
Policing and Society
An International Journal of Research and Policy

ISSN: 1043-9463 (Print) 1477-2728 (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/gpas20

‘We can’t be everywhere … but they can be
out there’: co-producing road safety through
Community Speedwatch

Melissa Pepper & Karen Bullock

To cite this article: Melissa Pepper & Karen Bullock (18 Mar 2026): ‘We can’t be everywhere …
 but they can be out there’: co-producing road safety through Community Speedwatch, Policing
and Society, DOI: 10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003

© 2026 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 18 Mar 2026.

Submit your article to this journal 

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=gpas20

https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/gpas20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=gpas20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=gpas20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003&domain=pdf&date_stamp=18%20Mar%202026
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10439463.2025.2611003&domain=pdf&date_stamp=18%20Mar%202026
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=gpas20


‘We can’t be everywhere … but they can be out there’: 
co-producing road safety through Community Speedwatch
Melissa Pepper a and Karen Bullockb

aSchool of Law and Criminology, University of Greenwich, London, UK; bIndependent Researcher, Surrey, UK

ABSTRACT  
Community Speedwatch (CSW) is a national scheme in the United 
Kingdom (UK) in which citizen volunteers receive training and 
equipment from their local police service to monitor and record details 
of speeding vehicles using approved detection devices. Registered 
vehicle keepers recorded as exceeding the speed limit are contacted – 
usually via a letter sent by the local police service – with the purpose of 
educating them about the risks of speeding. CSW represents a form of 
co-production in policing in which citizens play an active role in 
producing a service that is of consequence to them (road safety), 
alongside the ‘regular’ producer (the police) [Ostrom, E., 1996. Crossing 
the great divide: Co-production, synergy, and development. World 
Development, 24 (6), 1073–1087]. This article explores road safety co- 
production through the experiences of CSW volunteers and the police 
officers, staff, and road safety practitioners that work alongside them in 
two police force areas in the south of England, UK. Findings point to 
the ‘additionality’ that CSW brings to road safety, beyond which could 
be provided by the police alone. However, while this contribution was 
recognised, it was felt that similar resources were not invested by the 
police leading to feelings of an unequal or one-sided co-production 
relationship. The article concludes with calls to reframe co-production 
of road safety in which community led schemes and the individuals 
within them are seen as genuine partners by the police and other 
relevant agencies who in turn invest time and resources to involve, 
support, and promote their contribution.
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Introduction

Community Speedwatch (CSW) is a national scheme in the United Kingdom (UK) in which citizen vol
unteers monitor and record details of speeding vehicles using approved detection devices. The CSW 
‘model’ operates through both citizen volunteer and police officer/staff input. Setting up a CSW is 
predominantly led by the community, with a minimum number of volunteers (approximately four 
to six depending on force area) required for a new team, one of whom must be willing to take on 
the role of group co-ordinator who is responsible for arranging sessions and equipment, and 
logging details of speeding vehicles with the police. Proposed sites are risk assessed for suitability 
by the police. CSW can usually operate in areas up to a maximum of 40 miles per hour speed restric
tions and sessions cannot run in the dark or poor weather conditions. Volunteers receive training and 
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equipment from their local police service (with funding and support from town/parish councils in 
many areas) including speed measuring devices, high visibility clothing, road signage, and logbooks. 
Registered keepers of vehicles that are recorded by citizen volunteers on the roadside as exceeding 
the speed limit are contacted – usually via a letter co-ordinated and sent by the local police service – 
with the purpose of educating them about the risks and consequences of speeding. Those who are 
recorded as repeatedly speeding may also receive a visit from their local police service (usually after 
the third incidence of recorded speeding). Data availability makes it difficult to estimate the scale of 
CSW. The first scheme was established in Devon and Cornwall Constabulary in the early 2000s, and 
33 (of the 43) police forces in England and Wales have been identified as having some sort of invol
vement with CSW (CSW Online 2019).

CSW represents a form of co-production in which citizen volunteers play an active role in produ
cing a service that is of consequence to them (road safety), alongside the ‘regular’ producer (the 
police) (Ostrom 1996, p. 1073). Joshi and Moore (2004, p. 31) define co-production as ‘the provision 
of public services … through a regular long-term relationship between state agencies and organised 
groups of citizens, where both make substantial resource contributions’. Although not a new 
concept, co-production gained renewed interest from the mid-1990s (Bovaird 2007). Recognised 
as an approach to design and deliver more efficient services alongside community members, con
cepts of co-production also attracted cynicism against a backdrop of neoliberalism and ‘rolling 
back the frontiers of the state’, with a growing expectation on citizens to take a larger share of 
responsibility for delivery of public services (Harris et al. 2001, p. 3, Janoski 2010, Mitlin and Bartlett 
2018). This period coincided with the developing community policing movement in which citizens 
played a more active role compared to traditional methods (policing by, rather than of communities), 
and pluralising approaches to service delivery from the early 1990s onwards (Fielding 2005, Ren et al. 
2006, Crawford 2008, p. 160). This shift in relations between the police and public were instrumental 
in the expansion of volunteerism and broader citizen engagement, with the citizen now both con
sumer and co-producer of policing services (Herbert 2001, Bullock 2014).

This article draws on fieldwork with one such group of police volunteers – Community Speed
watch – to explore road safety co-production ‘on the ground’ through the experiences of volunteers 
themselves and the police officers, staff, and other road safety practitioners that work alongside 
them in two police force areas in the south of England. It begins with a review of the literature 
around speeding and road safety, the role of volunteers in policing, the opportunities and challenges 
of co-production, and co-production in a policing specific context. An overview of study methods is 
followed by findings from an online survey and focus groups with CSW volunteers, and interviews 
with police and road safety practitioners. The article concludes with calls for a reframing of co-pro
duction of road safety (and broader policing/community safety spaces) in which community led 
schemes and the individuals within them are seen as genuine, legitimate, and valid partners by 
the police and other relevant agencies.

