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Purpose of this Briefing
In addition to our 18 June 2026 enquiry, this briefing is submitted following Andy Burnham’s election as Member of Parliament for Makerfield, and in recognition of the relevance of Pride in Place to the UK and the specific debates that emerged in the Wigan Borough and across and within communities around the Makerfield constituency.
It raises urgent concerns about how the Pride in Place Programme is developing in practice across localities and asks that action be taken to ensure the programme delivers on its promise of genuine community power, co-operative development and local democratic renewal.
The briefing also draws attention to forthcoming discussion papers from Co-operatives Wales and Sheffield Co-operative Development Group on Pride in Place, co-operation, inclusion and democratic place-making.
Summary
The Pride in Place Prospectus makes important and welcome references to community-led delivery, co-operatives, community benefit societies, charities, community institutions and the transition of Neighbourhood Boards towards community-led models.
However, concerns are now emerging nationally that the co-operative dimension of Pride in Place is not being adequately promoted, resourced, protected or driven at local level.
In some areas, long-established co-operative development bodies appear to be excluded or side-lined. In others, organisations without a credible or long-standing track record in co-operative development appear to be positioning themselves as the default or sole providers of co-operative support.
There are also serious concerns about the formation of Pride in Place Leadership Boards and Neighbourhood Boards. If these boards become dominated by local authorities, public agencies, professional interests, large institutions, major businesses, accountancy firms. former senior executives or externally selected individuals, the programme risks reproducing the very power imbalances it was designed to overcome. HOW is just as important as WHAT.
The central concern is this:
Pride in Place was meant to be different. It was meant to put communities in control. It must not become another programme where funding is controlled through the back door by institutions already holding power.


Makerfield and Wigan Borough Context
Wigan Borough has been identified as a significant Pride in Place area. Leigh was selected in the first phase, and Platt Bridge and Spring View, together with Marsh Green and Laithwaite, were selected in the second phase.
These communities share many of the socio-economic characteristics which Pride in Place was established to address post-industrial transition, poverty, health inequalities, weakened social infrastructure, community asset pressures and declining trust in institutions and politicians.
This makes Makerfield and the wider Wigan Borough an important test case for whether Pride in Place can genuinely empower communities or whether it will become absorbed into existing institutional structures.
As rightly observed, communities such as Makerfield have not simply been "left behind", they have too often experienced a process whereby wealth, opportunity, services and assets have been steadily extracted, leaving people feeling unheard and disconnected from decisions affecting their lives. What was once described as the physical poverty of earlier generations has, in many places, been replaced by a poverty of imagination and possibility. Pride in Place offers an opportunity to reverse this trend, not through top-down solutions, but by restoring voice, agency , and hope, and by enabling communities themselves to shape a different future built upon co-operation, participation and local stewardship
The Promise of Pride in Place
The Pride in Place Prospectus is clear that the programme is not intended to be business as usual. It recognises that decline in pride and confidence can stem from a “we know best” approach from those at the top. It states that local people should decide how best to restore pride in their areas. It also states that Boards are expected to transition towards community-led delivery by year three. This may involve an established local community organisation acting as an anchor institution, or the Board itself becoming a co-operative, community interest company, community benefit society or charity. That commitment is important.
However, if the programme is not actively safeguarded, the references to co-operatives and community-led delivery risk becoming rhetorical rather than real. Also, the speed at which these Boards are being established , is concerning, ignoring how equitable, fair and inclusive  relationship building normally takes several years. 
Current Concerns
1. Co-operation is referenced but not sufficiently driven
Although co-operatives are referred to in the Pride in Place Prospectus, there is concern that this has not translated into a clear implementation pathway.
Local authorities and boards may not have sufficient understanding of:
· co-operative development;
· community benefit societies;
· worker co-operatives;
· multi-stakeholder co-operatives;
· community ownership;
· co-operative governance;
· democratic membership structures;
· asset locks and community benefit models,
· relationship building.
Without dedicated co-operative development support, there is a danger that “community-led delivery” becomes interpreted through familiar Victorian  era type charity, consultancy or local authority delivery routes and priorities, rather than through democratic common ownership and co-operative enterprise.
2. Long-established co-operative development bodies are being excluded or sidelined
Across the UK, there are long-standing co-operative development groups with deep knowledge, local trust, practical expertise and a history of establishing co-operatives.
