegates, and inconsistent youth participation 

¶ Doubts about the need for and use of reserve funds 

¶ Inaccurate or late quotes for project costs 

¶ Limited preparation time, for both tenants and staff 

¶ Confusion about staff and tenant roles 

¶ Building meetings that were sometimes poorly organized and sparsely attended  

¶ Insufficient tenant delegate preparation and training 

¶ Irregularities and limited deliberation during the voting process  
 
For each of these issues, the report presents research findings and recommends options for 
improving the 2010 process. The recommendations include:  

¶ Set aside one budget delegate position for youth in each building with young tenants. 

¶ Provide a menu of typical project costs to tenants at the beginning of the process 

¶ Allocate reserve funds to unfunded projects, but only after Allocation Day 

¶ Extend PB discussions across multiple building meetings 

¶ Organize training workshops for all delegates  

¶ Organize bus tours for delegates to see potential projects in other buildings 

¶ Re-establish a PB Steering Committee that enables tenants to help guide the PB process 

¶ At building meetings present capital improvement plans and the size of the funding pot 

¶ Allow delegates to serve for an optional second year, to encourage peer-to-peer learning  

¶ Allow time for questions after delegate project presentations 

¶ Use electronic voting to select projects 
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1.  THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

Through the 2009 Participatory Budgeting (PB) Evaluation, two external researchers, a dozen 
tenant researchers, and over 40 other tenants and staff researched and reflected on the yearôs 
PB process. This introductory section explains what the evaluation consisted of and how it 
worked.  
 

What we re the goals of the evaluation?  

¶ To engage tenants and staff in researching and better understanding the PB process and 

tenant engagement. 

¶ To identify potential improvements to the PB process, based on this research. 

¶ To help reach agreement on a shared framework for the PB process, with broader tenant 

and staff support. 

¶ To improve tenant and staff capacity to conduct participatory research. 

 

Why a participatory evaluation?  
Unlike many evaluations, this process was driven by active tenant and staff involvement. 
Tenants and staff not just responded to questions, but also formulated and asked them, and 
figured out what to do with the answers. This approach is known as participatory action 
research: "research which involves all relevant parties in actively examining together current 
action in order to change and improve it."1 Why bother with such a demanding process?2 

¶ It brings together different perspectives and interpretations, which often inspires new 
observations and ideas. 

¶ It focuses evaluation questions and tools, by creating more opportunities for staff and 
participants to indicate what kinds of information they are interested in and anticipate 
using. 

¶ It helps prevent misunderstandings and generate sounder conclusions, as evaluators are 
constantly checking their ideas with staff and participants.  

¶ It makes evaluation more useful, by generating more support for recommendations. When 
staff and participants play an active role in evaluation, they are more likely to believe in 
its findings and take action in response.  

¶ It is consistent with the goals of the tenant participation system, to give tenants ña say on 
issues that affect their building and community,ò to set up structures ñfor tenants to work 
with staff to solve problemsé and make things work better at the community level,ò and 
to ensure that TCH ñis accountable to tenants.ò3 

 

                                                
1
 Wadsworth, Yoland (1998) "What is Participatory Action Research?" Action Research International, 

Paper 2. Available online: http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/gcm/ar/ari/p-ywadsworth98.html 
2
 Many of the answers to this question are discussed in more detail in Wadsworth, 1998 and McIntyre, 

Alice (2007) Participatory Action Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. 
3
 Toronto Community Housing (2009) Tenant Participation System webpage. Accessed 10/26/09. 

http://www.torontohousing.ca/tenant_life/tenant_participation_system 
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What did  the evaluation involve?  
The evaluation began as part of the participation action research project ñMaking Democracy 
Fun,ò led by Josh Lerner as part of his PhD dissertation. Twelve tenant researchers participated 
in this research process. Based on its initial success, TCH decided to extend the research into a 
full evaluation of the 2009 PB process. Overall, the evaluation consisted of: 

¶ Five participatory workshops with the tenant researchers, to develop research skills and 
help design evaluation tools, in June and July 

¶ Observation of three building meetings in April  

¶ Observation of five Allocation Day prep meetings in July 

¶ Observation of all five Allocation Days in July 

¶ Design and analysis of an evaluation survey completed by 171 tenant participants at the 
Allocation Days 

¶ Short interviews with 14 tenant participants at the Allocation Days 

¶ In-depth interviews with four tenant researchers 

¶ In-depth interviews with eight staff members (head office and local staff) 

¶ A ñParticipatory Budgeting Policy Dayò in July, in which the researchers presented initial 
findings and recommendations, and tenants and staff discussed the recommendations 
and voted with dotmocracy for the ones that they most supported. These 
recommendations are included as Appendix C. 