Literature review

Speeding and road safety

The relationship between driving speed and road safety is well established: there is a positive cor
relation between speeding and road traffic collisions, with excessive speed affecting the likelihood 
of a collision taking place and the severity of it (Aarts and van Shagen 2006, Corbett et al. 2008). The 
harm caused by speeding stretches beyond the volume of collisions to include seriousness of injury 
to drivers and passengers, increased fear for road users, especially pedestrians, horse riders, and 
cyclists, and anti-social noise for residents (Scott 2003). Despite extensive research linking excess 
speed with road trauma, the prevalence of speeding remains high and the behaviours that underpin 
it pervasive, arguably even socially acceptable. It is often seen as a crime of ‘ordinary law-abiding 
people’ that is minimised, downplayed, or denied (Fleiter and Watson 2006, Corbett et al. 2008, 
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Wells and Savigar 2019, p. 255). While people often claim to believe that speeding is wrong, there is 
an unwillingness to condemn because of its frequency (Fleiter and Watson 2006, Wells and Savigar 
2019). Furthermore, issues around road safety have been largely overlooked in criminology and poli
cing literature (Fleiter and Watson 2006, Corbett et al. 2008, Wells and Savigar 2019). Corbett (2000, 
p. 34) argues that the volume of deaths caused by speeding, if caused by any other method, would 
‘excite considerable consternation and concern’, echoed by Wells and Savigar (2019) who suggest 
that society seem willing to accept road death and injury in a way that wouldn’t be accepted if 
caused by other means.

In terms of reducing road traffic collisions and encouraging compliance with speed limits, studies 
have shown that speed cameras and overt police speed enforcement (e.g. marked patrol vehicles, use 
of handheld radar) are effective interventions (Pilkington and Kindra 2005, Soole et al. 2009). However, 
there is some cynicism around such approaches, with members of the public often viewing them as a 
form of revenue generation or ‘stealth tax’ (Corbett and Grayson 2010). Corbett et al. (2008) highlight 
the ‘three Es’ to reduce speed – enforcement, engineering, and education. While enforcement 
measures (such as speed cameras) offer more immediate effects, engineering and education 
present medium – and longer-term options. Indeed, both reactive and proactive methods of tackling 
road safety have been shown to be significant, with messaging around the consequences of speeding 
that negate the rewards (e.g. arriving on time vs. losing your licence or causing serious injury or 
death), and social/public disapproval shown to assist in addressing speeding behaviour (Fleiter and 
Watson 2006, Simpson et al. 2022). This underlines the importance of education – one of the 
primary purposes of CSW schemes – in positively influencing driver behaviour.

Volunteers in policing and road safety

CSW volunteers are one of a broad spectrum of citizen volunteers in policing and community safety 
work. Indeed, citizen volunteers are an established and familiar presence with approximately 38,000 
volunteer operations across policing organisations in England and Wales (including Special Constables, 
Police Support Volunteers, Police Cadets, and within Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs)) and an 
estimated 40,000 plus volunteers in other roles working closely with policing, including Community 
Speedwatch, Neighbourhood Watch, victim support services, street pastors, and similar roles 
(Britton et al. 2018, Pepper 2022). While increasing citizen participation in policing and community 
safety can be attractive in times of financial constraint, the contribution of volunteers has been recog
nised more broadly. This includes freeing up officer or staff time allowing them to focus on other areas 
of need (Uhnoo and Löfstrand 2018), bringing a larger range of skills and experiences than is present in 
the paid workforce (Wolf et al. 2016), and offering a link between police and community safety 
agencies and the communities that they serve (Dobrin and Wolf 2016).

There is very limited research into the effects of CSW schemes on speeding and driver behav
iour or how citizen volunteers are involved in the delivery of such road safety initiatives along
side the police. A study by CSW Online (2020) reported that, under optimal conditions, CSW can 
contribute positively to reducing the number of repeat offenders and overall number of speeding 
vehicles. Toy (2012, p. 29) also argued that CSW programmes ‘undoubtedly increase(s) commu
nity cohesion around the issue of speeding and provide a visible reminder to drivers that speed
ing is illegal’. Although it was unclear whether CSW volunteers were ‘filling a gap’ that would 
have previously been delivered by the police, Wells and Millings’ (2019, p. 384) study with 
Police and Crime Commissioners1 pointed to CSW as a ‘force multiplier’ in that it produced a 
net increase in policing-type activity in relation to road safety. Furthermore, the study high
lighted the capacity of CSW around awareness raising, which may impact driver behaviour. 
Additionally, Wells (2018, p. 107) found that CSW was a route through which residents can be 
empowered to tackle issues of concern around speeding, and how this form of ‘self-help’ in com
munities can be popular at times when resources are limited but pressures of accountability are 
mounting.
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Co-producing public services

Co-production is loosely defined as the involvement of individual citizens and groups in public 
service delivery (Verschuere et al. 2012). Ostrom (1996, p. 1073) posits that co-production is a 
‘process through which inputs from individuals who are not ‘in’ the same organisation are trans
formed into goods or services’. It is ‘one way that synergy between what a government does and 
what citizens do can occur’ (Ostrom 1996, p. 1079). Recognising limitations of traditional ‘provider 
centric’ approaches, co-production reinterprets models of policy making and service delivery so 
they are no longer just the preserve of professionals and managers with users and other 
members of the community playing a role in shaping decisions and outcomes (Bovaird 2007). 
Indeed, Joshi and Moore (2004, p. 31) argue that monopolistic provision entirely through state 
agencies is ‘unfeasible, undesirable, or simply rather old fashioned’.

Despite its fairly simple definition, co-production requires a more detailed analysis to unpack the 
complexity of relationships between users, communities, and formal public service providers. Arnstein 
(1969, p. 217) developed a ‘ladder of participation’ with each rung corresponding to the extent of 
citizen involvement: (1) manipulation, (2) therapy (both non-participatory with the aim not to 
enable people to participate, but to allow powerholders to ‘educate’ or ‘cure’ participants), (3) inform
ing, (4) consultation, (5) placation (degrees of tokenism with opportunities to hear or be heard, but no 
‘muscle’ to change the status quo), (6) partnership, (7) delegated power, and (8) citizen control 
(degrees of citizen power with opportunities to negotiate, engage and take managerial power). 
Bovaird (2007, p. 848) argued that Arnstein’s ladder disguised the complexity of provider-user relation
ships, developing a conceptual framework to address this ranging from traditional service provision 
where professionals are sole service deliverers and planners, through to professionals and users/com
munities as co-deliverers, and users/communities as sole deliverers with varying degrees of user/com
munity and professional input into service planning. Brudney and England (1983) presented a 
typology of co-production distinguishing the individual as direct beneficiary (e.g. taking children to 
school, filling in a tax return), from group or collective forms of participation and co-production 
where benefits are experienced by the broader community (e.g. Neighbourhood Watch).

