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Chapter 6 

 

Mobilising sustainability: partnership working between a pro-cycling NGO 

and local government in London (UK) 

 

Justin Spinney 

 

Introduction 

 

In the move towards a low carbon world modern forms of mobility have been 

increasingly problematized, particularly automobilities (Bickerstaff and Walker, 1999; 

Bohm et al, 2006; Bonham, 2006; Horton, 2006, 2007; Merriman, 2009; Vigar, 2002; 

Whitelegg, 1987). As awareness and evidence of the global and local environmental 

(not to mention bodily) consequences of auto-mobility have grown, particular groups 

have consistently positioned the bike and cycling as a panacea for modern urban ills, 

framing it as environmentally benign and healthy in opposition to and as a 

replacement for the car. However, whilst there have been various booms in cycling as a 

‘leisure’ practice, against a background of increasing car ownership, its popularity as a 

mode of everyday movement in the UK has been in gradual decline1 since the Second 

World War to the point now where in Greater London (UK) less than 2% of all ‘utility’ 

journeys are made by bicycle (3.7% in inner London) (TfL, 2008, p. 1). 
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Part of the reason for this decline it is argued is that London’s car-centric 

infrastructure militates against cycling. In order to rectify this situation successive 

governments have focused upon improving the infrastructure2 for cycling in order to 

promote the bike as a means of transport.  As a result attempts have been made in 

recent years to provide this infrastructure (in the form of the London Cycle Network - 

LCN - in London). In order to ensure that the proposed routes and improvements are 

what cyclists require, policy makers (such as Transport for London - TfL) have been 

encouraged to include the cycling community in the decision-making process. This has 

largely been attempted through partnership working with key stakeholders (such as 

the London Cycling Campaign - LCC) forming policy communities with responsibility 

for particular geographic areas and spatial practices.  

This move to partnership working is part of a broader post-modern 

‘collaborative turn’ in planning (Bickerstaff et al, 2002; Brindley et al, 1996; Davidoff, 

1965; Fainstein, 2000; Forester, 1999; Healey, 1996, 1997; Khakee, 1998; Tewdwr-

Jones & Allmendinger, 1998; Verma, 2007), which has sought to involve users in the 

design and materialisation of projects. Petts and Brooks (2006, p. 1046) note that 

‘bringing the lay public into environmental decision-making processes is a means of 

ensuring that “plural voices” are heard and acknowledged’. As Hajer and Kesselring 

(1999) note, three of the theoretical arguments for increased public participation are 

that it will enhance democracy; generate new forms of knowledge; and bring new 

institutions for more effective governance. The policy communities formed through 
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such partnerships attempt to represent the interests of a wider community of practice; 

in this case that of the everyday commuter cyclist. 

However many authors have called into question the efficacy of the post-modern 

approach to consultation suggesting that while there is much activity on the surface, 

there is often little difference in the end products (Bickerstaff et al, 2002). Indeed, 

Healey (1996) argues that often the best that can be hoped for is that new issues at 

least come to the attention of planners and policy makers. Lefebvre (1991) argues that 

the failure of advocacy planning is because the specialists who speak on behalf of 

specific groups of users lack the language and the right to do so. For Lefebvre, ‘the 

silence of the users is indeed a problem - and it is the entire problem’ (p. 365). 

However it is perhaps not only the silence of users which is a problem. Rather as 

I go on to argue in this chapter, what is perhaps of more concern is the problem of 

translating knowledges within a given policy community. Habermas (1991) notes that 

the current public sphere is characterized by forms of strategic power where an 

asymmetric power distribution means that certain groups can effectively impede other 

groups from realizing their interests (in Skollerhorn, 1998, p. 556). What I am 

concerned to demonstrate in this chapter are some of the ways in which asymmetric 

power relations evolve premised upon particular (expert) forms of knowledge and 

practice. I contend here that the policy community formed in this instance between 

central government (Transport for London - TfL), local government and a pro-cycling 

NGO – the London Cycling Campaign (LCC) - comes to value established ‘expert’ 

planning practices over the embodied ‘lay’ practices and knowledges of the LCC and 
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those it seeks to represent3. As I demonstrate however, rather than be excluded from 

debate, in order to be heard as a legitimate voice the lay understandings of the LCC 

are seen to evolve into more expert knowledges and practices in line with those 

existing within TfL and the planning profession more generally. As a result it is argued 

that the trajectory4 towards expert forms of knowledge may leave groups such as the 

LCC in a position where they are less representative of the wider lay group which they 

purport to represent. Thus the process of ‘partnership’ is ironically one of the things 

that perhaps moves interest groups further away from the community of practice that 

they seek to represent. Whilst the communicative turn and the communities it 

produces seeks to give voice to alternative practices and knowledges, in this instance 

the process appears to exclude or translate these alternative voices according to a 

dominant and abstracted idea of cycling as a practice. As Booth and Richardson note, 

true participation requires more than just the standard tools and approaches (2001, p. 

