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RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview

The key recommendations, including options for continuing, developing and
following up the benchmarking process in London along with new opportunities are
noted below.

FOLLOW UP ON BENCHMARKING PROJECT

R 1.1 Plan and run an initial development workshop for the eleven participating
boroughs one year after the end of the project (i.e. Spring 2009)

R 1.2 Run further development workshops at 12 to 18 month intervals, possibly
involving boroughs which did not participate in the project

TAKING FORWARD ISSUES OUTSTANDING

R 2.1 Pilot structured workshops on one or two issues outstanding from the project

R 2.2 Pilot focused study visits on one or two issues outstanding

R 2.3 In consultation with boroughs, prioritise the issues outstanding from the
project and explore the options to progress these

R 2.4 Develop a programme of structured workshops / study visits to follow up the
priorities identified in R 2.3

R 2.5 Pilot a facilitated working group of boroughs to take forward an issue which
requires more than a single workshop / study visit

FURTHER BENCHMARKING

R 3.1 Promote the possibility of a further round of benchmarking in London with a
mostly different set of boroughs, drawn from those 22 boroughs that did not
participate.

R 3.2 Explore the possibility of developing some form of benchmarking with outer
London boroughs as suggested by LB Sutton.

R 3.3 Further refine the benchmarking process and customise it to the current
London context

REFERENCE GROUP

R 4.1 Use the expertise of the London benchmarking group as a reference group
and for piloting other initiatives.

NETWORKING, RELATIONSHIP BUILDING and LEARNING

R 5.1 Arrange a workshop with borough cycling officers to explore ways in which
TfL and the boroughs could work more closely together

R 5.2 Consider further ways in which TfL could support borough cycling officers’
ongoing networking and exchange of learning, including providing tools to
support a web based community
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R 5.3 Review ways to address the “Actions for TfL” identified by the boroughs at
the Consolidation Workshop

R 5.4 Encourage participants to use the London Boroughs Cycling Officer Group
(BCOG) as a forum for promoting their achievements identified during the
benchmarking project

R 5.5 Consider commissioning a deeper analysis of the best practice case studies
arising from the project, in order to have a more detailed picture of the
strengths and weaknesses of different boroughs to enable decisions about
appropriate individualised support

PUBLICITY and LEARNING

R 6.1 Set up links from the TfL website to the best practice case study section of
CTC’s website

R 6.2 Get the project featured in publications

R 6.3 Encourage the boroughs to provide information to TfL to feature in Smart
Moves

AUDITING

R 7.1 Consider some form of cycle policy audit process, drawing on the
experience of techniques such as BYPAD
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2.2.5 Consolidation and Dissemination of Results

CTC is aware of the importance of disseminating information about best practice
examples to a wide audience. In particular, these examples have formed a key
element of the output from the regional and national projects, and are proving to be
of value to a broad range of cycle planning practitioners and campaigners,
reaching far beyond those local authorities and boroughs which participated in the
projects. CTC has made use of a range of forums, central to which has been use of
the CTC website to present the Case Studies - see
http://www.ctc.org.uk/DesktopDefault.aspx?TabID=4384

CTC is keen to disseminate the results of regional benchmarking in London to a
similarly wide audience.

During the project, the text of these best practice examples, together with the
relevant photos and other illustrations, has been agreed with the respective
borough officer as part of each report, following which they have been uploaded
onto the CTC website.

CTC has presented the benchmarking techniques and findings at international and
national conferences, including VeloCity, Paris 2003, Dublin 2005 and Munich
2007, Transport Practioners’ Meeting, Manchester 2007 and the RoSPA Road
Safety Congress, Glasgow 2008.

Results and findings from the London Cycling Benchmarking Project were jointly
presented by CTC, LB Hackney and TfL to over 150 delegates attending the
annual TfL Cycling and Walking Conference at City Hall on 9 April 2008. The focus
of the conference was: Sharing Solutions, Learning from Others.

2.2.6 Ongoing Support

Benchmarking is an ongoing process, with the programme of visits as the start of
this process. Following the project, participants have the ongoing assistance of the
benchmarking group to take forward the relevant opportunities and actions for their
borough. Further, due to the high level of involvement of TfL in the process, there
may be opportunities to take forward issues arising from the process with the
support and coordination of TfL.