Opportunities and challenges of co-production

It is usually accepted that co-production improves public services (Needham 2007). It can mobilise 
community resources that may have otherwise not been available and can transfer power from pro
fessionals to users allowing both parties to contribute resources and have a legitimate ‘voice’ 
(Bovaird 2007). Needham (2007) argues that co-production centres the expertise of ‘street level 
bureaucrats’ who have the most interaction with service users, improving efficiency, enhancing 
accountability, and making services more sensitive to user needs and preferences. Co-production 
serves as both a therapeutic (building trust and communication, allowing both professionals and citi
zens to explain and hear other perspectives) and diagnostic tool (revealing citizens’ needs, identify
ing problems and effective means to resolve them) (Needham 2007, p. 223).

Arnstein (1969, p. 216) likens citizen participation to ‘ … eating spinach: no one is against it in 
principle because it is good for you’; however, there are challenges. Co-production of public services 
is not a panacea, nor does it have ‘cure all potential’ (Needham 2007, p. 224). It is a complex, adap
tive, and context specific process which requires a shift in thinking, particularly on the part of pro
fessionals (Bovaird 2007). Williams et al. (2016) argue that the basis of professional ‘know how’ must 
become open to ‘learn how’ experiences, and professionals must be prepared to trust the decisions 
of community co-producers, rather than ‘dictate’ to them (Bovaird 2007). Furthermore, the ability 
and capacity to co-produce is disproportionately in the hands of better off people and even 
those who can may not want to run their own services (Bovaird 2007). Indeed, where basic citizen
ship (economic, political, and social rights) is weakly developed, co-production can be difficult, 
resulting in an ‘empty and frustrating process for the powerless’ (Arnstein 1969, p. 216).
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Co-production in policing

Williams et al. (2016, p. 158) argue that community policing – a catalyst in the expansion of police 
volunteerism from the early 1990s onwards – is ‘emblematic of the coproduction/public governance 
movement embraced by postmodern society’, referring to its ‘attempts to make government ‘us’ by 
using citizens as partners in the delivery or provision of public safety and public order’. However, 
policing shares similar challenges to embedding co-production as other sectors. Bovaird (2007) 
observed resistance to co-producing services across cases studies with local authorities, town plan
ning development, and care settings for both children and older people, with a reluctance to hand 
over discretion and trust others to behave responsibly. This is perhaps exacerbated in policing 
against an occupational culture characterised by uncertainty, danger, suspicion, social isolation 
and group loyalty (Reiner 2010, Campeau 2015).

These themes, often communicated through on-the-job socialisation, have been shown to exert 
considerable influence over the way officers think about and interact with the public – including vol
unteers engaged in co-production (Loftus 2010). Westmarland (2016) argues that the ‘blue code’ of 
inclusivity, silence and trust often doesn’t extend beyond warranted officers, with citizens who do 
get involved seen to present risk – as ‘wannabe’ police officers who need guardianship for fear of 
them provoking trouble, or ‘desperate to help’ individuals that can overwhelm the police in 
volume and are difficult to steer (Löfstrand and Uhnoo 2020). Williams et al. (2016, p. 169) argue 
that police executives ‘must resist the temptation that is associated with ‘pure professionals’ who 
have gained status and efficacy by strictly controlling the content of knowledge that has served 
to define them’. Indeed, failing to recognise that ‘outsiders’ beyond the profession have essential 
knowledge and skills presents real challenges to the co-production of public safety and develop
ment of a coherent model that embraces collaborative problem solving (Williams et al. 2016).

Methods

This study set out to understand the experiences and perceptions of CSW through those who are 
directly involved – practitioners and policy makers who lead, develop, and manage CSW schemes, 
and CSW volunteers themselves. As such, the project incorporated a mixed methods approach 
including an online survey (n = 355) and ten focus groups (n = 33) with CSW volunteers, and inter
views with road safety practitioners (n = 19). Fieldwork was conducted in two force areas in the 
south of England, UK. At the time of the research (data from 1 January to 30 September 2023), 
the two force areas collectively had 420 registered CSW groups consisting of 3935 volunteers. 
During this time, they delivered approximately 472 CSW sessions (1212 volunteer hours) and 
issued 4965 letters to drivers recorded as exceeding the speed limit per month. Specific data 
were not collected on the geographic characteristics of each study area; however, the Rural 
Urban Classification 2021 indicated that the majority (19/23) of local authority output areas within 
the study sites were flagged as ‘urban’ (based on factors including address density, physical settle
ment form, population size, and relative access to major towns and cities) with the remainder 
classified as ‘rural’ (Office for National Statistics 2025).

Online survey with CSW volunteers

The survey link was emailed to all CSW volunteers in the two force areas via the police staff volunteer 
managers at the start of September 2022. The survey closed on 10 November 2022 and received 355 
responses. This represented a response rate of 9% of all registered volunteers in the two force areas 
(n = 3935). Respondents were largely male (68%), White English/Welsh/Scottish/Irish/Any other 
white background (99%) and predominantly aged over 50 years (93%). Comparable data on CSW 
volunteers is not available; therefore, it is difficult to ascertain whether the sample reflected CSW 
populations more broadly. However, a 2021 benchmarking survey of Police Support Volunteers 
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(PSVs) – a similar group in terms of their non-warranted, largely non-uniformed status – reported a 
relatively even gender split and that more than half (58%) were over fifty (Britton et al. 2021), perhaps 
pointing to a disproportionately older, male cohort in this sample. A breakdown of survey respon
dent demographics and volunteer roles is included in Appendix One. Survey questions focused 
on motivations for volunteering, tasks undertaken, support received, relationships with police 
officers/staff and other Community Speedwatch volunteers, experiences of feeling valued and 
part of a team, and future plans for volunteering. Survey results were analysed in Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Analysis included frequencies to draw out key themes and, 
for some appropriate variables (e.g. feeling motivated and valued), regression modelling techniques 
to explore underpinning factors.