146) and this is demonstrated to be problematic in this case.  

 

Making space for cycling 

 

The acceleration of automobility has brought with it a substantive reshaping of urban 

environments and rising levels of traffic and congestion. Unsurprisingly widespread 

concern has increasingly been voiced (particularly since the 1970s) regarding the 

consequences of this shift (Horton, 2006, p. 43; see also Horton, 2007; Vigar, 2002). 
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The 1990s (and in particular the New Labour ‘New Deal on Transport’ White Paper of 

1998) saw a theoretical emphasis on reducing the harmful environmental effects of 

mobility. In London recent environmental (and economic) imperatives have been 

materialized via the Greater London Assembly (GLA) and Transport for London (TfL) as 

an increased emphasis on public transport, walking and cycling (Hine, 1998, p. 144), 

and congestion charging for cars and commercial vehicles at times of peak traffic flow 

in central areas. Based upon such policies efforts have been made in recent years to 

increase the numbers of people cycling in the capital. To-date efforts in the UK have 

primarily been aimed at increasing access to cycling as a transport practice and have 

taken the form of either altering infrastructure to facilitate cycling (with mixed results), 

and to a lesser extent giving people the skills and confidence required to cycle in the 

form of training and advice. 

Whilst the planning process in relation to cycling varies greatly from country to 

country and between regions, the primary focus in terms of infrastructural change in 

London is the London Cycle Network Plus5 (LCN+) around which most cycle provision 

centres. Originally formulated in the 1980s, it was not until the early ‘90s that the LCN 

started to become a reality. The LCN+ is a 900 km network spanning 33 London 

boroughs (TfL, 2007, p. 2) envisaged, ‘...as a means of concentrating activity on a core 

strategic network...’ (Transport Research Laboratories (TRL), 2005, p. 16). This 

essentially means that particular core routes across London deemed most appropriate 

for cycling have been selected and funds from TfL are focused on improving the 

conditions on these routes for cycling.6 By 2007, approximately half of the 900km was 
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deemed by TfL to be completed with the rest due for completion by 2010 (TfL, 2007, 

p. 2). The London-wide budget for the LCN+ in 2005/6 was £11.47 million (‘London 

Cycle Network Plus’, 2006). 

In order to help specify and plan the LCN+ it would seem desirable to involve 

end-users in order to ensure that the routes and treatments meet the everyday needs 

of cyclists (see for example Creighton, 2005; Crewe, 2001; Fiskaa, 2005). However, 

despite directives to bring publics into the orbit of decision-making, this rarely seems 

to happen for a number of reasons which have been well documented (Abram & 

Cowell, 2004; Brody et al, 2003; Innes et al 2007). Where public participation is 

attempted it often falls far short of its goals as Booth and Richardson (2001) have 

noted in relation to the trunk roads consultation process. Here they observed that in 

general the process excluded publics from defining the problem with their input 

limited to influencing alignment, amenities and junction arrangements (p. 143). 

Consequently there are very few instances of successful public and community 

participation in the literature7 and certainly Brabham (2009) notes the continued 

inability of planners to adequately involve the public.  

By way of compromise, in order to help specify and appraise plans for the LCN+ 

and ensure that it better meets the needs of end users the central stakeholders (TfL 

and relevant local authorities) work with a number of different stakeholder groups who 

contribute advice and viewpoints on what is required. For example, for the formulation 

of LCN+ routes, principle stakeholders in communication with TfL were (and are) Living 

Streets, the Royal National Institute of Blind People, and the LCC8 (TRL, 2005, p. 16). 
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For more detailed consultation necessary for the Cycle Route Inspection Meeting (CRIM) 

and Cycle Route Implementation and Stakeholder Plan (CRISP) processes (which I 

discuss in more detail later), the key stakeholder for cycling in most boroughs is the 

LCC9 (see for example TRL, 2005, pp. 16-17, City of London Borough Council, 2005, p. 

31, Hammersmith & Fulham Borough Council, 2005, p. 76), with additional but less 

consistent input from two other national advocacy groups; The National Cyclists’ 

Organisation (formerly the Cyclists’ Touring Club (CTC)) and Sustrans.  