2.2.7 Limitations of Co-operative Benchmarking

The main limitations of the cooperative benchmarking model used in this project
are:

a) Focus on those initiatives selected by the host, with the emphasis on
innovative or best practice areas. Hence, little discussion may be given over
to other issues or problem areas which may be seen as important by others,
notably local cyclists / campaigners.

b) Problem areas are only covered to the extent that the host chooses to show
them.

c) While there is some scope for the group to discuss specific issues of
concern to the host, time and group size tend to limit the benefit of such
detailed discussion sessions.
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Some of these issues, identified by participants, were not within the participants’
control as the issues related more to changes in working practices such as: “Mixed
messages from TfL e.g. engineering policy”.

The session on “issues outstanding” at the Consolidation Workshop aimed to draw
out the main issues from the participants so that these issues could be considered
in greater depth in the future. Therefore, some issues such as “mapping” and
“monitoring e.g. cycling levels” are fairly general and may need to be explored
further with participants to ascertain their specific concerns.

The prioritising process resulted in a ‘score’ being attributed to each issue by the
group and the issues and scores are listed below in descending order of
importance (i.e. “Mixed messages from TfL” = most important / Cycling as part of
the school curriculum” and other issues scoring below three points = least
important) :

Issues Outstanding

Score Issue

16 Mixed messages from TfL e.g. engineering policy.

15 Clear, consistent leadership (TfL, GLA, boroughs)

15
Correcting the perception that cycling is dangerous – “Road Safety” is
not the place for this.

11 Implementing Ideas from benchmarking – need support for this.

11 Relationship with Health e.g. NHS, PCT, etc.

10
Directive needed to control Traffic Managers – e.g. they block cycle
schemes by referring to other policies.

9 What are TfL’s Core Objectives?

9 Cycle Parking – Public & Residential.

8 What causes Modal Shift from car to cycle? What enables people to
shift to cycling – in the general sense rather than in terms of specifics
e.g. addressing ethnic or disabled groups?

8 Training (cycle awareness) for Professional Drivers.

8 Sharing Research.

6
BSP (Borough Spending Plan) – Cycle friendly infrastructure should
be incorporated as a mandatory item.

6 More effective structures for boroughs to deliver cycling.

6
Level of Staff resources. Staff working to (and updated on) best
practice and latest standards.

6 Mapping

6 Integration with Public Transport – e.g. Parking; Cycles on DLR.

5 Requirement for National Standard Cycle Training.

5
Cycle Contra Flow guidance is needed i.e. for 2-way cycling on a 1-
way street.
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- funding from TfL to the London borough to depend on borough’s
commitment to cycling

- reduce funding for other schemes if the borough is not doing enough for
cycling

b) General: TfL to monitor delivery against objectives

Can we control funding on the basis of delivery?
Can a borough have other funding cuts if borough is failing to deliver on
cycling?

Sharing Research

a) Seminars
b) Workshops
c) Access library on web pages

Additional Notes:
TfL could run seminars. A person from the borough who attended the seminar
could then disseminate learning through lunch time lectures at the borough, for
example.

Implementing ideas from benchmarking

a) Benchmarking action plan
b) Local engagement
c) GLA Political support
d) Raising awareness
e) Put into LIP as part of policy
f) Stakeholders support

Additional Notes:
If possible have an action plan funded by TfL?
Raise awareness of the benchmarking process to get support for it and for the
action plans deriving from it.
Could there be a mechanism in the Local Implementation Plan (LIP) to identify
those items that have been recognised as a Benchmark?

Dealing with the perception that cycling is dangerous

Myth of Danger
a) Publicise stats: cycling safer than many other “normal” activities
b) Ensure Road Safety is not being negative. Work with Road Safety to

check what they are saying and study the literature
c) Ensure at least 50% of images are without helmets. Give cycling a

positive image.
d) Cycle training: promote the empowering aspect, not the safety aspect
e) When speaking about danger, consider it in terms of the danger to other

road users which your mode of transport can cause. On this basis,
motoring is far more dangerous than cycling or walking."

f) Lobby to counter the claims which some organisations make about
“danger” (Road Safety Officers, British Medical Association, coroners,
etc)
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of their jobs. Additionally, participants have commented on the morale boosting
effect of being with others facing some of the same challenges.