¶ Two Evaluation & Planning workshops in November, in which a cross-section of tenants 
and staff reviewed and revised the evaluation findings and recommendations.1 

 

   
Staff and tenants voting on recommendations at Julyôs PB Policy Day   
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2.  OVERVIEW OF THE 2009  PB PROCESS 

This section presents a general snapshot of the 2009 PB 
process, before moving on to more detailed findings.  
 

2.1 Meetings Held  

¶ Over 300 Building Meetings, where tenants selected building priorities and delegates 

¶ 7 Delegate Prep Meetings, to prepare building delegates for Allocation Days 

¶ 5 Allocation Days, where delegates presented and voted on building priorities 
 

2.2 Funds Allocated  

¶ $6,716,180 allocated to capital projects 

¶ 188 initiatives funded 

¶ 35 initiatives funded in the Seniors Operating Units (OUs) 

¶ 69 initiatives funded in the Central OUs K and L 

¶ 37 initiatives funded in the East OUs 

¶ 47 initiatives funded in the West OUs 
 

2.3 Participants   

¶ 335 tenant delegates attended Allocation Days 

¶ 15% of delegates had not participated in their  
own building meeting 

 
 
 

 
 

How many times had delegates participate d in PB before?  
 

71% of delegates 
were participating 

for the first time 

More than 6 times 
as many tenants 
participated in 
Allocation Days in 
2009, compared 

with 2008 

Tenant Delegate: 
ñThis is crazy, but I 
am glad I showed up.ò 

Senior delegate at end of Allocation Day: ñI just wanted to let 
you know that this has been the best group Iôve worked with.ò 
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2.4 Participant Opinions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

How fair were the decisions?  
 

How would you rate the PB process? (1=lowest, 10=highest)  
 

Over 90% of 

tenant delegates 
said that the 
decisions made 
were fair 
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Were enough tenants at your building meeting? 

Did you have enough information to set priorities at the building meeting? 

Did the identified priorities reflect discussions at the building meeting? 

Were tenants sufficiently informed about their building's identified priorities? 

Did delegates receive enough support in preparation for allocation day? 

Did delegates have enough time to prepare for allocation day? 

Were the rules of how to participate clear enough on allocation day? 

Were presentations/displays easy to understand? 

 

Roughly 90% 

found the 
presentations/ 
displays easy to 
understand 

Less than half 

thought that they 
had enough time 
to prepare for 
allocation day 

Nearly 80% thought that 

the rules of participation 
were clear enough on 
allocation day 

Only 43% thought that 
there were enough 
tenants at their building 
meeting 

13% said that their 
identified priorities 
did not reflect 
discussions at their 
building meeting 

2 out of 5 said that 
tenants were not 
sufficiently informed 
about their buildingôs 
priorities 

Only 27% said that 

they did not receive 
enough support in 
preparation for 
allocation day 

Almost 70% said that they 
had enough information to 
set priorities at the building 
meeting Delegate Survey Responses  
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3.  I SSUE SPOTLIGHTS  

This section focuses on several key issues that emerged in the evaluation. Each issue table 
includes the key question or questions about the issue, background information, and relevant 
research findings. The findings are taken from researcher observations of PB meetings, the 
survey administered to tenant budget delegates at Allocation Days, interviews with tenants and 
staff, and workshops at which tenants and staff analyzed the research data. The last section of 
each table lays out recommendations for addressing the issue in the 2010 PB, as proposed by 
staff, tenants, and the external researchers. The recommendations endorsed by tenants and 
staff at the final Evaluation & Planning Workshops in November are in bold.  
 

3.1  Operating Funds & the Social Investment Fund  (SIF )  

Question 

Č How, if at all, should PB be used for operating projects or connected with the SIF? 

Background 

¶ Tenants decide how to spend $9 million each year on capital projects through the PB.  

¶ A Grant Review Committee (composed of tenants, staff, board members, and community 
members) decides how to allocate $1 million each year on non-capital programs and projects 
through the SIF. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: At building meetings, tenants request funding for many non-capital projects, 
including for maintenance, community gardens, and youth programs. 

¶ Observation: Tenant during a building meeting said, ñHavenôt we fixed enough? What about 
programs?ò 

¶ Observation: Tenant during building meeting dotmocracy said, ñIôm not putting my dots on 
anything. Nothing up there is what I want.ò 

¶ Observation: Even at Allocation Days tenants proposed some operational priorities, such as 
computers for youth.  

¶ Survey: ñ[There should be] more flexibility with respect to capital vis-à-vis operational 
expenses.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñPB is a good way to get the community to take ownership of spending 
funds.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñThe SIF and PB can be joined in some sense, like Day 1 and Day 2...ò  

¶ Workshop: ñTenant inquiries about the difference between capital and operating kept on being 
raised during allocation days.ò 

Recommendations 

1) Capital vs. Operating Funds 
a. Provide tenants with more explanation on the difference between capital and 

operating expenses, and what is excluded from PB. 
b. Show tenants pictures of capital and operating projects to illustrate differences 

2) SIF: Integrate the SIF and PB into a single process 
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3.2  Youth Fund  

Question 

Č Should there be a separate pot of money for youth projects?2 

Background 

¶ The PB process currently does not include any pot of money set aside specifically for youth 
projects, or any other separate youth component. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: Youth participation in the 2009 PB ranged from 4% in the East to 22% in the 
West. 