 

Partnership and policy communities 

 

The move to work in partnership with interest groups and outside stakeholders is part 

of a wider communicative turn in planning (Brabham, 2009; Forester, 1999; Healey, 

1996, 1997, 1998, 2007; Khakee, 1998; Rydin, 1999; Verma, 2007). McDonald (2005) 

states that partnership working is characterized by network forms of governance which 

attempt to involve normally excluded actors and foster trust, equality and reciprocity 

and represents a more democratic, participatory way of dealing with ‘messy’ issues 

such as the environment. Healey (1996) appears to suggest (following Habermas’ 

original formation) that with sufficient goodwill there can be equitable representation 

of all within the public sphere. In relation to transport planning, Healey (1997) argues 

that the ‘…task is to bring together stakeholders in a variety of arenas and to manage 
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the discourse so as to identify commonalities and overcome conflicts and barriers to 

action’ (in Rydin, 1999, p. 475).  

The main stakeholders in these policy communities are increasingly Non 

Governmental Organisations (NGOs) (Vigar, 2002). In the context of the political 

transformations of the 1970s where the state gradually ceased to be the supreme 

regulatory body, environmental NGOs have gained increasing prominence as part of 

the new multi-layered and multi-actor policy networks and have been instrumental in 

bringing environmental and social issues to the attention of the public (Arts, 2002, p. 

29). Until recently, the relationship of NGOs with other actors – particularly business – 

has been characterized as antagonistic (Arts, 2002, p. 26). As Arts notes, 

organizations such as Greenpeace have in the past been more confrontational, but are 

increasingly in dialogue and partnership with business and government (2002, p. 27). 

Certainly Skollerhorn goes on to note that NGOs increasingly operate as 

bureaucratically as the institutions they oppose, and consequently the use of NGOs by 

government and business has been a key element of privatization in the UK (1998, p. 

557). Increasingly NGOs have occupied a more pragmatic policy space forming 

partnerships with government and becoming proxies for wider communities.  

This new pluralism has undoubtedly resulted in story lines outside of statist and 

corporatist interests being heard more and more. Skollerhorn notes that NGOs have 

been essential to democratic debate and learning because they enable it to occur free 

of the influence of the institutions of government and business. However as Booth and 

Richardson note, ‘stakeholder groups who become consultees in decision-making 
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cannot be wholly representative: they will always provide a partial view’ (2001, p. 147). 

They go on to note that stakeholder groups have become a convenient way of 

packaging and representing a less than homogenous public interest (Booth and 

Richardson, 2001, p. 148). 

Whilst the inclusion of NGOs may in principle lead to a more inclusive 

consultation process, this requires an ‘ideal’ networked public sphere free from 

strategic power and hierarchical relations and there are a number of reasons why this 

may not occur. Whilst such partnerships can be viewed as emancipatory through the 

empowerment of traditionally excluded social groups, they may also represent an 

erosion of democratic decision-making through the elevation of non-elected 

representatives to speak on behalf of particular groups (Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998, p. 

316). Even if we accept that the NGO stakeholders that form part of a policy 

community are broadly representative of the wider community, as Lowndes and 

Skelcher note, the nature of the partnerships formed by no means guarantees that 

relations between actors are conducted on the basis of mutual trust and reciprocity 

(1998, p. 314). They go on to note how networks which initially characterize many 

such relationships are often seen as exclusionary because new (and particularly 

smaller) actors cannot break into them (p. 322). Moreover, Lowndes and Skelcher 

showed that perceptions and stereotypes about particular organizations prevented 

relationships and trust being established, and that hierarchies often formed within 

networks based on how well resourced particular organizations were, all of which 
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served to further exclude particular actors (usually voluntary and community 

organizations) (p. 323).  

McDonald goes on to say that far from their ideals of trust and equality, the 

public spheres created through such partnerships are more often characterized by 

bargaining, instrumentalism and pragmatic compliance (2005, p. 581). Healey goes 

further suggesting that partnerships ‘become merely channels for the reconstitution of 

local corporatist elites, colonising the institutions of government for their benefit’ 

(1997, p. 237). Confirming this, Arts states that power relations are often uneven and 

this can lead to unstable coalitions (2002, p. 35).  

Of particular relevance to the ways in which power relations are enacted is the 

division between lay and expert knowledge and practice. Expert knowledge is 

perceived to be derived from verifiable empirical observation and distinctive 

techniques whilst lay knowledges are perceived to be based in everyday, casual 

common-sense understandings (Petts and Brooks, 2006, p. 1046). Booth and 

Richardson note the entrenched tendency for planners and engineers in Local 

Authorities to position themselves as the experts with best knowledge of the problems 

and solutions (Booth and Richardson, 2001, p. 148). Hou and Kinoshita (2007) and 

Innes et al (2007) for example found that the formal nature of planning meetings could 

work against citizens contributing and seeing themselves as part of the solution (in 

Brabham, 2009, p. 245). However, whilst many accounts highlight the failure of public 

participation and partnership working due to power imbalance, very few actually detail 

the ways in which power is enacted in and through divisions in knowledge.  
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What I am concerned to show in this chapter then are some of the ways in which 

power is enacted and partnerships evolve.10 In doing so I attempt to demonstrate the 

dynamic nature of actors and policy communities as a result of partnership working. In 

line with Dudley (2003) I argue against seeing policy communities as stable, 

suggesting instead that they are constantly evolving due to the input of different 

stakeholders and broader contexts.  