Feedback from the London Consolidation Workshop indicated interest in a
Development Workshop for the London Cycling Benchmarking Project (10 out of
14 responses). Our experience in other regions makes us certain that some form of
London Development Workshop in about 12 months time would be very valuable
for participants.

Whilst CTC has considerable experience in planning these workshops, we
recognise the importance of offering a programme tailored to the London situation.
We would, therefore, anticipate that a London Development Workshop would be
planned in close liaison with TfL.

In other regions, attendance at the Development Workshop has been offered to a
wider range of authorities than the ones who participated in the original
benchmarking process. Extending the invitation to other authorities has obvious
implications for numbers which would need to be considered if such a workshop
were planned in the London context.

4.3 Workshops / Study Visits on Issues Outstanding

There was also considerable interest in a programme of focused workshops and /
or visits designed to cover issues emerging from the project (9 out of 14
respondents). These workshops could be open to any London Borough, although a
limit on numbers at any one event may be necessary. Organisation of these
events could be approached in a variety of ways, and would need to be developed
with particular reference to the issues in question.

In planning a specific workshop or study visit, it would be important to research
early on who would be the most appropriate people to invite as contributors. We
would envisage a small planning team comprising representatives from TfL, at
least one borough and the coordinator / facilitator. Detailed programmes would be
then developed in consultation with an appropriate range of interested parties.

A focused workshop could bring in a range of contributors with experience to share
with participants. In addition to Boroughs, TfL and local authorities outside London,
contributors are likely to include other organisations not necessarily involved
directly in cycling, for example from the health sector or public transport operators.

The workshop could be organised in a variety of ways, and we recommend piloting
a process based around arranging a structured dialogue, in which a set of
questions prepared by those needing to learn about the topic are discussed with
contributors who have some experience of the topic. For full value to be obtained
through such a workshop it would need to be well facilitated. Additionally,
arranging for a comprehensive write up would be essential. The write up would be
available both to those attending and to a wider audience.

In certain circumstances, TfL may wish to consider continuing this support to a
‘working group’ of boroughs keen to take forward specific projects as a result of
such a workshop. The support could include bringing the group together part way
through their projects to exchange experience and discuss their learning. A final
structured session with the group to obtain feedback once most of their projects are
completed and to distil their learning experience for wider dissemination would be
vital. This approach would be best suited to discrete projects but could be adapted
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4.5 Audits of Cycling Policies and Practice

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 above discussed the benefits and limitations of the
cooperative benchmarking approach used by this project and highlighted some of
the alternative tools that focus more on an audit process.

This type of process has undoubted benefits, for example, it can provide a current
picture of progress in each area of a borough’s cycling strategy, enabling it to set
priorities for improvement. An audit can be repeated after a suitable interval to
measure progress. However, audits can be costly to undertake and are of little
value unless they result in action.

When the idea of audit (BYPAD or other) was mentioned at the Consolidation
Workshop, there appeared to be little interest in this as a future initiative. In
London, only Southwark has taken part in the BYPAD project so far. However,
promoting such an audit would be of undoubted interest to cycling campaigners,
who would be keen to see an assessment of how their borough has been
performing.

4.6 Other Opportunities

Most London Borough Cycling Officers already communicate with each other and
with TfL and groups representing local users face to face at the quarterly London
Borough Cycling Officers Group (BCOG) meetings. Additionally, informal e-mail
exchanges between officers take place between meetings.

CTC considers that scope may exist to develop some other online tools to help the
information flows and for sharing of advice and best practice.

Several issues were identified at the Consolidation Workshop which focus on
improving communication between TfL and the boroughs, including who is
responsible for what, dealing with perceived mixed messages, working with the
Traffic Management Act and dissemination of TfL research. Some of these may be
covered by the provision of information whilst others may benefit from more
interactive workshop sessions.

4.7 Taking These Ideas Forward

The first steps for taking any of the above ideas and suggestions forward can be
determined by a meeting between Transport for London, CTC and other relevant
partners. It will be important to decide on the most practical way forward and to
allocate responsibilities.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

Our main conclusions from the London Cycling Benchmarking Project are that:

5.1 It has successfully enabled participating London boroughs to share best
practice and to learn from their own and other’s experiences in providing for
cycling.