These bodies should be central to the Pride in Place transition towards community-led and co-operative models. Instead, concerns are emerging that some are being left outside the process, while other organisations with weaker co-operative credentials are being allowed to occupy the space. This is deeply problematic.
If the Government wishes to double the size of the co-operative economy, it cannot allow local processes to marginalise those with the actual experience of building co-operatives.
3. Co-operative language is being captured by non-co-operative actors
There is a risk that organisations without a long-standing record of co-operative development are adopting co-operative language in order to access Pride in Place opportunities.
This may include organisations presenting themselves, instances, as is coming to light, as the established co-operative developer for an area when that is not the case. This risks misleading boards, and communities. It also risks displacing authentic co-operative development organisations and weakening the integrity of the programme. 
4. Leadership Boards risk institutional dominance
Pride in Place Boards must not become dominated by:
· local authorities;
· public agencies;
· large employers;
· anchor institutions;
· consultants;
· major businesses;
· former senior executives;
· professionalised voluntary sector voices;
· individuals selected because they are familiar, safe or already close to existing power structures.
These organisations and individuals may have a role, but they must not dominate. If local people are placed on boards only in small numbers, or in ways that are symbolic rather than influential, the programme will not represent genuine community power, flexibility in time frames is also needed.
This is not community leadership. It is institutional control with community decoration.
5. Tokenistic inclusion must be avoided
There is a danger that boards may include a limited number of community representatives in order to appear inclusive, while real influence remains elsewhere.
This may particularly affect the very people who complain about and experience, being ignored:
· working-class communities;
· disabled people;
· neurodivergent people;
· young people;
· older people;
· carers;
· racially minoritised communities;
· LGBTQIA+ communities;
· communities of faith and belief;
· people experiencing poverty;
· grassroots community organisations.
True inclusion requires power, not presence alone.
6. Local authorities must not treat Pride in Place funding as their own
Local authorities have an important accountable body role. However, they must not treat Pride in Place funding as an extension of their own budgets or priorities. The funding was intended to support communities to shape their places.
It must not become a “honey pot” for institutional projects, pre-existing council priorities, consultants or preferred partners. Where local authorities use their position to steer, control or restrict community decision-making, the democratic purpose of Pride in Place is undermined.
7. There is insufficient central oversight
There appears to be no sufficiently robust UK national mechanism to ensure that:
· co-operative development is actually being promoted;
· established co-operative development bodies are included;
· boards are genuinely community-led;
· selection processes are transparent;
· conflicts of interest are managed;
· institutional dominance is prevented;
· community representatives hold meaningful power;
· the year-three transition to community-led delivery is properly planned.
Civil servants may be working hard to promote the democratic intent of the programme, but without stronger safeguards the same old patterns of exclusion and institutional capture risk repeating themselves locally and being captured by those who need to step aside. 
Why This Matters
Pride in Place is not simply a funding programme.
It is a test of whether government is serious about community power. If the programme becomes controlled by local authorities, professional interests or organisations with limited democratic accountability, it will lose public trust. If co-operative development is not properly resourced, the programme will miss one of its greatest opportunities. If long-established co-operative development groups are pushed aside, the Government’s wider ambition to grow the co-operative economy will be contradicted in practice. If communities are not genuinely empowered, Pride in Place risks becoming another top-down regeneration scheme with participatory language. For example, in Wales, whilst Cwmpas is being funded by Welsh government, for specific work, there is a potential risk of them  being asked to support co-operative development by well-funded PIP projects without itself being provided with sufficient resources to do so effectively, this is evident too for other co-operative development groups across the UK.
That would be a profound missed opportunity.
What Needs to Change
We recommend that as Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government, that you raise the following issues with colleague Ministers, the Communities Delivery Unit and relevant parliamentary colleagues.
1. A national co-operative development guarantee
Every Pride in Place area should have access to accredited, experienced co-operative development support. There is a necessity for experienced existing cooperative structure and cooperative understanding  on what is to be done, especially when a short  inflexible time table is driving change.
This should include Co-operatives UK and long-established regional and local co-operative development bodies.
2. Dedicated funding for co-operative development
Specific funding should be set aside nationally to support:
· co-operative education;
· community benefit society development;
· governance training;
· democratic membership models;
· community asset ownership;
· multi-stakeholder co-operatives;
· youth co-operatives;
· worker co-operatives;
· housing and land models;
· community-led enterprise.