 

Translating practices 

 

The planning process in relation to cycling has historically been dominated by expert 

knowledge and particular practices such as drawing and modelling (Gehl, 2001, p. 41, 

see also Hill, 2003; Imrie, 2003). These practices have generally been of a meta-scale 

and technical in nature; large data sets and models used to analyse, predict and 

provide (Bannister, 2002, p. 17). This point was reinforced in my interviews with 

transport professionals who cited the key tools used to understand the movements of 

cyclists as traffic counts and observations, computer modelling, Computer Aided 

Design (CAD) and ‘best practice’ guidelines, particularly the London Cycle Design 

Standards. Just as the rationale for planning has remained largely consistent, so to 

have the tools it would seem. Certainly it would seem that with its emphasis on the 

calculable, modelable and predictable, transport planning is still dominated by forms 

of expert knowledge and practice: 
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We use a number of things to research what’s needed. For example Vehicle 

Swept Paths (VSP) so that we can see the path of the vehicle so you can 

choose various types of vehicle and put them through a junction on a plan 

and see what clearance spaces it needs to get through. (Engineer 3, 

01/07/05) 

 

Well those (techniques) are common right the way across engineering. If 

you take a drawing in engineering they draw the road but none of the 

behaviour of road users. So the word assumption is quite appropriate but 

also there’s a lot of direction of people to behave in a certain way. If you 

can’t predict then you try and direct. (Planner 1, 24/06/05) 

 

As these comments attest, modelling and drawing form the basis of expert knowledges 

through which material solutions for cycling are constructed. In these instances 

modelling is used as a way of knowing how people move and proposing appropriate 

solutions. Such tools however are not simply practical; they also serve to position the 

planning profession as experts. As Burgess et al note, experts ‘…gain authority from 

relying on scientific models and experiments to define appropriate management 

practices’ (Burgess et al, 2000, p.120). However, whilst transport professionals see 

these as legitimate ways of knowing and managing cycling, the use of such tools and 

the resulting constructions of cycling were problematized by many LCC campaigners:   
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What they [planners and engineers] do is they’re used to drawing plans on 

maps and not looking at how cyclists and other people interact with the 

space. The planners are all people who can use Autocad or whatever and do 

traffic counts but they don’t just watch what happens or cycle on it 

themselves. (Campaigner 1, 16/2/05) 

 

Road design is an abstract thing and when you look at diagrams of 

junctions and stuff and flows and desire lines it’s all very pure and beautiful 

but in no way can it or does it represent the randomness or the total need 

to be aware and the general chaos, and it is chaos; the reversing lorries, the 

u-turning taxis, the muppet cyclist with the shopping wrapped round the 

front wheel with headphones on. (Campaigner 2, 09/08/05) 

 

These examples contrast the expert and abstract knowledges of transport 

professionals with the lay knowledges of everyday cyclists, suggesting that expert 

knowledges cannot adequately comprehend what everyday cycling is like or propose 

appropriate solutions. These criticisms are related to the idea that cycling is a multi-

sensory and moving experience, a situation that the tidy and relatively static world of 

Autocad and computer modelling fails to recognize. As Cresswell (2006) notes, 

mechanistic constructions aim to make difference irrelevant, suggesting instead ideal 

movements which fail to consider, ‘...the different ways in which people are mobile or 
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immobile’ (p. 29). Similarly Imrie (2000) states that current ‘wisdom’ seeks to 

accommodate predictable and productive mobility rather than conceiving of mobility as 

a messy, unpredictable and dynamic reality (p. 1644). As a result, there is a tension 

between how the cyclist is discursively framed through expert knowledge and tools, 

and how they are framed through the everyday practice of cycling.  

It is here that the importance of the CRISP and CRIM in the consultation process 

requires some contextualisation. Once a route has been designated for ‘improvement’, 

a more detailed process begins based upon the Department for Environment, 

Transport and the Regions (DETR) Cycle Audit and Review Guidelines (Hammersmith & 

Fulham Borough Council, 2005, p. 74). The role of the Cycle Route Implementation and 

Stakeholder Plan (CRISP) is to provide a framework to assess the quality of provision, 

propose remedial works, specify the consultation process and provide standard 

documents to base proposals on (TRL, 2005, p. 17). This is followed by the Cycle 

Route Inspection Meeting (CRIM) which is organized once a route has been identified 

and entails the proposed route being ridden by stakeholders (‘London Cycle Network 

Plus’, 2006). According to TfL the stated aim of the CRISP/ CRIM process is: 

 

…to create an environment for people with cycling expertise, local 

knowledge, and often widely diverging perspectives, to work together to 

identify common issues, concerns and priorities for the strategic cycling 

corridors (LCN+) and, specifically to engage in a practical process which 

Extract 
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would result in agreement on preferred route alignment and link treatment 

and next steps… (TFL Transport Note, June 2007, p. 4). 