Focus groups with CSW volunteers

Ten focus groups were conducted with 33 CSW volunteers between January and February 2023. 
Focus groups were conducted via MS Teams and lasted between 35 and 57 min (average focus 
group length of 50 min). Focus group attendees received a £20 shopping voucher as a thank you. 
Invitees were selected from survey respondents who agreed to be contacted to take part in a 
focus group. The sample was stratified to reflect areas of analytical interest (role, length of 
service, age, gender) and split equally between volunteers from the two force areas. A breakdown 
of focus group participant demographics and volunteer roles is included in Appendix One. Focus 
group discussion areas included: participant background/role; motivations for volunteering; experi
ences of supervision/support; and experiences alongside police/road safety practitioners and other 
volunteers. Focus groups were recorded, transcribed, and thematically coded and analysed within 
NVivo.

Practitioner interviews

Nineteen interviews were conducted with road safety practitioners across the two force areas, 
including police officers/staff and relevant policy/project leads within county councils, parish coun
cils, and Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs). Interviews were conducted via MS Teams between 
April 2022 and March 2023 and lasted between 20 min and 1 h 4 min (average interview length of 
33 min). Questions were focused around interviewee role and experience; development of the CSW 
programme and its contribution to road safety; managing and supporting CSW volunteers; and the 
wider context of road safety. Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and thematically coded and ana
lysed within NVivo. A breakdown of interviewee demographics (where available) is included in 
Appendix One.

Ethics

The research approach received ethical approval from the [lead author university] University 
Research Ethics Committee (approval number 21.3.7.6). All participants were provided with an infor
mation sheet, consent form, and contact details for the research team. Participants consented to 
taking part in the research, confirming their right to anonymity, confidentiality, and to withdraw. 
Quotes used within this article are presented using a focus group (‘FG’) or practitioner interview 
(‘PR’) identifier and number to protect the anonymity of participants.

Limitations

Fieldwork for this study was conducted with a relatively small sample in two force areas in the south 
of England which presents limitations in terms of generalisability of findings, most notably within an 
international context. Furthermore, lack of available comparable data makes it difficult to ascertain 
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how representative this sample is of CSW populations more widely. However, the data offer insights 
into the, to date, largely under researched experiences of CSW volunteers and the practitioners that 
work alongside them. Indeed, roads policing and road safety, death, and injury is largely neglected 
within policing studies (Wells 2018), failing to ‘excite much interest criminologically’ (Wells and 
Savigar 2019, p. 255). Compounded with the sparse (yet growing) evidence base around volunteers 
in policing and community safety more broadly (e.g. Callender et al. 2019, Millie 2019, Britton et al. 
2021), this article presents an important addition to the literature on co-production of road safety 
between citizens and the police.

Results

This section presents findings structured under six key themes emerging from the data: co-pro
duction contributions; volunteer led co-production; being recognised and feeling valued as co-pro
ducers; one-sided co-production; co-production frustrations; and increasing co-production 
awareness.

Co-production contributions

When asked about their contribution, CSW volunteer survey respondents often referred to improv
ing road safety, education, deterrence, and visibility, with the majority feeling that their tasks helped 
the police/road safety partnership (n = 276/343, 80%) and the community (n = 311/347, 90%). Volun
teer contributions were viewed in terms of the ‘additionality’ they could bring – beyond that which 
could be offered by the police alone, including enhanced surveillance at the roadside. As a CSW vol
unteer in a focus group stated: 

We’re the boots on the ground, you know. Because the police simply don’t have the time to be out on the two 
roads that we have. We are a presence. We’re dressed as highlighters [referring to the hi-visibility vests that CSW 
volunteers wear] and they [drivers/the community] can see us, and that’s the really important thing (FG8-1, male, 
aged 45–54 years)

The deterrence and education – rather than police-led enforcement – focus of CSW was an impor
tant and unique element of the volunteer contribution. As volunteer focus group attendees 
highlighted: 

There is sort of a subliminal effect in it. I think it makes people aware of the speed limit … It’s education, it’s 
getting through to people that actually it is 30mph (FG2-2, male, aged 65-74)

It’s not really getting people into trouble. It’s teaching them. It’s making them think. It’s educating them (FG4-4, 
female aged 65–74 years)

Road safety practitioner interviewees also recognised this as a role that the police service was often 
not able to fulfil: 

Sometimes education is better than ticketing. So actually, what they [CSW] do is give us that educational strand, 
that we can’t necessarily do … Ours is enforcement, enforcement, enforcement … they give us that additional 
coverage and insight and intelligence, that we might not even get to see (PR14, female, aged 35-44)

The volunteer contribution also extended to offering local intelligence, a community perspective, 
and support to build an evidence base around speeding in the area instead of, as a CSW focus 
group participant stated, ‘action only being taken when somebody is killed, and really that’s too 
late’ (FG4-4, female, aged 65–74 years). Indeed, in interviews road safety practitioners frequently 
highlighted the contribution that CSW volunteers make, referring to them as the ‘eyes and ears 
on the ground’ (PR11, female, age not stated), part of the ‘fabric of road safety’ (PR1, female, age 
not stated), and recognising the additional resources they bring including local knowledge which 
can give a ‘more realistic view than police officers get’ (PR3, female, aged 45-54). As one stakeholder 
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interviewee stated: ‘We [the police] can’t be everywhere, but they [CSW volunteers] can be out there’ 
(PR13, male aged 55-64).

Volunteer led co-production

In terms of co-producing road safety, volunteers were at the heart of both delivering and co-ordinat
ing CSW. A dedicated local co-ordinator was recognised as fundamental to an effective, functioning 
Speedwatch: 

If he [CSW local co-ordinator] didn’t chase us every week for our availability and get things organised, it wouldn’t 
happen. So, he is to be commended … . I think every group needs a [co-ordinator name] because otherwise, you 
know, you just wouldn’t be out (FG4-1, female, aged 55 = 64)

CSW co-ordinators – volunteers from the community themselves – were often required to service 
several teams, with adequate resources and succession planning for when that individual moves 
on highlighted as a particular challenge in some areas.