5.2 Through the project a strong network of borough officers has been
developed.

5.3 Participating boroughs have started to draft action plans based on what they
have learnt.

5.4 Relationships between TfL and the London boroughs have developed
positively and constructively

5.5 Individual borough officers have significantly developed their cycling
expertise and constructive feedback skills. They have also developed ways
of working as a group along with having covered many of the basic
discussion points (such as helmets; shared space; segregation and so on).
As a result, this group can be a useful resource to TfL and London as a
reference group and for piloting other initiatives.

5.6 TfL has a better idea of the significant challenges confronting boroughs as
the boroughs strive to put policy into practice.

5.7 The boroughs have become more aware of the issues facing TfL regarding
the promotion of cycling.

5.8 A wide range of best practice examples has been identified. Short case
studies have been written up showing that the methods used to promote and
increase cycling are many and varied. The participating boroughs all have
examples of best practice from which others both in the UK and
internationally (cycling professionals, planners, cycle campaigners and cycle
users) can learn. These case studies are being disseminated through the
CTC website.

5.9 Borough officers found that the project was a worthwhile use of time
although, for a part time officer, the time commitment is perhaps too great

5.10 The CTC cooperative benchmarking process can be effectively be adapted
and applied in a London context

5.11 Despite some setbacks such as staff changes, illness and resources,
participating boroughs and the relevant officers remained committed to the
project

5.12 Boroughs show considerable interest in continuing the project in some form,
whether through workshops, study visits or a further round of benchmarking.

5.13 The partnership approach to the project (TfL, the boroughs and CTC) was
particularly effective in enabling learning, establishing best practice
examples. It also helped to develop relationships and to identify some of the
wider issues which could help cycling promotion in London in future.

5.14 The ongoing involvement of TfL offers the opportunity to take forward some
of the issues outstanding following the project, in a way that has not been
feasible in other regions where CTC has run benchmarking projects.
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5.15 A range of issues outstanding have been identified and prioritised from the
project.

5.16 Participants identified a number of actions for TfL to progress, certain of
which were identified as high priority.

5.17 Few examples of best practice in Monitoring and Evaluation (three
benchmarks and three near benchmarks) were identified during the visits
suggesting that there are few examples of best practice in this area

5.18 Integration with Public Transport had just one benchmark and one near
benchmark suggesting that best practice examples are in short supply
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APPENDICES
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APPENDIX 1: CTC BENCHMARKING PROJECTS

Quantity Project Type Date Funder

3 National 2000 – 2003 Ashden Trust

7 Regional

North West

Yorkshire and the
Humber

Eastern

South West

South East

North East and Cumbria

Midlands

2003 – 2006 Department for
Transport (DfT)

1 European Study Visit

Included a two day
Development Workshop
in December 2005

October 2004 Ashden Trust

1 Cycle Training Pilot

North West

2006 – 2007 Cycling England
(DfT)

9 Regional Development
Workshops (in regions
listed above)

2006 – 2008 Cycling England
(DfT)

1 London Cycling 2006 – 2008 Transport for London
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APPENDIX 2: PROGRAMME OF LONDON WORKSHOPS AND VISITS

Event Date

Start Up Workshop 22 November 2006

Hackney Visit 13 & 14 February 2007

Lambeth Visit 13 & 14 March 2007

Islington Visit 22 May 2007

Ealing Visit 26 & 27 June 2007

Tower Hamlets Visit 11 & 12 September 2007

Lewisham Visit 16 October 2007

Brent Visit 13 & 14 November 2007

Southwark Visit 4 & 5 December 2007

Haringey Visit 22 January 2008

Barking & Dagenham Visit 19 & 20 February 2008

Sutton Visit 11 & 12 March 2008

Consolidation Workshop 22 & 23 April 2008
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APPENDIX 4: KEY HEADLINE CRITERIA FRAMEWORK

All aspects of cycling policy are being considered within the project. To provide a
structure for this, the following framework has been developed based on 12
headline criteria, adapted from the European Foundation for Quality Management
model. Fundamental to this is the explicit recognition of the diversity of criteria that
can influence the successful delivery of cycling policy at a local level.