 

As this suggests, many of the shortcomings of the Transport Planning Model (TPM) are 

in part recognized by transport professionals (O'Flaherty, 1997) and in the 

contemporary context of London, these modelling and representational strategies are 

also tempered with the input of specific stakeholder groups through the CRISP and 

CRIM processes. The goal here is that the quality of planning outcomes will be 

enhanced through the inclusion of new ideas and knowledge (Booth and Richardson, 

2001) as a result of the CRISP and CRIM. 

The CRISP and CRIM initiatives are an attempt as Booth and Richardson note to 

involve transport users in order to gain, ‘…a better understanding of the fine grain of 

everyday life to develop a richer understanding of travel needs, patterns and 

behaviour’ (Booth & Richardson, 2001, p. 143). As a result the CRISP and CRIM should 

in principal facilitate the inclusion of everyday cycling knowledges and practices. 

However, in the eyes of numerous LCC campaigners the CRISP and CRIM apparently fall 

short of what is expected because they continue to marginalize the knowledges and 

practices of cyclists in a number of ways. The first way in which this is done relates to 

the lack of consultation in defining a given route in the CRISP process as these LCC 

campaigners noted: 
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The process that we were involved in presumably corresponded to the 

description in the CRISP document. The CRISP document assumes that, at 

the start of the process, an LCN+ link plan exists, with the route having 

been fixed. The route may have been fixed, but it was blindingly obvious 

that the route choice in our example, was so poor as to be unacceptable, 

even though it had, presumably, been found acceptable by the borough, 

found acceptable by the sector committee, found acceptable by TfL, and 

found acceptable by at least one consultant, and perhaps more. 

(Campaigner 3, 28/05/03) 

 

It has come to my attention that the borough is intending to cut back the 

bus lanes all along its side of the A5 from Edgware to Cricklewood. They 

are essentially going to remove all stretches of bus lane near junctions to 

‘improve traffic flow’. This information came in a proposal for a traffic 

order sent to us, which states ‘Any person wishing to object to the 

proposed order should send a written statement explaining their objection 

to the Design Team at the above address within 21 days of the date of this 

Notice’. So this is not a consultation and there seems to have been no 

consultation. (Campaigner 4, 27/02/09) 
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In these examples (the second of which relates to a junction treatment where the 

borough rejected the use of the CRISP process outright for its own policy reasons – a 

key problem in itself), much of the work of route selection and design appears to have 

been decided already and the role of the LCC is limited to commenting on a route that 

has been pre-determined by a number of ‘expert’ groups; the borough, sector 

committee, TfL and the consultant. Expert knowledge pre-defines what the route will 

be and lay input is sought only at a later date. This strongly suggests that the forms of 

knowledge and points of view that the LCC will provide as a stakeholder are at the very 

least under-valued by the dominant stakeholders. When the LCC do get a say in the 

planning process, a second example raises the question of how seriously their input is 

taken by the boroughs and TfL: 

 

I felt that at both meetings the organizers wanted just ‘good news’ about 

cycling and that anything that was other than this or questioned the status 

quo/ wisdom of TfL was not really acceptable. (Campaigner 5, 8/05/07) 

 

At the last CRISP we attended we wrote our own report, and asked for it to 

be included as an annex to the real report. It's there. I doubt if it will have 

much influence, but it does make clear, if you read it, that what we think 

does not bear much relationship to what the consultant thought. 

(Campaigner 3, 7/05/07) 
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As is evident in these examples there is the belief amongst many LCC campaigners 

that their lay views are not valued in the way that the expert knowledge and ‘wisdom’ 

of consultants and TfL is. Indeed, in the first example the views of the LCC are only an 

annex in the main report. Thus even when the views of cyclists are sought, they are 

given marginal status as less important than the official and unquestionable 

understandings produced by the experts. This echoes the work of Phillimore and 

Moffatt (2004) who have demonstrated the tendency of government to resist local 

framings of the environment and contexts which disagree with their own. A final set of 

accounts relates to the exclusion of embodied practices as a form of knowledge: 

 

When there’s a grassed area and they’re going to put paths, what they do is 

they let people walk the area to see where it gets worn and then put the 

path down and what they should do is realize where cyclists are going to go 

do the same. (Campaigner 1, 16/2/05) 