Volunteers were also instrumental in the longevity of CSW schemes through ongoing recruitment 
of volunteers. Personal, targeted, and localised approaches were seen as most effective here with 
volunteers highlighting methods they used including advertising on village notice boards, in local 
magazines, community social media platforms, information shared with new residents, and a 
video reel on the television screen in the foyer of a local police station. CSW teams also mentioned 
attempts to recruit people while they were on the roadside through leaflets and talking to members 
of the community. Indeed, one focus group member had been recruited in this way: 

I was out running and I said, ‘Oh, well done, you’re doing a great job, guys’ and then they’re like, ‘Well, we need 
volunteers.’ … so I thought, right, okay, I really do need to actually do something rather than just whinge about 
it (FG4-1, female, aged 55–64 years)

CSW volunteers were also actively co-producing services in their community beyond road safety. 
Over half (n = 192/355, 54%) of CSW survey respondents volunteered in other roles including on 
the parish council, and various charitable/third sector organisations. CSW focus group participants 
frequently referred to other local voluntary pursuits and being involved in their communities: 

I am an arch volunteer. I have always been somebody who’s volunteered all through my life, both personally and 
professionally … volunteering in something that can address an issue has always been something that has been 
close to my heart (FG4-4, female, aged 65-74)

[Laughter] My husband says I run the village! I’m in a couple of other groups too, which makes me laugh. But, 
you know, I get a connection with the village (FG8-3, female, aged 65-74)

This sense of connection to the local community was an important driver of volunteer motivations. 
Some spoke about ‘taking responsibility for your own neighbourhood’ and seeing CSW as ‘some
thing that I just feel as a community we should be doing’ (FG1-1, male, aged 65–74 years), while 
others referred to taking action: 

I thought, well, you know, if I’ve taken the time to contact the police and complain about it, the least I can do is 
put my own time into trying to make things better (FG3-4, male, aged 45–54 years)

I think for me, it was more a case of, instead of whinging about people speeding in the road, let’s go and do 
something about it (FG4-1, female, aged 55–64 years)

For some volunteers this was an opportunity to ‘show that the village cares’ (FG6-2, male, aged 65– 
74 years) and that speeding would not be tolerated – a theme that was also recognised by prac
titioner interviewees: 

It sends a message … that the village or that area won’t kind of accept speeding traffic. They won’t accept anti
social road use … they want to make their village safer (PR1,, female, age not stated).
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It is reassuring not just themselves but the rest of the community, so they can go out and walk with children or 
with dogs or whatever and feel safe doing so … I admire it, the willingness to go out and contribute (PR8, female, 
aged 55-64)

A diffusion of benefits extending beyond road safety was also recognised here. CSW volunteers in 
focus groups often spoke about the social element of volunteering – new friends and a sense of com
munity spirit. Indeed, they mentioned several social events that resulted from CSW groups including 
street parties and post-volunteering session coffees and lunches: 

I’ve made some good friends through Speedwatch, and we always have a topic of conversation. It’s never an 
hour spent in silence (FG6-1, male, aged 65–74 years)

We introduced an annual street party … and regularly get over a hundred attending. Everybody on the street 
now knows each other … So, we have actually created a very good community spirit in the road (FG9-1, 
male, aged 65–74 years)

Being recognised and feeling valued as co-producers

The importance of volunteers feeling recognised and valued for their contribution was one of the 
most prominent issues raised throughout fieldwork, a theme reflected in broader research on volun
teering, particularly in policing and community safety settings (Bullock 2017, Callender et al. 2019, 
Ramshaw and Cosgrove 2019).

In the survey, CSW volunteers frequently agreed that they felt part of a team and were valued by 
other volunteers. However, levels of agreement were notably lower when volunteers were asked 
about the extent to which they viewed the police as colleagues, the police viewed them as colleagues, 
or that they were valued by the police (see Table 1). There were also lower levels of agreement around 
being involved in decision making and suggestions being taken into account – important markers of 
feeling recognised, valued, and a sense of identity with the organisation (Pepper 2022).

Regression modelling of survey data highlighted that feeling valued was linked to good perform
ance being acknowledged in the CSW role (survey respondents that felt valued were over five times 
more likely than those not feeling valued to think that good performance was acknowledged), 
having interesting tasks to do (over two times more likely compared to those who did not feel 
valued), and feeling that they have good management (over four times more likely). Feeling 
valued was also linked to greater likelihood of feeling motivated in their CSW role (those who felt 
valued were 2.4 times more likely to feel motivated compared to respondents who did not feel 
valued or were agnostic about feelings of being valued). Similar themes emerged around motivation, 
which was positively associated with having access to resources (1.9 times), being involved in 
decisions (5.1 times), and having interesting tasks (4.1 times).

Throughout interviews and focus groups, both volunteers and practitioners highlighted the 
importance of recognising and valuing volunteers as co-producers. For volunteers, symbols or 
‘markers’ of recognition were often linked to police officers or staff attending occasional Speedwatch 
sessions which demonstrated the value they placed on their role and that the police saw themselves 
as co-producers alongside volunteers. Furthermore, it was felt that such visible police ‘buy in’ would 
enhance the CSW contribution to road safety: 

Table 1. CSW survey respondents’ feelings about being recognised and valued.

Statement Survey respondents who strongly agreed/agreed

I feel that I am part of a team n = 305/351, 87%
I am valued by other volunteers in my Community Speedwatch role n = 298/337, 88%
I consider police officers/staff as colleagues n = 190/299, 64%
Police officers/staff see me as a colleague n = 92/289, 32%
I am valued by police officers/staff in my Community Speedwatch role n = 156/299, 52%
I am involved in decision making about Community Speedwatch n = 134/348, 39%
My suggestions and ideas are taken into consideration n = 161/346, 47%
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Even if we had a police presence once a month it would make a difference because it’s taken more seriously if 
there’s a police presence … I think people don’t realise that they are held accountable when we are there (FG2-1, 
female, aged 45-54)

I do think it is important that the police do occasionally actually attend and support us when we’re doing a 
Speedwatch, because I think that reinforces it to people’s understanding that what we’re doing is an official 
action (FG6-2, male, aged 65-74)

Some volunteers also spoke about the importance of recognition and support to feelings of satisfac
tion and intention to continue giving their time – and making the role attractive to others: ‘There’s no 
official appreciation … I suspect it would encourage more people to take part’ (FG3-4, male, aged 35- 
44). Practitioners also recognised this and how police being visible and present as co-producers can 
communicate a sense of recognition and value to volunteers: 

It doesn’t take much, a short of period of time and it goes a long way with retaining volunteers, carrying on 
doing what they’re doing (PR18, male, aged not stated)

Indeed, the relationship between feeling valued and the ongoing commitment of volunteers is well 
documented in previous research (e.g. Pepper 2022).