¶ Observation: ñOnly one youth was in the roomò 

¶ Observation: In 2009, seniors had their own separate funding pot for the first time, and this 
attracted an extremely high number of new senior participants. At the senior allocation days, 
78% were participating in PB for the first time, and only 7% had participated 3 or more times. 
In the other OUs, 69% were participating for the first time and 22% had participated 3 or more 
times.  

¶ Survey: ñSet up a youth council to have a say in what they want as well as building and issuesò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: Adult tenant at building meeting said, ñWe donôt want youth [delegates], 
you are just a kid.ò  

¶ Interview with Tenant: Young tenant rep at allocation day reported that his buildingôs youth 
lounge priority project was removed from the buildingôs priority list without consultation. 

¶ Interview with Tenant: Young tenant at allocation day said, ñIôm not sure if Iôll come back next 
yearéit depends on the respect the youth receive this year.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: Young tenant delegate said, ñIf youth trusted adults and adults trusted 
youth, we wouldnôt have the problems we have in the building.ò 

¶ Workshop: Tenant researcher said, ñMost of the projects were not very interesting for youth." 

¶ Workshop: The tenant researcher recommendation that received the most votes of support in 
July was for a Youth Fund: ñSet aside a pot of money for a Youth Fund, which young tenants 
will decide how to allocate.ò 

Recommendations 

1) Do not create a separate funding pot for youth, since this would discourage 
intergenerational dialogue and collaboration. 

2) Set aside one budget delegate position for youth (age 14-28) in each building with 
young tenants. 

3) Improve outreach and education to youth by developing and distributing a PB 
brochure and other info materials.3 

4) Clarify that all youth are welcome to participate in building meetings, and that youth age 14 
or older are eligible to be PB delegates.  
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3.3  Reserve Fund & Other Funding Streams  

Question 

Č Should parts of the funding pot be set aside for a reserve fund, or for other funding streams 
such as small or urgent projects? 

Background 

¶ In 2009, each directorate set aside 15% of PB funding in a reserve fund, to be used in case of 
unexpected costs. 

¶ Besides the reserve fund, no part of the funding pot was set aside for any particular purpose. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: In some OUs, staff dipped into reserve funds to fund the final project, while in 
other OUs they did not. 

¶ Survey: ñThere should be categories for urgent projects.ò 

¶ Survey: ñHave major issues common to all buildings be voted on separately. Then individual 
voted on next.ò  

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñWhat I liked least was tenant complaints about the reserve funds.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñI would strongly suggest that there be two categories based on amount. 
Some buildings genuinely need simple inexpensive equipment. Put them in a separate 
category. Then big expenses which in some cases affect many buildings could be voted on in 
a separate category.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñWhat is different this year is that the directors held back a certain amount 
of funds. And do I think that was fair? Absolutely not! That's an administrative issue. If we can't 
get proper quotes that's our fault, but we shouldn't limit the amount of money that tenants get 
to decide on.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñSometimes capital things that we should be covering we leave, assuming 
they'll pick it up in the PB. We had a building where people had a shared area with a kitchen, 
but there weren't locks on the cupboards, so things would get stolen. Locks are pretty simple. 
But we left it like that so long that the ladies had to put it as a capital priority.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñwith the same format, next year would be very competitive, because 
people now know how much is available. With 1.8 [Day], at first you saw small projects, then 
people started proposing bigger projects.ò 

¶ Workshop: ñPeople donôt understand the reserve fundsò 

Recommendations 

1) Reserve Fund: 
a. Keep the reserve fund, decide on the amount after the 2009 reserve fund is spent, so 

that TCH knows how much reserve funding was necessary. 
b. The reserve fund cannot be touched on Allocation Day or used as ñextra pot of 
moneyò ï its only purpose is to finish approved work. 

c. Monitoring Committees can allocate unused reserve funds to un-funded projects 
that received next most votes on Allocation Days. 

2) Small Projects Fund:  No small projects fund 
3) Urgent Projects Fund: No urgent projects fund, because these projects are always the 

responsibility of TCH to address anyway. 
4) Funding Envelopes: Staff and tenants should be informed about all funding sources 

for each building, to help with decision-making. 
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3.4  Getting Estimates & Quotes  

Question 

Č How can staff and tenants get project estimates and quotes more quickly and accurately?  

Background 

¶ After tenants select building priorities in building meetings, housing supervisors request quotes 
for the priority projects from vendors, and the vendor provides a rough estimate. 

¶ When projects are approved at allocation day, housing supervisors negotiate an exact quote 
with vendors. This quote is often different from the original estimate, sometimes significantly. 