 

There seemed to be considerable reluctance among TfL and the 

consultants to have actual cyclists along. There was an obvious wish [at the 

CRISP] to avoid facing the fact that different cyclists, or even the same 

cyclist at different times, might have different opinions about their 

optimum route. […]. The bureaucrats, with their request that in future only 
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one cyclist appear, are in effect trying to ensure that they never hear the 

diversity. (Campaigner 3, 28/05/03) 

 

The first comment highlights the lack of embodied knowledge in the process, 

suggesting that routes are determined not by what people do but what planners would 

like them to do. The second comment demonstrates that whilst CRISP consultation is in 

theory open to all, it is evident that only a limited number of stakeholders are actually 

welcome. By asking that only one cyclist be present to ride the route, any diversity of 

opinion and knowledge is written out. As a result, what is excluded from debate are 

the diverse embodied knowledges gained by cyclists in the form of everyday practices 

and experiences of cycling particular routes on a regular basis. Whilst the CRISP and 

CRIM purport to be a platform to facilitate the inclusion of these forms of everyday 

knowledge, the reality appears somewhat different. As Booth and Richardson note, 

‘there are real difficulties here in developing viable methods which allow a wide range 

of interests, including lay people, to engage in debates or even participate in decisions 

about `big' transport issues’ (2001, p. 144). Despite attempts to the contrary, 

everyday cycling practices are still ‘…left out in the cold if their message is 

“inappropriate”’ (p. 147). 

 

 

 



 199 

Becoming expert 

 

As a result of the exclusion of their knowledges and practices, in order to be taken 

seriously campaigners have increasingly adopted the practices and language of 

transport professionals. For example the LCC has a dedicated Cycle Planning and 

Engineering Group which shares and develops knowledge in this field. In addition, 

many of its members do or have worked in the field of transport planning and 

engineering for borough councils or contractors (Campaigner 7, 21/05/08). It is clearly 

the case that members of the LCC are familiar with the practices of planning, 

something particularly evident in the language that they employ and the detailed 

knowledge they display of policy documents and processes: 

 

In our area this route has been redeveloped and is unrecognisable from 

before. And when was the CRIM/CRISP? I thought the first CRIM/CRISP was 

the A13 [06] one back in May '03. Who was on the route 55 CRIM? Has 

anyone got any record of it formal or otherwise? […]. Why is the 

CRIM/CRISP for…Cycle route (55) not going any further than the borough 

boundary near the bottom of Uphall Rd (LCG 6 37Rc)? This will leave a mile 

of the route unCRISPed and the route only makes sense if it goes to the 

Station. (Campaigner 6, 30/03/07) 
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One campaigner went on to explicitly acknowledge the importance of using the tools 

of planning in order to be heard: 

 

Of course it could be that what the model claims will happen is unlikely to 

reflect reality. That makes it your word against the "expert's". So it's best to 

have some data, or research, or a model of your own, or a counter example 

(preferably with lots of glossy colour photos of it in action), or something, 

to back up your case. (Campaigner 3, 08/09/07) 

 

Petts and Brook (2006) talk of a deficit model in planning whereby publics and 

stakeholders lack expert knowledge and must be informed in order to be able to take 

part in debate. However these accounts illustrate that it is not so much the lack of 

knowledge but the form that it takes that excludes the LCC from the debate. As a 

result it would appear that campaigners become professionalized and ‘expert’ because 

they are forced to learn the dominant language of planning to be heard as a legitimate 

voice in the debate: 

 

[…]. Campaigners are members of the public and…have (I hope) built up a 

certain level of expertise, such as the "person in the street" hasn't got, 

which should inform their contribution. […]. If the council is basically 
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saying that it only wants to consult people who are inexpert/inexperienced, 

"Campaigner" becomes a disparaging term, rather like "expert" can be ['so-

called "experts"']. […]. In my campaigning, therefore, I can only ask for what 

I think cyclists want, rather than what they tell me they want. All the more 

reason to build up as much knowledge and expertise as possible. 

(Campaigner 6, 23/11/01) 

 

There is an increasing amount of consultations, meetings, conferences. 

Being reactive to these should not automatically be seen as the best way to 

campaign. The LCC seems increasingly stuck in a grove that the way to do 

things is to go to meetings and talk to important people […]. I for one feel I 

have been far too bogged down in CRISPs in the last two years for very 

limited results and with hindsight wish that I'd campaigned to improve 

training, knowledge etc of engineers and consultants instead. (Campaigner 

5, 8/05/07) 

 

These two accounts illustrate different takes on the desirability of expert knowledge. 