Volunteers frequently recognised that police resources were limited – indeed, they saw this as 
part of the reason why their role was necessary. However, it was clear that every interaction with 
the police mattered, signalling the value placed on their voluntary contribution and demonstrating 
their status as co-producers. Volunteers mentioned invitations to road safety events, officers stop
ping to say hello while they were on the roadside, or giving a wave or ‘thumbs up’ as they drove 
past, and the positive effect this had on feelings of belonging and being recognised. Volunteers 
rarely expected frequent visits from the police, but called for a more structured programme of 
engagement including an officer or staff member joining the occasional shift, regular feedback, 
and ad hoc positive encounters. Volunteers in focus groups often spoke about these positive 
encounters with officers and how this impacted on morale and motivation to continue volunteering: 

We’ve only seen them [police officers] around a couple of times, but it’s been very welcome when they’ve actu
ally done something … Even if they did it once a year, that would be brilliant (FG3-2, male, aged 35-44)

If they’re not on a blue light call, you will get thumbs up from everybody in the car, so there is that level of 
appreciation, which is always nice because you feel like you’re sort of a … part of a team (FG1-2, female, 
aged 55-64)

[Referring to previously regular visits from a police officer] I think motivation was much, much higher because he 
will say … I’ll follow this thing up and I’ll give you a call and let you know, and he did … so I would say it made a 
big difference to the morale of the people there (FG7-1, male, aged 75-84)

We had one session with the police, which was amazing … we heard it from the horse’s mouth that they really 
appreciate what we do (FG8-1, male, aged 45-54)

That’s a great morale booster … . To have a police officer with you, because you feel supported, you feel that 
you’re valued (FG10-2, male, aged 65-74)

Feeling valued and recognised as co-producers of road safety by the community was also important 
to CSW volunteers. Volunteers in focus groups highlighted mixed messages from the community: 
from feeling valued and appreciated for the time they gave (‘we get lots of thumbs up and 
cheery waves, and well done and all that sort of thing’ (FG9-2, male, aged 75-84)) to abuse they 
received from drivers at the roadside. There were also mixed responses in the survey when asked 
about the extent to which volunteers felt valued by the community (just under half – n = 174/354 
or 49% – agreed).

Despite this, ‘community support’ was one of the most common themes when 
survey respondents were asked about the positives of being part of CSW. Similarly, a volunteer 
focus group attendee felt that community feedback was, on the whole, more positive than 
negative: 
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We’ve had people pull up on the side of the road and say, thanks for doing this … we’ve had a couple of people 
beeping and sticking fingers up but other than that, nothing. It’s just been very encouraging, really surprising 
(FG2-2, male, aged 65-74)

One-sided co-production

The contribution of police officers to co-producing road safety was viewed as vital by CSW volun
teers. While education (the primary focus of CSW volunteers) may be effective for what one volun
teer termed the ‘accidental speeder’, an enforcement approach (which can only be offered by police 
officers) was required for the ‘habitual speeder’: 

I think a lot of the people that we catch are what we call accidental speeders. They just take their mind off of 
what they’re doing and where they are momentarily, and then they see the speedometer and go, ‘Oh my god, 
I’m doing 37 in a 30,’ and the educational letter that goes out for the first time, that normally does the trick. But 
for those that habitually speed, us standing there, I don’t think is going to make a great deal of difference (FG10- 
2, male, aged 65-74)

Speedwatch is great for warning and educating a few. I think sometimes the threat of a punitive measure by 
police presence occasionally, that would be the only way to effect change (FG1-3, male, aged 35-44)

However, at times, volunteers pointed to co-production feeling unequal or ‘one-sided’ in nature. For 
example, the extent to which CSW volunteers received feedback on their contribution was a theme 
that arose throughout fieldwork. In the survey, while the majority of respondents (n = 231/351, 66%) 
agreed that they received feedback, there was a notable proportion who neither agreed nor dis
agreed (15%) or disagreed (15%). Seeing the outcome of their CSW shifts – including the number 
of letters sent out and other actions taken by the police – was an important focus for volunteers, 
helping them to understand how the hours they gave contributed to road safety. This was motivat
ing for volunteers when it was received – and demotivating when it was not. One volunteer referred 
to the importance of data from their co-ordinator around the attrition in drivers receiving a first, 
second, and third letter – ‘you’re thinking, gosh, we’ve had a big impact’ (FG4-1, female, aged 55- 
64). Others did not share such positive experiences of feedback with one volunteer feeling that they: 

Just feed into the big black hole [laughter] all the data and stuff … .it’s not that difficult to work it all out, and to 
print out and say, ‘Well, the guy you caught doing that, that actually was his third time he’d been caught across 
the county, he’s been done’ You’d feel good about that (FG9-4, male, aged 65-74)

Another volunteer spoke about the importance of receiving feedback: 

I think anything that can be done to have more data about what you’re doing and the problem you’re addres
sing, and any effect that you’re having … that would be motivating. Otherwise … you can’t tell whether you’re 
wasting your time or not (FG3-2, male, aged 35-44)

Practitioners also recognised the role of an efficient feedback loop enabling volunteers to see their 
contribution. 

They [CSW volunteers] need the feedback to tell them how effective their contribution is … The two hours that 
you gave up each morning to do this has brought the following results … (PR12, male, age not stated)

This communicates a sense of value and recognition to CSW volunteers for the time they give, and 
impacts on intentions to continue volunteering. As one practitioner interviewee highlighted: 

You can put all that effort into getting them up and running, but a key ingredient is maintaining that relationship 
so they don’t sort of fail after a year because they don’t feel they’re wanted and needed, or very valued in the 
bigger road safety team (PR1, female, age not stated)

Developing and maintaining relationships between community and police co-producers, and invest
ing adequate police resources, was an important feature of CSW. Dedicated, paid volunteer manage
ment was recognised as an essential feature, with volunteers often praising the work of their force 
volunteer managers – although acknowledging the heavy workloads that they carried which 
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impacted on their capacity to engage with teams in their local areas. Employing paid staff was seen 
to communicate a message of ‘we are definitely supporting you’ to volunteers which a practitioner 
felt would motivate people (within the community and police force) to ‘get on board with it’ (PR14, 
female, aged 35−44). One practitioner highlighted the importance of adequately resourcing paid 
staff to support volunteers, referring to the force volunteer manager as the ‘single point of failure. 
If we don’t have a [volunteer manager name], CSW stops because we don’t have anybody else’ 
(PR3, female, aged 45−54).