Infrastructure

Resources
Development

Planning

Highway
Improvements

Marketing &
Promotion

Policy
&

Strategy

Road User Training

Integration with
Public Transport

Le
ad

er
sh

ip
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Engagement

A
ct

iv
iti

es

Wider Engagement
and TDM

M
on
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g
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d
E

va
lu

at
io

n
INPUTS OUTPUTS OUTCOMES

LEADERSHIP
How to encourage senior officers and members to take a lead in directing and
supporting cycle policy, and to afford greater priority to it within the authority.
Includes commitment of adequate resources and taking a lead in the authority’s
own travel plan.

POLICY & STRATEGY
How to integrate cycling within key policy documents such as transport and road
safety strategies / plans etc, and within wider (non-transport) policy and strategy
documents. How to ensure effective co-ordination between sections / departments
with a role in cycling promotion; and ensuring that pro cycling policies and
commitments are implemented
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RESOURCES
How to involve appropriate staff (internal and external): their seniority, selection
and training. Obtaining a satisfactory level and continuity of funding and the
sources used. Dissemination of information within organisation.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
How to effectively consult and dialogue with key stakeholder groups and the
general public, including users and potential users. Involving stakeholders in
developing and delivering the cycling strategy.

INFRASTRUCTURE FOR CYCLISTS
Development and maintenance of appropriate and high quality infrastructure to
assist cyclists, including prioritising, route selection, design, quality of
implementation, signing and parking.

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING OPPORTUNITIES
Ways of supporting cycling through the development planning system, including
integration of cycling considerations within planning guidance, the highways
development control process and regeneration schemes.

HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS & MAINTENANCE OPPORTUNITIES
Measures to make the roads generally safer and more convenient for cyclists,
including traffic and speed reduction and junction improvements. Cycle Audit of
new schemes and Cycle Review of existing road network.

MARKETING & PROMOTION
Marketing and promotion of the benefits of cycling and opportunities for this
activity, to both cyclists and non-cyclists.

ROAD USER TRAINING & EDUCATION
Cyclist training programmes at primary and secondary schools and for adults.
Educational initiatives aimed at cyclists and non-cyclists.

INTEGRATION WITH PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Promotion of combined cycle / public transport journeys, routes to interchanges,
facilities at interchanges and carriage on public transport. Inclusion of cyclists in the
design of bus priority measures and LRT schemes.

WIDER ENGAGEMENT AND TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Encouragement of cycling through travel planning and other programmes in
partnership with others. Often focused towards specific groups or sites, including
schools, employers, health, police, tourism, NGOs.

MONITORING & EVALUATION
Monitoring usage, route quality, safety, progress towards targets. Effects of
initiatives on levels of use, accidents, theft, user satisfaction. Target setting and
benefits / limitations of these.
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APPENDIX 5: PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT GRID AND THE
BENCHMARKING PROCESS

Throughout a visit group members are expected to note down what they observe,
both in terms of good practice and what could be improved. Much of the value of
this comes from making comparisons and questioning the way things are done. A
workbook is provided to facilitate this, which includes copies of a Performance
Improvement Grid (PIG). The PIG provides a framework for recording good ideas
to take away and for offering suggestions that might help the host improve delivery
of cycling policy. Observations are recorded in the following categories:

Do More Stop Doing
You do it well. This is done well; This is
a good result; This is a benchmark, best
in class; It should be done in more
places; We would like to copy it; This
has a significant impact on performance
indicators; How did you do that, we want
to know more?

It does not help. Our evidence is that
this is not successful; When we did it, it
did not work to our satisfaction; It will not
achieve a positive effect on key
performance indicators; Save the money
and effort for other areas

Do Differently Start Doing
It needs doing but could be improved.
Benchmarking suggests there is a better
way; This has to be done but there are
alternatives; There is evidence that a
different approach will have a greater
impact; We need help in this area, can
you help? Try this…

It would help. There are benchmarks
you are not working towards; They exist
in the following authorities… Have you
tried....?
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APPENDIX 6: FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE – SAMPLE FORM

ASSESSING THE LONDON CYCLING BENCHMARKING PROJECT

This questionnaire seeks the views of the participating boroughs in the London
Cycling Benchmarking Project, in order to assess the project’s outcomes. Your
response will inform the final project report CTC are preparing for Transport for
London (TfL) and any future initiatives following the project.