¶ Before paying contractors, the tenant monitoring committee has to approve the final cost and 
housing supervisors have to sign off on work completed. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: One project quote was listed lower on the dotmocracy voting sheet than in the 
Allocation Day program, and it was not fully funded as a result. Tenant delegate: ñIt wasnôt fair.ò 

¶ Survey: ñ[Staff] should have time to get more accurate estimatesò 

¶ Survey: ñGive estimates early enough so participants can change their priorities according to 
the fundingò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñthe youth lounge that was identified as a priority during the tenant 
meeting in my building was initially overprized. We had asked for $50,000 but TCHC quoted 
the costs at $150,000é Then at the allocation day the project was under quoted by $30,000. 
We were pissed off.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñPB Delegates should be invited to procure quotes from contractors and 
review scope of work prior to.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñThe floor replacements are the only quotes that havenôt come in. Even if 
tenants indicate what type of flooring (e.g. vinyl), there are still different kinds of vinyl, so that 
affects the final cost. Next year if flooring projects come up, the quotes will be more accurate, 
because now we have quotes per square foot.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñthere're a whole lot of opportunities for people to manipulate the 
process... in getting the quotes [for example]ò  

¶ Interview with Staff: ñThere will always be estimates. To ask contractors to give you firm quotes 
on 120 priorities, many of which wonôt be done, isnôt going to happen.ò 

¶ Workshop: ñMany projects were overpriced or inaccurately quotedò 

¶ Workshop: ñSome tenants didnôt receive their quote until the day before.ò 

¶ Workshop: The tenant researcher recommendation that received the second most votes in 
July: ñMenu of Project Costs: At building or priority-setting meeting, provide general categories 
of costs for various types of projects.ò 

Recommendations 

a. For the building meetings, provide tenants with a menu of estimated costs for 
common types of projects and with 5-year capital improvement plans, so they have a 
better sense of typical costs. 

b. Provide tenants with photos and visuals of possible priorities at building meetings, so 
they have better understanding of projects. 

c. Clearly define the scope of work for project priorities, indicating desired locations and 
materials when possible. 

d. Allow staff at least one month to get quotes. 
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3.5  What Happens When?  

Questions 

Č How many times should tenants in each building and OU meet? What general activities 
should take place at each stage of the PB process?4 

Background 

The basic steps of the 2009 PB process were as follows: 

Before the 
Building 
Meeting 

¶ Tenant representatives and local staff mobilize tenants to participate in 
building meetings  

Building 
Meeting 

¶ Tenants brainstorm building needs 

¶ Tenants discuss and prioritize initial project ideas 

¶ Tenants vote on project proposals using dotmocracy 

¶ Tenants select tenant budget delegates 

Delegate Prep 
Meeting 
 

¶ Budget delegates review quotes for identified project priorities 

¶ Staff and budget delegates review agenda, rules, and responsibilities for 
Allocation Day  

¶ Budget delegates prepare display boards and presentations 

Allocation Day  ¶ Budget delegates present project proposals 

¶ Budget delegates discuss proposals 

¶ Budget delegates vote on which projects receive funding 

Evaluation & 
Implementation 
 

¶ Research & Evaluation Team presents findings and recommendations 

¶ Staff and tenants meet to evaluate the PB and plan next yearôs process 

¶ TCH implements projects that received funding 

¶ Tenant monitoring committees and staff monitor implementation of projects 

Findings 

¶ Observation: On average, tenant delegates had less than a week to prepare for allocation day. 

¶ Observation: In many cases, tenants only found out about their buildingôs priorities a few days 
before the allocation day. 

¶ Survey: More preparation time was the most common tenant suggestion - 59 Tenants (1/3 of 
those who wrote comments) specifically requested it 

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñThat the time to prepare for allocation day is even weeks in 
advance to better understand what you are doing on the dayò 

¶ Survey: ñAt least by 2 weeks must be given to discuss and get readyò  

¶ Survey: ñPlease make sure you give enough time to reps and tenants and not two days before 
meetings and projects. Spent my whole weekend on projectévery tired.ò 

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñMore time. Housing has a bad habit of giving us 2 weeksô notice 
or less. We have lives, families and jobs. Consider that.ò  

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñMore time, more info, more consensus from a wider pool of 
tenantsò 

¶ Survey: ñLet us know when and what time with an agendaò 

¶ Survey: ñI would like to know 1st how much money is allocated for the funding, before we askò 
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¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñMore information on building backgroundò  

¶ Survey: Tenant Suggestion: ñMore background info prior [to building meetings]. More outreach 
to inform tenants of possibilities.ò 

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñInformation package to be received before day of meetingò  

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñSeveral meetings leading up to the final allocation meeting also a 
tour of as many buildings as possible.ò  

¶ Survey: ñI would ask for more meetings for tenants to really decide priorities.ò 

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñHave more than one meeting for priority this way there would be 
no confusion and have more time for discussionsò  

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñA lot letter to follow building meetingsò  

¶ Workshop: ñNeed to figure out timing of PB meetings and other tenant participation meetings ï 
e.g. could have every 3rd building meeting be PBò 

¶ Workshop: ñDevelop a year-long PB cycle.ò 

Recommendations 

Revise the timeline of the PB as suggested below (recommended changes for 2010 in 
bold), and present it as a flowchart in brochures and other materials. If the final budget 
decisions need to be made earlier, combine the first and second building meetings for 
2010, then include them both in 2011.  