The first account suggests that it is important for campaigners to become experts in 

order to adequately represent what they think cyclists want and be taken seriously by 

borough officials. Goven (2003) and Irwin (2001) note that such processes often 

promote institutional capture and reactive citizenship rather than creative citizenship. 
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The second account suggests that some campaigners are uncomfortable with the fact 

that they have had to become experts in planning practice, seeing it as a diversion 

from the real business of campaigning. However, despite the tensions it is clear from 

these accounts - and particularly when considering the origins of the LCC as a group 

employing ‘guerrilla’ tactics to get its message across11 - that inclusion in this 

particular policy community with TfL and the borough councils has changed the 

approach and practices of the LCC to be more in line with those of the dominant 

groups. The emphasis which these campaigners put on being experts echoes the point 

made by Burgess et al (2000) that in order to ‘…achieve success, other actors’ worlds 

must be colonized. Actors become powerful through their abilities to enroll others in a 

network and to extend their network over greater distances’ (Burgess et al, 2000, p. 

123).  

In these examples, the LCC in order to be able to ‘campaign’ is enrolled into the 

dominant world of established planning and in the process is transformed as an 

institution. Jamison (1996) for one advocates a processual view of the development of 

environmental NGOs which is backed up by the evidence here. He argues that the 

concept of agreement in such debates needs to be understood not just as a 

convergence of interpretations, but rather as the result of the transformation of social 

movements and institutions (p. 238). 
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Conclusions  

Whilst partnership working has the potential to bring more voices and storylines into 

the planning process and policy communities, the evidence here suggests that the 

relationship between actors remains hierarchical and falls short of a communicative 

rationality (Healey 1997, 1998). As McDonald (2005) notes, the current public sphere 

is one still dominated by what Habermas termed an instrumental rationality where 

actions are dictated by goals set by the state and the market of material reproduction 

and maximizing production (p. 584). Burgess et al give numerous examples where 

despite more innovative participatory forums (of which I would suggest the CRIM and 

CRISP are examples), an instrumental and scientific rationality remains dominant 

(1998, p. 1448) which constructs the public in particular ways (p. 1449). 

Despite the introduction of the CRISP and CRIM processes it is suggested that the 

everyday user and lay knowledges are still marginalized within planning discourse. 

Whilst there are of course issues of governance at work here in the failure of the 

CRISP/CRIM process12, this chapter has tried to illustrate some of the other ways in 

which the process fails; primarily by excluding stakeholders from meaningful 

engagement, marginalising their voices in documentation, or by rejecting the 

legitimacy of their lay knowledges. As Vigar (2002) notes, the transport policy 

communities thus formed are often of limited membership either because of deliberate 

exclusion on behalf of the policy community or through an ‘unconscious conspiracy’ 

where views are not actively sought from certain stakeholder groups (p. 209). The 
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absence of particular storylines and the subsequent dominance of others is 

problematic and serves to reinforce a narrow idea of possible solutions. As a result it is 

questionable as Kerr et al (2007) have noted how successful processes which seek to 

bridge the expert-lay divide actually are. 

However, such a reading risks suggesting that groups such as the LCC are 

excluded from debate altogether. I would argue that this is not entirely the case, 

largely because stakeholders such as the LCC undergo a process of transformation 

through taking on board the more expert knowledges and practices of the dominant 

stakeholders in the policy community. Wynne (1996) and Jamison (1996) both critique 

environmental NGOs for their increasing reliance on scientific discourses and expert 

knowledges. However, it is perhaps not so much that this is what these organisations 

desire (though they may well), rather that in the face of such uneven power 

geometries, rather than be excluded from debate, becoming conversant with expert 

forms of knowledge becomes the only way in which such groups can maintain 

legitimacy in the policy community. However as Booth and Richardson (2001) note, as 

a result, ‘…inclusivity is not being created: rather, exclusivity is being redefined’ (p. 

148). Certainly as Brabham (2009) notes, ‘the very presence of special interest groups 

in the planning process, who show up to planning meetings representing some facet of 

the public, may intimidate the average citizen with charts, maps, empirical evidence, 

and expert advice, thus deterring future involvement by non-experts in the 
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community’ (p. 245). This process supports Habermas’ contention that NGOs tend to 

be transformed into institutions. 

One possible outcome of this process is that NGOs such as the LCC become more 

expert than lay in the practices and knowledges that they use to achieve their goals. 

The result may be that they are not taken seriously either by the policy community that 

they engage with, or the wider community that they seek to represent, instead 

occupying a liminal policy space. 
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Notes  

                                            
1 It should be noted that whilst most nations have seen a decline in cycling over time 

the pattern has varied greatly in space. For example in many European cities and states 

the bicycle has been given far greater prominence in transport planning and policy 

than in the UK with the result that cyclists are far less marginalised in debates and 

everyday practice. 

