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‘Participation teaches everyone that people are 

worthwhile, and they matter. Who makes the 

decisions is really important1.’ 
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1.0 Chapter 4: PGM models and processes 
 

There are a variety of PGM models and processes practised around the world. Here is one 

illustration of the core elements of PGM. 
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Following on the next pages are some descriptors of the different PGM models available and their 
key characteristics. The ‘Participatory Grantmaking:UK Landscape Mapping Survey’ (February 
2023) found that over a third of (40 responding) organisations across all levels of PGM funding use 
community boards as part of funding decision making, which entails members of the community 
directly allocating grants. The next most common model is the representative board, whereby a 
mixture of funders join community members in making funding decisions.  
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As mentioned, 

community board is 

the most common 

model amongst the UK-

based organisations. 

Examples of community 

committee: North Star 

Fund, Chinook 

Fund, Global 

Greengrants, The 

Equality Fund, Trans 

Justice Funding 

Project, Pawanka 

Fund, Arctic Indigenous 

Fund). 

 
 
 
 

Example of rolling 

applicant 

committee:  Thank You 

Charitable Trust 

Example of Flow Funding 

/ Onward Granting: Flow 

Funding 

 

 

 

 

https://northstarfund.org/about/
https://northstarfund.org/about/
https://chinookfund.org/
https://chinookfund.org/
https://www.greengrants.org/faqs/
https://www.greengrants.org/faqs/
https://www.greengrants.org/faqs/
https://equalityfund.ca/
https://equalityfund.ca/
https://www.transjusticefundingproject.org/
https://www.transjusticefundingproject.org/
https://www.transjusticefundingproject.org/
https://www.pawankafund.org/
https://www.pawankafund.org/
https://www.pawankafund.org/
https://www.arcticindigenousfund.com/
https://www.arcticindigenousfund.com/
https://www.thankyoucharitabletrust.org/about.html
https://www.thankyoucharitabletrust.org/about.html
http://flowfunding.org/
http://flowfunding.org/
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Examples of closed 

collectives: Shared 

Gifting, Maine Network of 

Community Food 

Councils, Action Learning 

Seed Fund. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Examples of open 

collectives: Fund 

Action, Edge 

Fund, New England 

Grassroots Fund). 

Examples of applicant 

collectives: Solidarity 

Fund, FRIDA. 

 

 

 

https://rsfsocialfinance.org/our-story/how-we-work/shared-gifting-circles/
https://rsfsocialfinance.org/our-story/how-we-work/shared-gifting-circles/
https://www.mainefoodcouncils.net/
https://www.mainefoodcouncils.net/
https://www.mainefoodcouncils.net/
https://extension.umn.edu/systems-and-food-justice/action-learning-seed-fund
https://extension.umn.edu/systems-and-food-justice/action-learning-seed-fund
https://fundaction.eu/
https://fundaction.eu/
https://www.edgefund.org.uk/
https://www.edgefund.org.uk/
https://grassrootsfund.org/amplifying-voices/make-decisions-on-grants
https://grassrootsfund.org/amplifying-voices/make-decisions-on-grants
https://www.mamacash.org/en/solidarity-fund-announcement
https://www.mamacash.org/en/solidarity-fund-announcement
https://youngfeministfund.org/
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For reference, the PGM UK Landscape Mapping Survey found the prevalence of each model 

amongst its 40 responding organisations as follows. 
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As part of the York Deciding Together PGM activity, participants pulled together this useful overview to guide their decision making about what 

model might be most appropriate for their context.  
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There are also relevant models outside of philanthropy that are about encouraging public 

participation in decision making used in the fields of community organising, community 

development and deliberative democracy – the most referenced in the literature being Arnstein’s 

‘Ladder of Participation.’ 
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The PGM Landscape Mapping Study in the UK (February 2023) found this self-reported 

assessment of the state of participatory approaches within the philanthropy sector.  

 

Cynthia Gibsoniv has proposed this PGM ‘starter framework’ to benefit institutional philanthropy. 

 



10 | P a g e  
 

Other interpretations mirror the framework above, but illustrate the difference in approach to, for 

example, conventional or consultative grantmaking as seen in the example below from Canada. 

Source: Tamarack Institute’s insights and learnings from a PGM pilot project that focused on building equitable economies for immigrants 

and refugees in the Peel Region (Ontario, Canada) in partnership with the WES Mariam Assefa Fund. 