Before the 
Building 
Meetings 
(December) 

¶ Tenant representatives and local staff mobilize tenants to participate in 
building meetings  

¶ Provide basic information about PB to all tenants 

¶ Distribute survey about building priorities to all tenants 

¶ Organize PB training and planning meetings for OU staff 

First Building 
Meeting 
(January) 

¶ Staff provide information on the PB process and 5-year capital 
improvement plans 

¶ Tenants brainstorm building needs and project ideas 

Second 
Building 
Meeting 

(February) 

¶ Staff provide rough estimates for project ideas from first building 
meeting 

¶ Tenants vote on project proposals using dotmocracy 

¶ Tenants select tenant budget delegates 

Delegate 
Training 
(March) 

¶ Budget delegates participate in training workshops  

¶ Budget delegates visit project priorities through bus tour 

¶ Budget delegates review quotes for project priorities 

¶ Staff offer feedback and technical assistance on project proposals 

Delegate Prep 
Meeting  
(March) 

¶ Staff and budget delegates review agenda, rules, and responsibilities for 
Allocation Day  

¶ Budget delegates prepare display boards and presentations 

Decision Day 
(April) 

¶ Budget delegates present project proposals 

¶ Budget delegates discuss proposals 

¶ Budget delegates vote on which projects receive funding 
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Report-Back 
Building 
Meeting (At the 

Next Quarterly 
Building Meeting) 

¶ Budget delegates and staff report back to their buildings about PB 
decisions 

¶ Staff presents 5-year capital improvement plans for next year 

¶ Budget delegates collect feedback on PB process 

Evaluation & 
Implementation 
(May-December) 

¶ Research & Evaluation Team presents findings and recommendations 

¶ Staff and tenants meet to evaluate the PB and plan next yearôs process 

¶ TCH implements projects that received funding 

¶ TCH publicizes completed projects with ceremonies and 
announcements 

¶ Tenant monitoring committees and staff monitor implementation of projects 

 
 
 
 
 

3.6  Who Does What?  

Question 

Č What responsibilities should different staff and tenants have?5  

Background 

In 2009 responsibilities were divided up as follows: 

Tenants ¶ Brainstorm building needs 

¶ Discuss and prioritize initial project ideas 

¶ Vote on project proposals using dotmocracy 

¶ Select tenant budget delegates 

Tenant PB 
Delegates 

¶ Prepare project display boards and presentations  

¶ Present project proposals at Allocation Days 

¶ Discuss proposals at Allocation Days 

¶ Vote on which projects receive funding at Allocation Days 

Tenant 
Monitoring 
Committees 

¶ Monitor implementation of funded projects 

Research and 
Evaluation Team 

¶ Observe and evaluate Allocation Days 

¶ Help design budget delegate survey 

¶ Interview budget delegates 

¶ Review research findings and propose ways to improve the PB process 

Superintendents ¶ Attend building meetings 

¶ Help prepare and promote building meetings 

¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 
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Community 
Housing 
Supervisors 

¶ Reserve and prepare spaces for building meetings 

¶ Attend building meetings 

¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Report back to monitoring committees 

¶ Consult with monitoring committees on project aesthetics and details 

Health Promotion 
Officers, Comm. 
Safety Promotion 
Officers, Youth 
Engagement 
Coordinators 

¶ Promote tenant participation in the PB process 

¶ Facilitate building meetings and delegate-prep meetings 

¶ Assist budget delegates in their preparation for Allocation Days 

¶ Support the PB process during Allocation Days 

Community 
Health Managers 

¶ Prepare agendas and materials for Allocation Days 

¶ Facilitate Allocation Days 

¶ Reserve spaces for meetings and Allocation Days 

¶ Support monitoring committees 

Operating Unit 
Managers 

¶ Facilitate building and delegate-prep meetings 

¶ Co-Facilitate Allocation Days 

Community 
Health Unit 

¶ Design and administer budget delegate survey 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Coordinate distribution of budget funds 

HSI (Contractor) ¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Implement funded projects 

Findings 

¶ Observation: In the West, tenants spoke at the start of the allocation day, to give an 
introduction from their perspective. This conveyed more of a sense of tenant ownership. 
[Tenant satisfaction was highest on the West surveys.] 