3. Recognition of established co-operative development groups
Government should map and recognise long-standing co-operative development bodies across the UK.
Boards and local authorities should be expected to engage with them where they operate locally or regionally.
4. Stronger board composition rules
Boards should be required to demonstrate:
· community majority;
· transparent recruitment;
· open selection processes;
· proper representation of lived experience;
· inclusion of grassroots groups;
· inclusion of protected equalities characteristic people from the area;
· diverse ages;
· conflict of interest management;
· clear limits on institutional dominance.
5. Independent review of board formation
There should be an independent review mechanism where concerns arise that boards are being captured, dominated or tokenistically constituted.
6. Community power tests
Before plans are approved, each Pride in Place area should be required to show:
· who has shaped the plan;
· how local people influenced priorities;
· how under-represented groups were involved;
· how co-operatives were considered;
· how community ownership will be developed;
· how wealth will remain local;
· how accountability to residents will operate.
· Are community venues used and what is the geography of power
7. A co-operative transition plan by year three
Every Pride in Place Board should publish a year-three community-led delivery plan, including consideration of whether the board or delivery vehicle should become:
· a co-operative;
· a community benefit society;
· a community interest company;
· a charity;
· a community land trust;
· another democratic community-owned structure.
8. Parliamentary scrutiny
Parliament should carefully scrutinise whether Pride in Place is delivering on its stated purpose or drifting into institutional control.
This could include parliamentary questions, a Westminster Hall debate or a select committee evidence session.
Request to Secretary of State and the Minister responsible for Pride in Place to:
1. Ask what safeguards exist to prevent institutional capture of Pride in Place Boards.
2. Ask what specific steps are being taken to promote co-operatives and community benefit societies.
3. Ask whether Government will fund Co-operatives UK and long-established co-operative development groups and ensure they are included and funded in the local designated areas funding allocation to support co-operation and co-operatives in the Pride in Place areas.
4. Ask whether the Communities Delivery Unit will require evidence that long established local co-operative development bodies have been engaged.
5. Ask for a review of Pride in Place governance in Wigan Borough and other areas where concerns are emerging.
6. Support the development of a national Pride in Place Co-operative Development Framework.
7. Engagement with devolved governance, the co-operative movement, and development groups to ensure a smooth operation and best use of shared resources and to support self-help.
8. Accept there is a real need for relevant programmes to recognise the sensitivities around the Sewell convention. For example, differentials in respect of the devolved nations, is not solely relating to Pride in Place. (We have been obliged to engage with Minister Steve Reed MP to request that MHCLG collaborates directly with the Welsh Government on community right to buy, to establish a joint capital mechanism to utilise a portion of the cross-border Pride in Place Impact Fund or the centralised capacity budget to support early-stage Welsh community acquisitions. Aligning capital fund with Wales's expanding legislative framework would prevent vital Welsh community assets from being permanently lost to the commercial market while the Senedd community right to buy bill is finalised).
Forthcoming Discussion Papers
Co-operatives Wales and Sheffield Co-operative Development Group are preparing a series of discussion papers on Pride in Place, co-operation, inclusion and democratic place-making.
The series , which will be released shortly, compliments the work of Co-ops UK and will examine how Pride in Place can be strengthened through:
· co-operative values and principles;
· community development;
· social capital theory;
· stewardship and commons approaches;
· community wealth building;
· protected equality characteristics;
· class and socio-economic inequality;
· children and young people’s participation;
· older people’s community leadership;
· democratic community ownership.
· attention to relationship building.      
The first paper, Extending Pride in Place Through Co-operation and Inclusion, will set out the overarching case.
The second paper, Nothing About Us Without Us: Children, Young People and Co-operative Place-Making, will be prepared by Yorkshire and Welsh Young Co-operators and accompanied by an illustrated publication for younger readers.
The purpose of the series is to ensure that Pride in Place becomes more than a regeneration programme. It must become a vehicle for democratic community renewal across the UK
Conclusion
Pride in Place has the potential to be transformational. 
However, that potential will only be realised if communities hold genuine power and if co-operative development is treated as central rather than optional.
The programme must not be allowed to become another route through which existing institutions control funding, define priorities and select preferred community voices.
If Pride in Place is to mean what it says, it must put communities in control.
That means real democracy.
Real inclusion.
Real co-operation and real accountability.
Prepared by:
Co-operatives Wales
Sheffield Co-operative Development Group
20 June 2026



1