2 Infrastructure is just one way in which the landscape for cycling can be improved and 

it is still a matter of intense debate as to whether this is the best way to improve the 

predicament of cyclists. 

3 It should be noted that whilst I deal here with the aggregate experiences of a number 

of boroughs in order to make a point, individual borough campaign groups have 

experienced differing levels of success and had to accommodate differing levels of 

expert knowledge in order to be heard.  
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4 For the purposes of clarity the narrative I describe in this paper is somewhat linear. 

However the reality is of course somewhat messier and more dynamic as one 

campaigner noted with engineers and planners leaving, campaigners becoming cycle 

officers, and policies (and mayors) changing all the time (Campaigner 7, 06/10/09).  

5 The LCN+ replaced the more ambitious 3500km LCN in 2001 with a view to 

producing a smaller but higher quality network (‘London Cycle Network Plus’, 2006). 

6 If a borough wishes to improve a non LCN+ road for cycling, provide cycling parking 

or implement a non-utility facility such as a BMX/ Skate park, it must do so out of its 

own budget if it is within the council’s remit, or in the case of roads such as the A4 

and A40 for example in Hammersmith & Fulham, it must negotiate with TfL who 

administer the ‘main road’ network (Hammersmith & Fulham Borough Council, 2005, 

p. 73). 

7 Notable exceptions include the NGO Transport 2000 who in 1988 partnered with 15 

authorities to deliver area-wide traffic-calming in conjunction with local communities 

(Booth & Richardson, 2001, p. 145). 

8 The LCC was launched in 1978 (LCC magazine, December 1978, p. 1) and sprang out 

of a number of locally based groups who were actively campaigning for better 

conditions for cycling in the capital (LCC magazine, November 1988, p. 16). At this 

time, Friends of the Earth ran a national cycling campaign but a need was felt for a 

London-based organisation (ibid). The origins of the LCC are closely linked to those of 

the green movement, particularly Friends of the Earth whose Chelsea-based 
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publication at the time On your Bike was to be published by the LCC the following year 

(ibid). As Horton notes, it was during this period that environmentalist concerns, 

‘...shifted away from the protection of particular sites and species and towards more 

explicit critique of specific environmentally damaging practices, such as use of the car’ 

(Horton, 2006, p. 43). 

9 Only one borough pointed out any sustained contact with a non-campaigning based 

bicycle user group (BUG) (Cycling Officer 4, 02/06/06). One campaigner also pointed 

out the lack of legal requirement in the CRISP/CRIM process to bring together all 

relevant stakeholders such as the Royal Parks Authority and British Waterways 

(Campaigner 4, 07/10/09). 

10 The resulting narrative is based upon a series of qualitative interviews with LCC 

campaigners, and engineers, planners and cycling officers from 11 London Boroughs 

conducted between 2004 and 2005. These interviews have been supplemented with 

more recent material drawn from the online discussion forum of the LCC. In order to 

protect identities, all names and boroughs have been anonymized and places in some 

quotes have been removed. The name of the LCC magazine has also been altered. In 

line with Robinson (2001) and Sixsmith and Murray (2001) written consent has been 

obtained from those whose comments have been drawn from the LCC discussion 

forum. 

11 In its early days, the campaign was much more guerilla minded as evidenced by its 

organisation of protest rides and impromptu taping of road markings and signage to 
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streets (LCC magazine, May 1979, p. 1). Indeed it wryly noted that, ‘many people have 

an image of the campaign as a bunch of mad radicals who cause trouble at the drop of 

a hat (or road plan)...’ (LCC magazine, April 1983, p. 1). In the past this radical 

tendency has been illustrated in numerous articles, many of which have lamented the 

sorry and ambiguous state of the law relating to cyclists (see for example May 1979, p. 

3, April 1983, p. 4, February 1984, p. 2, May-June 1990, p. 15, March-April 1992, p. 

9, June-July 1993, p. 13, June-July 2003, p. 8). However, this radical stance has been 

increasingly replaced with an arguably more strategic emphasis geared towards 

improving conditions within the existing legislative and operative framework. Indeed, 

the campaign has consciously become more mainstream over time with one article 

noting how, ‘the LCC intends to broaden its appeal with redesign of image and the 

magazine – to project the image of a ‘modern active campaign’ (LCC magazine, Jan-

Feb 1987, p. 12). 

12 As Campaigner 4 pointed out to me when commenting on this chapter, the lack of a 

legal appeals process in relation to the CRISP/CRIM was also a reason for the 

disenfranchisement of the stakeholder community when route and alignment decisions 

inexplicably went against what they had said despite all evidence to the contrary 

(07/10/09). 