¶ Observation: Display rooms in one room at the Allocation Day had more colour and there 
seemed to be more time invested into them ï was this because of more staff support? 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñTenants should have a say in the whole process and the decision-
making process.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñAs to the process itself tenants were not at all consulted or involved in the 
decision-makingé the process was imposed on us as is.ñ 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñitôs still not clear whoôs responsible for different tasksò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñI would define my own my priorities and have the tenants discuss both 
mine and theirs together.ò 

¶ Workshop: A positive: ñStaff and tenant steering committee working togetherò 

¶ Workshop: ñNo consistency in facilitators for each operating unit.ò  

¶ Workshop: Some HPOs and staff clearly did not support tenants with materials and supplies. 

¶ Workshop: The tenant researcher recommendation that received the third most votes in July: 
ñStaff Time in Field: Allocate a set amount of time for each staff to work in the field engaging 
communities in the PB process.ò 
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Recommendations 

Distribute responsibilities as follows, and distribute this list of responsibilities to tenants 
and staff: 

Tenants ¶ Attend building meetings 

¶ Brainstorm building needs 

¶ Discuss and prioritize initial project ideas 

¶ Vote on project proposals using dotmocracy 

¶ Select tenant budget delegates 

¶ Provide input on project details and specifics 

Tenant PB 
Delegates 

¶ Go on bus tour to see potential projects 

¶ Attend delegate prep meeting 

¶ Facilitate communication between tenants and staff about projects 

¶ Prepare project display boards and presentations  

¶ Present project proposals at Allocation Days 

¶ Discuss proposals at Allocation Days 

¶ Vote on which projects receive funding at Allocation Days 

¶ Update tenants on PB and capital improvements at each building 
meeting 

¶ Report back to tenant councils and neighborhood councils 

Tenant 
Monitoring 
Committees 

¶ Monitor implementation of funded projects 

¶ Communicate tenant complaints about projects to appropriate staff 

¶ Review projects that require funds from the Reserve Fund 

¶ Approve allocation of unused reserve funds to unfunded projects 

Tenant 
Animation 
Committees6 

¶ Promote tenant participation in the PB process 

PB Research & 
Evaluation 
Committee 

¶ Observe and evaluate Allocation Days 

¶ Help design budget delegate survey 

¶ Interview budget delegates 

¶ Review research findings and propose ways to improve the PB process 

¶ Present findings and recommendations to PB Steering Committee 

PB Steering 
Committee 

¶ Revise PB process based on evaluation findings & recommendations 

¶ Help plan Allocation Days 

Property 
Managers, 
Building Staff, 
Tenant Service 
Coordinators, 
Customer 
Service 
Facilitators 

¶ Attend building meetings  

¶ Attend Allocation Days 

¶ Promote tenant participation in the PB process 
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Superintendents ¶ Help prepare and promote building meetings 

¶ Promote tenant participation in the PB process 

¶ Attend building meetings 

¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Consult with tenants in the building on project aesthetics & details 

Community 
Housing 
Supervisors 

¶ Reserve and prepare spaces for building meetings 

¶ Attend building meetings 

¶ Prepare menu of common project costs 

¶ Present upcoming capital improvement plans for each building 

¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Follow-up on maintenance concerns raised at meetings 

¶ Report back to monitoring committees 

¶ Consult with tenants in each building on project aesthetics & details 

Health Promotion 
Officers, Comm. 
Safety Promotion 
Officers, Youth 
Engagement 
Coordinators 

¶ Promote tenant participation in the PB process 

¶ Distribute information materials about PB to all tenants 

¶ Facilitate building meetings and delegate-prep meetings 

¶ Assist budget delegates in their preparation for Allocation Days 

¶ Support the PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Offer feedback and technical assistance on project proposals  

¶ Organize training workshops for delegates 

Community 
Health Managers 

¶ Organize PB training and planning meeting for OU staff  

¶ Prepare agendas and materials for Allocation Days 

¶ Send delegates rules and guidelines for Allocation Days 

¶ Reserve spaces for meetings and Allocation Days 

¶ Facilitate Allocation Days 

¶ Support monitoring committees 

Operating Unit 
Managers 

¶ Organize PB training and planning meeting for OU staff  

¶ Provide existing capital plan and funding info for each building 

¶ Organize delegate bus tour  

¶ Facilitate building and delegate-prep meetings 

¶ Co-Facilitate Allocation Days 

Community 
Health Unit 

¶ Prepare PB brochure, flyers, other promotional and info materials 

¶ Organize training workshops for delegates 

¶ Determine size of funding envelopes for each OU 

¶ Design and administer budget delegate survey 

¶ Videotape Allocation Days and post videos online 

¶ Support PB process during Allocation Days 

¶ Coordinate distribution of budget funds  

¶ Send results of PB process to Board of Directors to publicize 

HSI (Contractor) ¶ Prepare menu of common project costs 

¶ Provide cost estimates for project proposals 

¶ Implement funded projects 
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3.7 Building Meetings  

Questions 

Č How can building meetings generate project priorities that better reflect tenant desires and 
budget constraints?  
Č How can building meetings better enable tenants to select delegates who will represent them 
in the PB process?  