Thank you very much in advance for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.

A: Participant’s details

Your borough:

Your name:

Your job title:

B: Practical information

1. Were one or one and half day visits appropriate?

o Yes

o No

o Don’t know

Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………

2. Visit contents were determined by the host borough working with the CTC
facilitator at a planning meeting. How well did this system work for you?

Not so well 1 2 3 4 5 Very well

Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………

3. Eleven London boroughs participated in the benchmarking project. Do you
think the size of the group was:

Inappropriate 1 2 3 4 5 Appropriate

Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………



London Cycling Benchmarking Project Report: July 2008 41 of 70

C: Using the benchmarking approach

1. How effective was the system of peer review work as a benchmarking tool for
you / your authority?

Ineffective 1 2 3 4 5 Very effective

Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………

2. In your view, how effective was the Performance Improvement Grid (PIG)
system of feedback?

Ineffective 1 2 3 4 5 Very effective

In what ways was the PIG useful?...........................................................................

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………

How could the PIG be improved?

………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………

D: Post visit reports (please only respond if you have already received the
final report)

1. In what ways have you used the report?
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………

2. Did the report add anything (credibility with internal colleagues, councilors,..)?
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………
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E: Actions

1. Have you taken any actions as a direct result of the benchmarking project?

o Yes

o No

o Not yet, but planning to

If yes, please briefly explain actions taken...............................................................
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………..

If no, why not?..........................................................................................................
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………..

2. If any, what kinds of activities would you encourage TfL to take forward as a
result of this project?
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………

F: Future initiatives

1. Would you be interested in any of the following options to follow up the London
benchmarking project?

o A workshop for participating boroughs in a year’s time

o A programme of focused workshops and/or visits designed to cover issues
emerging from the project

o A second round of London Benchmarking

o Other (please specify):……………………….…………………........................

………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………

2. Do you have any suggestions on how to involve the 22 boroughs who did not
take part in the project?
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………

G: Feedback

1. Is there anything you would recommend we change if we run a future project?
………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………
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Visit contents were determined by the host borough working with the CTC facilitator
at a planning meeting six to eight weeks before the visit took place.

All fourteen respondents scored this as 4 or 5 – i.e. working well or very well for
them. Comments included:

“CTC helped the boroughs to be concise in what they presented and to be clear of
their aims (what they wanted from the visit) and how they (i.e. the borough) will
benefit and how to manage time best.”

“Positive – gave opportunity for hosts not to cover issues raised a previous visits
(i.e. cycle training – again).”

(Questionnaire Section B: Practical Information: Question 2)

“All the visits were constructive and were well planned – and gave a good insight
into the boroughs.”

(Questionnaire Section B: Practical Information: Question 1)

Group Size

Eleven London boroughs participated in the project. Twelve out of fourteen
respondents rated this as 4 or 5 (Effective or Very Effective). All scored it 3 or
above.

Comments included:

“There were enough boroughs to spark a debate and to produce good feedback on
all the issues identified.”

“Just about the right group size.”

“Good – any less than eight would not have been useful – you are drawing on
experienced, semi experienced and new officers if you have about twelve.”

“Could not justify eleven two day visits considering my role in the borough”

“Good for a wide range and breadth but too much for a half time employee in terms
of commitment”

(Questionnaire Section B: Practical Information: Question 1)

Benchmarking– Peer Review Approach

Ten out of fourteen respondents scored the system of peer review as a
benchmarking tool as 4 or 5 (Effective or Very Effective).

All respondents scored three or above.

Comments included:

“The borough will benefit from comments/suggestions from others, and seeing
examples of what I want to do in practice”

“It helped give objectivity to the rating of different items.”

“Effective and useful tool within the borough to change things and provide the
prospect to change some more. Green councillors were calling on benchmarking
in the borough for all sustainable objectives. And cycling gave them this tool.”