Beyond local supervision and management, practitioner interviewees highlighted the importance 
of force level ‘buy in’ which sets the tone for CSW throughout the organisation and supports con
tinuity when key individuals move onto other roles (as they often do within policing): 

You need leadership from the top … If you’ve got that tone from the top you can then drive that right the way 
through the force, and it makes things a lot easier (PR11, female, age not stated)

Practitioner interviewees also recognised the importance of investing in CSW highlighting that, while 
the scheme is a low-cost resource, it is not ‘free’. Practitioners often pointed to the important role of 
paid staff in supporting CSW: 

I’m not talking about funding but better staffed really … they [the police service] have got all these thousands of 
hours of volunteer time, but not the equivalent resource going into it (PR16, male, age not stated)

To show that appreciation you do need some resources; you need people, you need time to be able to do it (PR5, 
female, aged 55-65)

Indeed, as one practitioner interviewee argued: ‘You’ve got to have resources behind it, because 
otherwise you’re setting yourself up to fail’ (PR2, male, aged 55−64).

Co-production frustrations

Volunteers recognised that their contribution could – and often did – lead to perceived road 
safety change. Indeed, when asked about the positives of being part of CSW, ‘making a difference’ 
and ‘road safety’ were amongst the most common responses from survey participants. However, 
volunteers were often frustrated that they couldn’t do more. Some linked this to infrastructure – 
changing road layouts, signage, and other traffic calming measures – and increased engagement 
with the police around enforcement. Volunteers were often concerned that these measures were 
not put into place until there had been a fatal collision – a frustration shared by practitioners.

There were varying views from some volunteers on the longer-term effects of CSW, beyond the 
hours that teams spent on the roadside. As one volunteer raised in a focus group: ‘It’s okay catching a 
few on the day at a time … but how could this lead to more permanent, more effective ways of redu
cing road danger?’ (FG1-3, male, aged 35−44). Other volunteers were more optimistic about the 
diffusion of benefits from time limited CSW sessions, although recognised that this effect may be 
difficult to capture within data: 

I think the more that people see Speedwatch and ‘hi-vis people’ then the next time they drive down that road – 
‘Oh, the police do speed checks here’. And then hopefully they will just be conditioned that ‘The speed limit is 
forty on this road, so that’s what I’m going to do’ (FG4-3, female, age not stated)

Increasing co-production awareness

Feeling that CSW was not being clearly communicated to the wider community was a common 
theme throughout fieldwork, with participants often highlighting lack of awareness about their 
role and contribution. In the survey, there were notably mixed responses around whether the 
public saw volunteers as part of the Safer Roads Partnership2 (n = 99/312, 32% agreed, n = 98/312, 
31% neither agreed nor disagreed, n = 115/312, 37% disagreed). One volunteer in a focus group 
highlighted their own initial lack of awareness around CSW: 
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I had no idea there was a scheme in my village. It was only the police that told me when I complained. And I 
don’t know if there is a wider public awareness, and I think that that could be something which is very 
helpful actually, to make the public more aware (FG3-4, male. aged 45-54)

It was felt there was considerable scope for more awareness about CSW –  how it works and that it is 
carried out in partnership with the police – which would serve to educate people about speeding. As 
one volunteer stated: 

I guess it’s making the whole thing a little bit more visible, so that people are more aware, and that we’re not 
there to shop them to the police. We’re there to educate them (FG4-1, female, aged 55-64)

Another volunteer thought this could also serve as a recruitment tool: 

Maybe some more promotion of the whole concept of Speedwatch, so that people understand why we’re there, 
that it’s for the benefit of the community, and that they too can step forward (FG4-4, female, aged 65-74)

While most (n = 273/354, 77%) survey respondents were intending to continue volunteering with 
Speedwatch, factors behind those who stated ‘no’ (n = 15) or ‘not sure’ (n = 66) were largely 
around lack of support and disillusionment with the scheme. While it was not possible to further 
interrogate this, previous research suggests that failing to show volunteers that they are valued 
and their contribution recognised can impact considerably on their performance, levels of satisfac
tion, and intention to continue to give their time (Marta et al. 2014, Bullock 2017, Callender et al. 
2019, Pepper 2022).

Discussion

Definitions of co-production arguably align with CSW as an example of this in a policing and road 
safety context. Citizen volunteers play an active role in producing a service that is of consequence 
to them (road safety), alongside the ‘regular’ producer (the police) (Ostrom 1996, p. 1073), 
through established long-term relationships (the first CSW scheme was launched in the early 
2000s) between state agencies and organised groups of citizens (Joshi and Moore 2004, p. 31). It 
is clear that the community brings a contribution to road safety that the police could not achieve 
alone. CSW volunteers in this study were active and organised citizens who referred to their contri
bution in terms of additional hours at the roadside monitoring traffic speeds (often in areas that the 
police would not cover due to resource limitations), local intelligence, enhanced visibility, and deter
rence. While this study did not directly measure impact on driver behaviour, Savigar-Shaw (2024) 
reported that drivers who received warning letters after being recorded speeding by CSW volunteers 
felt they would make changes to their speed (albeit only short term or temporary for some). The CSW 
contribution was co-ordinated and led by volunteers themselves, particularly local co-ordinators 
who were instrumental is arranging Speedwatch sessions and submitting data collected at the road
side. CSW schemes are often made up of, as one focus group attendee referred to themselves, ‘arch 
volunteers’, who know their community well and are actively co-producing services in other volun
teer spaces beyond road safety, highlighting the diffusion of benefits in terms of community engage
ment and cohesion.