Background 

¶ In 2009, each building unit had a meeting in which tenants brainstormed capital project 
priorities, voted via dotmocracy on the top three priority projects, and selected one or two 
tenant budget delegates. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: Tenants at the building meetings were not informed about the actual pot of 
money that would be available to them. 

¶ Observation: ñSome buildings had priorities that cost more than the total pot of money available.ò 

¶ Observation: At one building meeting, tenants spent less than 10 minutes discussing budget 
priorities. Then the results of dotmocracy were changed after half of the tenants had left the 
meeting. 

¶ Observation: At one building meeting, only 3 rules were presented, all orally. There were 8 
instances of tenants breaking the rules: not respecting speakers list, not discussing capital 
projects, focusing on personal not building issues, etc. When this started to happen, all the 
youth left. 70% of participants left before the meeting was over. 

¶ Observation: Tenant response to chaotic meeting: ñYou see what theyôve done ï theyôve 
degenerated us into madness. Thatôs why my participation has gone down.ò 

¶ Observation: Tenant: ñ[staff] need to speak up about ground rules. People need to know.ò 

¶ Survey: Only 43% of delegates thought there were enough tenants at their building meeting 

¶ Survey: 13% of budget delegates said that their identified priorities did not reflect discussions 
at their building meeting 

¶ Survey: ñAdvertise in different languagesò 

¶ Survey: Tenant suggestion: ñAdvertise and identify in the building the purpose of the meetingsò 

¶ Survey: ñI think tenants should have more knowledge of all sources of funding that could be 
accessedò  

¶ Survey: ñAllow for more anonymous submissions. We have a lot of people who were cautious 
about attendingò 

¶ Survey: ñIt would have been helpful to see an official list of criteria for funding, it is hard to 
know what kinds of things do and do not qualifyò 

¶ Interview with Tenant ñIt would be helpful to learn about the long term improvement plans for 
the building so that tenants can make more informed decisions about prioritiesò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñWe need to figure out the building meetings. We make decisions and 
then we backpeddle. We need to figure something out and then let it play out.ò 

¶ Interview with Staff: ñyou get priorities that really shouldn't be there - things like fixing a boiler 
or roof are essentially things that the property manager should have repaired anyway, and 
shouldn't be things that the tenants put forward as their number 1 thing. And so they put it 
forward, and then you have all this negotiation and explaining, that this should be funded 
somewhere else. And tenants say, ówell you're not funding it through anything else.ô So the 
process gets taken up with priorities that shouldn't be there.ò 
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Recommendations 

1) Sharing Information  
a. Prepare and post standard flyers for PB building meetings in multiple languages 
b. Before the meetings, distribute: 

- summaries of 5-year capital improvement plans for the building 
- PB brochure (including size of funding pot) 
- building priority survey 

c. During the meetings, distribute and present: 
-  summaries of 5-year capital improvement plans 
- PB brochure 
- menu of project costs 
- list of un-funded priorities from previous year 
- info sheet on budget delegate responsibilities 

d. Develop standard ground rules for meetings, and present them orally and on a 
flipchart 

e. Review notes/minutes from previous building meeting 
f. Update tenants about PB in every building meeting 

2) Identifying Priorities 
a. Brainstorm possible priorities in 1st and 2nd meeting 
b. Before voting, indicate which priorities can be covered by other funding streams 
c. Each tenant receives 3 sticker dots to vote for priorities 
d. Tenants who cannot attend the building meeting can submit a ballot to the 
superintendent  

3) Selecting Delegates 
a. Each building may select 1 or 2 delegates 
b. Delegates must commit to attending training and Allocation Days 
c. If there are youth in the building, at least 1 delegate should be a young tenant 
d. If a building does not select a delegate, its priorities are not presented for funding 
at Allocation Days 

 
 

   A former tenant budget delegate advising new delegates at a prep meeting 
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3.8 Delegate Preparation  

Question 

Č How can budget delegates be better prepared to propose and decide on projects? 

Background 

¶ Budget delegates in the 2009 PB were selected at building meetings to represent their 
buildingôs capital priorities.  

¶ Some OUs organized preparation meetings for delegates shortly before the Allocation Days, in 
which delegates learned about their responsibilities and began to prepare presentation boards. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: Some delegates received more training and guidance than others. Is this fair? 

¶ Observation: Some tenant presenters had difficulty holding mics, reading their notes, and 
being heard.  

¶ Observation: Many buildings were not represented. 