 

PGM processes are well documented in the many practical resources found in the literature. The 

first illustration continues the example above used by the Tamarack Institute for its two year PGM 

pilot in Ontario.  
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However, the example above is quite limited as, different guides and primers emphasise other 

elements of the process not reflected – for example, much greater preparatory work before the 

process of having panel members being in place to assess applications; all the activity to engage 

with communities in an authentic and non-extractive way, shaping the agenda and priorities as well 

as the significant work that is required to recruit the panellists and all the support that is required to 

create positive conditions for people to trust, learn and decide how to decide together. Similarly, 

other PGM process maps add many more activities beyond the decision making visual above, 

including ways in which panellists and PGM participants work together beyond the decision to 

award funds. We present below, by way of example, an abbreviated set of process flow diagrams 

from the Camden Giving Practical Ideas for PGM Toolkit. 

Process example:  

For a fund where the panel meet over 

a shorter period to award grants, 

typically taking a few months to 

award grants at one panel meeting. 

In this example it should be noted 

that Camden Giving tends to have to 

fundraise rather than rely on an 

endowment. Foundations practicing 

PGM that we have spoken with 

during this study tend to have funding 

in place already and pilot PGM 

without that extra requirement to 

fundraise locally from businesses and 

other donors. Please see the 

Camden Giving Toolkit for more 

precise timelines between processes. 

Rolling Fund process example. For a fund that is open or the duration of the fund and where the 

panel meet more frequently to award grants the processes are the same as for the first example, 

but the time taken can be longer for some of the activities associated with each process, as can 

their frequency.  

Process timeline 3: Non-

Competitive Funding 

For a non-competitive funding 

approach, the processes are 

slightly different to the other PGM 

fund examples.  

This is also being referred to in 

Camden Giving as ‘trust based 

funding.’ and commands a great 

deal of additional learning for any 

funder thinking of this type of 

PGM in future. See their guide, 

page 17-19 and how this 

approach has been trialled to fund 

local food provision. 

1. Identify an 
issue

2. Fundraise 
for a fund

3. Recruit 
panel

4. Train 
panel

5. Co-create 
fund

6. Open 
Fund

7. Support 
applicants

8. Due 
diligence

9. Review 
applications

10. Decision 
meeting

11.Participat
ory reporting

12. Review

1. Identify an 
issue

2. Fundraise for 
a fund

3. Recruit panel

4. Gather data 5. Train panel

6. Co-create 
priorities and 

decision 
making

7. Engage 
grantees

8. Due 
diligence

9. Participatory 
reporting

10. Review



12 | P a g e  
 

The illustration below is a visual 

representation of the grant application 

and decision making process 

publicised by ‘York Deciding Together’ 

in 2019. But there was also a huge 

amount of work before and after this 

part of the process was ‘ready to go’ 

out to the communities with. 

All of the example illustrations in this 

chapter perhaps lack some of the 

detailed activity that appears to be 

required to create positive conditions 

for PGM – indeed DDM, PDM or PRA – 

to take root in a place or community of 

interest or identity for the longer term.  

As such, we feel there are additional 

processes that need to be highlighted 

in this feasibility study for any reader to 

know the true extent of requirements to 

develop good PGM practices – 

particularly in the preparatory and 

post-decision making phases of 

activity. These additional processes 

were kindly shared with the consultant 

in the primary research phase of the 

project, which readers can review from 

insights shared in section 9.4 of the 

main report. 

Summary: PGM models and decision making 

There are multiple PGM models in practice including the size of community grants that are 

decided upon by ‘community panellists’ (ranging from less than £1,000 to £1.5 million in the 

case studies reviewed for this study).  

The adoption of a PGM model differs in each context. No single model is evidentially more 

efficacious than another.  

Evidence is mixed about decision making ‘quality’ with some published studies suggesting 

the best decisions and ideas emerge when both experts and ‘real people’ are involved in 

exploring themv; whilst others feel that the best decisions are made by those who have deep 

knowledge of the intersections of inequality and barriers which may not typically be held by 

traditional grantmakers. 

This paper was produced by Alan Graver of Skyblue Research Ltd, January 2024 

 
1 A compelling quote from one of the respondents generously sharing their rationale for PGM in their locality as part of this feasibility study 
in 2023/24 
2 Source  Participatory Grantmaking presentation by Hannah Peterson whilst at The National Lottery 
3 Source (right): Participatory grantmaking: rethinking our role as funder | Aidsfonds.org 
iv Participatory Grantmaking: Has its time come? Cynthia Gibson, October 2017 
v Participatory Grantmaking: Has its time come? Cynthia Gibson, October 2017, page 21 

https://aidsfonds.org/participatory-grantmaking-rethinking-our-role-as-funder