“It gave the host an indication of what is required to improve their procedures.”
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Performance Improvement Grid. Their suggestions will be invaluable in informing
the planning of any future benchmarking projects and other initiatives in London.
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APPENDIX 8:

SUMMARY OF OTHER APPROACHES TO BENCHMARKING AND AUDITING

BYPAD (Bicycle Policy Audit)

BYPAD is a tool to evaluate local cycling policy and improve its quality. It has been
developed since 1999 with the support of the EC and more that 100 towns and
cities, in 20 European countries, have taken part. Throughout this period CTC has
kept in touch with those developing it.

The feedback from those participating is that the process has helped raise the
profile of cycling in their local authority and focus resources and where they are
most needed.

Audits are carried out by trained and certified auditors from the participating
countries.

The process involves a self completion questionnaire, normally answered
independently by three politicians, three officers and three local users, with a score
being attributed to each of nine modules which together ensure a balanced cycling
policy. The auditor then facilitates a “confrontation and consensus meeting” of this
evaluation group, focussing on differences in the scores attributed to each
question, with a view to arriving at a consensus. The Auditor then produces a
report with recommendations and priorities for action.

Possibly due to the ERCDT audits in 2003 and 2004, there has been little take up
of the scheme in the UK, although Birmingham, Liverpool and Southwark have
participated in the process.

The BYPAD audit involves some 15 to 20 days of the Auditor’s time, for a city with
a population of 60k to 100k.

BYPAD also offers the opportunity for participants to share experience with other
towns and cities in the programme. There has been very positive feedback from
participating towns and cities.

English Regions Cycling Development Team Progress Reviews

English Regions Cycling Development Team undertook Progress Reviews of all
English local authorities in 2003 and 2004. These were carried out for the National
Cycling Strategy Board and assessed each English local highway authority under
each of 10 criteria, with a score of between 0 and 5 being awarded for each.

The first round of these was largely an external assessment undertaken in
discussion with various representatives of the local authority. The second year the
process was adapted to include more of a self-completion element. These
Progress Reviews were received with mixed feelings by local authorities, some of
whom found them very helpful whilst others were unhappy with them. They ceased
when the ERCDT was disbanded in 2005.
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APPENDIX 12: BEST PRACTICE CASE STUDIES

This appendix includes examples of case studies, one per borough. The selection
is intended to convey the breadth and diversity of cycling issues covered in the
project.
The case studies selected, therefore, are the more unusual and thought provoking
ones, not necessarily the borough’s “best”. The London Cycling Benchmarking
case studies are being added to the CTC website:
http://www.ctc.org.uk/DesktopDefault.aspx?TabID=3777#section9

The complete set of London case studies will be on the CTC website by September
2008.

PROVIDING FOR CYCLING OFF ROAD
London Borough of Barking and Dagenham

Cycling is allowed in parks in Barking and Dagenham which gives access to a
wider range of routes, complementing the on road network. It also provides places
for those new to cycling to develop their basic bike handling skills. Where possible,
these routes are aligned to an east – west and north – south grid. The routes are
in good condition and a shared use approach is taken (i.e. un segregated) where
feasible.

The A13 tunnel (Charlton Crescent Subway)
is a striking and unique feature of Barking
and Dagenham’s off road provision. York
stone and green slate have been used to
create dramatic facades at each end.
Constructed of clear glass and resin, the floor
of the tunnel creates 'pools' at the entrances
and flows through the subway like water.
This is further enhanced by the use of colour
in the subway and the installation of
sequenced LED lighting bands positioned at
regular intervals along the circular 'bore' of the tunnel. The tunnel is part of A13
Artscape, one of the most ambitious and innovative public arts projects in the UK.

Barking and Dagenham have used greenway
funding to provide a route to the BMX track in
Old Dagenham Park, making it possible to travel
to the track by bike. The BMX track provides
entertainment and is a way of getting children
and teenagers cycling.
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Peer assessment of this initiative (February 2008)

Positive attitude to cycling in parks

Shared use in parks and next to minor road - without using white lines

Good condition of cycle lanes in parks

Tunnel – Artwork project creates illusion of the tunnel being bigger and more
inviting. (A13 underpass – Site Visit 1).

Greenway funding used to provide route to BMX track

BMX Track – provides entertainment and is getting kids cycling

Contact Nick Davies for further information
Email address: nick.davies@lbbd.gov.uk