¶ Observation: A tenant starts his presentation saying, ñLike most of you, I have no idea what Iôm 
doing here, but here it goes.ò 

¶ Survey: 27% of budget delegates said that they did not receive enough support in preparation 
for allocation day 

¶ Survey: ñGive lessons on using microphoneò 

¶ Survey: ñOne day training before the meeting is neededò 

¶ Survey: ñI would like a history of what priorities were previously awarded in past budget 
participation meetings and what it was for: say for the past three years. So if they keep asking 
for funding for same thing, we would know.ò 

¶ Survey: ñThis process is too much like a contest. Those who have good charisma, those who 
buddy buddy have a better chance of winning. I say this as someone who has these charms 
and who has won today. What about those who do not speak good English, who are shy, etc?ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñI donôt think we really did anything to encourage networking and 
cooperation.ò 

¶ Workshop: Many delegate presentations werenôt related to their priorities. 

¶ Workshop: Projects were included that really did not qualify for funds. 

¶ Workshop: In certain districts there were many buildings without reps 

Recommendations 

1) Hold one training session in each directorate, before the PB delegate prep meetings. At 
each session, cover the following topics: 

a. Public speaking, preparing project proposals, budgeting, the difference between 
capital and operating funds, different funding sources/streams at TCH  

b. Critical listening, needs assessments, teamwork, anti-racism, anti-ablism, anti-agism, 
building maintenance and improvement issues 

2) Provide additional support for delegates: 
a. Allow delegates to serve for an optional second year, to facilitate peer-to-peer 

learning and mentoring (old delegates guiding new ones)7 
b. Provide delegates with handouts, poster displays, and other materials from the 

previous year. 
c. Sign a one-page agreement with each delegate describing the position.  

d. Set up a Facebook group and email list for delegates to share ideas. 
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3.9 Voting & Decision -Making  

Question 

Č How can delegate selection of projects be fairer and more democratic? 

Background 

¶ At the 2009 Allocation Days, each tenant delegate had two minutes to present their buildingôs 
priorities, with no time for questions. 

¶ Tenant delegates voted on projects using dotmocracy, with each delegate receiving between 
10 and 15 dot votes each, depending on the OU. 

Findings 

¶ Observation: On average, the allocation days ended 1.5 hours before their scheduled end. 

¶ Observation: Ratio of tenant minutes talking to staff minutes talking on Allocation Days ï 1.2:1 

¶ Observation: Vote trading often excluded delegates who were new to the process or lacked 
the confidence to negotiate. 

¶ Observation: At some Allocation Days, staff read off voting results as they were entering them 
into spreadsheets. Delegates were left waiting as staff manoeuvred back and forth between 
spreadsheets, and it was confusing because of some data entry errors. 

¶ Observation: At some allocation days, facilitators pointed out the rules in the handout program, 
but in others they did not.  

¶ Observation: A tenant rep got her friends to stick her dots on her own project. 

¶ Survey: Over 90% of the delegates considered the budget decisions fair, even though many of 
them did not receive funding. 

¶ Survey: ñIf changes need to be made to first list priority allow it.ò 

¶ Survey: ñYou have to stop letting people vote for their own priority. Some people stack the vote 
by using all their votes on their own item.ò 

¶ Survey: ñVoting is personal so the process should be done confidentially.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñThere were no rules. They kept changing, we were kind of running by 
the seat of our parts and there wasnôt really a clear direction for staff or for the tenants.ò 

¶ Interview with Tenant: ñThere was no information provided on absentee tenant reps or 
delegates.ò 

¶ Workshop: The tenant researcher recommendation that received the fifth most votes of 
support in July: ñUse a transparent computer voting system to avoid cheating." 

¶ Workshop: ñStaff not unified in the process for Allocation Dayò 

¶ Workshop: A negative: ñReps voting for their building and letting staff knowò 

¶ Workshop: A negative: ñReps were able to count the dots and know if they or another building 
wonò 

¶ Workshop: A negative: ñ# of votes varied per OUò 

¶ Workshop: ñIn an event there is a tie, the project(s) that can be funded get funding first, 
instead of a project that costs more than the funds in the potò 

¶ Workshop: ñCommunities that don't show up on allocation day are still able to be voted on and 
funded while not being present to state their case. Some communities that have presented 
their case get no funding.ò 
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Recommendations 

1) Time for presentations: 2 minutes 
2) Time for Q&A after presentations: 3 minutes 
3) Voting method for choosing projects: electronic voting (second option: paper ballots)8 
4) Number of votes per delegate: 15 
5) How to resolve ties votes for the last funding allocation:  

a. Revote between the projects that can be funded with the remaining money 
b. If two or more of the tied projects can be funded with the remaining money, fund those 
c. Alphabetical order by community name (starting at A one year and Z the next) 

4) Disqualify buildings without PB delegates present from receiving funding on Allocation Days. 
5) Make the Allocation Day rules consistent across OUs. 

 
 

   

Tenant delegates voting and lobbying for projects at Allocation Day. 