Road safety practitioners also recognised this contribution, and the focus on education rather than 
solely a police enforcement approach. There was a clear sense from road safety practitioners in this 
study that the ‘additionality’ that CSW volunteers brought to road safety – time, resources, local knowl
edge, driver education (rather than just enforcement), and the wider benefits of people investing in 
their own communities – was recognised and valued. However, practitioners also acknowledged 
that despite ‘thousands of hours of volunteer time’, the equivalent contribution – paid staff to 
manage and co-ordinate, leadership and buy-in at ‘ground level’ and ‘from the top’ – was not 
always matched by the police service. This was reflected in the volunteer experience: while volunteers 
felt part of a team and valued by other volunteers, views were more mixed around police officers 
valuing them and seeing them as part of a team. Volunteers spoke about occasions where police 
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officers attended a Speedwatch shift alongside them, the sense of value and recognition this commu
nicated, and the positive impact on volunteer morale – however, also the infrequent and sporadic 
nature of such events. Furthermore, limited feedback on police actions taken following Speedwatch 
shifts was raised by some volunteers. Knowing the impact of their contribution had a significant effect 
on morale and was seen as an important part of developing relationships between volunteers and the 
police – including attracting and recruiting new volunteers. Instead, according to one volunteer, it felt 
like data from Speedwatch shifts went into a ‘big black hole’.

Feeling recognised and valued is instrumental to positive experiences in policing and community 
safety volunteering (Bullock 2017, van Steden and Mehlbaum 2019), and volunteering more broadly 
(Laverie and McDonald 2007, Van Ingen and Wilson 2017), indeed, taking on greater significance in 
the absence of pay (Bullock and Leeney 2014). In their study of PSVs, Callender et al. (2019) reported a 
strength of association between PSV morale and volunteer experiences including being treated fairly 
as a volunteer, appreciated for time they give and impact they made, feeling that they were creating a 
difference in their community, and that their efforts as a volunteer were recognised. Receiving feedback 
on their contribution – a theme highlighted by CSW volunteers in this study – is reflected in research with 
PSVs, where this is central in terms of being recognised and feeling valued, often serving as ‘markers’ of 
feeling involved and part of a team (Pepper 2022). This has been linked to volunteer retention. Volunteers 
in Marta et al’s. (2014) study highlighted how feedback and recognition of time and skills given commu
nicated the value of the volunteer contribution and made individuals more likely to think of themselves 
‘as a volunteer’ which predicted likely continuation (or not) up to three years in the future.

CSW volunteers in this study highlighted positive experiences of police officers attending a 
Speedwatch shift alongside them, and the sense of value and recognition that this communicated, 
but reported varied experiences of this. Police volunteers have noted similarly variable experiences 
across other studies, often demarcated by those alongside committed individual officers compared 
to a more inconsistent approach throughout the organisation. Special Constables in Bullock and 
Leeney’s study (2014) and volunteer Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs) in Strudwick et 
al.’s. (2017) research often reported feeling valued and respected at an individual level – although 
did not feel that the role itself was valued or respected at an institutional level. Similarly, respondents 
in van Steden and Mehlbaum’s (2019) Dutch study of police volunteers indicated that, while 
there were generally high levels of satisfaction with the working climate and the way they were 
treated by individual colleagues, there were more significant doubts about the larger institutional 
context.

While it is undeniable that the police are significant producers of road safety though their statu
tory enforcement role, the extent to which they systematically and equally co-produce road safety 
alongside CSW volunteers was perhaps a little less clear in this study. Indeed, through the lens of 
Joshi and Moore’s (2004, p. 31) definition, in which state agencies and citizens ‘both make substantial 
resource contributions’, CSW as an example of co-production may be challenged, with both volun
teers and road safety practitioners themselves in this study highlighting the need for enhanced 
police input. It is unclear what underpins this although overall reductions in police budgets which 
have hit roads policing particularly hard and the transfer of some traffic functions to the Highways 
Agency likely feature here (Halkon and Muir 2022). Previous studies (e.g. Bullock and Leeney 2014) 
have also pointed to a reluctance to embrace volunteers in policing, with those members of the 
public who do intervene in policing viewed with suspicion and mistrust (Waddington 1999) and 
police sceptical about what they can achieve (Millie and Bullock 2012). While CSW volunteers in 
this study rarely highlighted incidences of hostility alongside police officers, some referred to 
limited interest in their role. Disinterest or apathy in volunteers in a fast-moving policing environ
ment – and the demoralising effect of this – has been noted elsewhere (e.g. Pepper 2022) and 
seemed evident in this study, compounded by the lack of prioritisation given to traffic offences com
pared to other crime types (Halkon and Muir 2022). Furthermore, CSW volunteers in this study indi
cated that feeling they were genuinely co-producing services with the police was an important 
indicator of feeling valued and recognised for their contribution and made their role more 
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effective, while greater public awareness of this gave an enhanced sense of legitimacy to the 
scheme.

Concluding thoughts

Arnstein (1969, p. 216) argues that ‘participation of the governed in their government is, in theory, 
the cornerstone of democracy’. CSW schemes offer an opportunity for such democracy in a road 
safety context in which citizen volunteers play an active role in producing a service that is of conse
quence to them (road safety), alongside the ‘regular’ producer (the police) (Ostrom 1996, p. 1073). 
However, as participants – both CSW volunteers and road safety practitioners – highlighted, the 
extent to which the police invest resources to systematically and equally co-produce has been chal
lenged. Indeed, CSW perhaps feels more of a community, rather than police, led co-production 
relationship balanced on a spectrum between Bovaird’s (2007, p. 848) categorisation of ‘pro
fessionals and users/communities as co-deliverers’ and ‘users/communities as sole deliverers’. 
While it could be argued that this community led service delivery should be celebrated, CSW volun
teers in this study highlighted that genuine co-production with the police was an important indi
cator of feeling valued and recognised for their contribution and made their role more effective, 
while greater public awareness of this gave an enhanced sense of legitimacy to the scheme. Further
more, volunteer frustrations at the limits of their contribution to effect long term, sustainable change 
pointed to a desire to co-produce road safety beyond the police, to partners in roads/traffic manage
ment and design. As Bovaird (2007) argues co-production is not about the relationship between just 
one provider and a set of service users, highlighting the complex and adaptive systems of co-pro
duction networks which can develop when community members engage in co-planning and deliv
ery of services. Indeed, developing partnerships with local authorities and organisations such as the 
Highways Agency, perhaps shifts the focus beyond co-production towards Third Party Policing (TPP) 
arrangements, in which the police (and CSW) seek to extend their capabilities through harnessing 
the legal levers of partner agencies (van Felius et al. 2023).

This calls for a reframing of co-production of road safety (and, perhaps, broader policing/commu
nity safety spaces) in which community led schemes and the individuals within them are seen as 
genuine partners by the police and other relevant agencies who in turn invest their time and 
resources to involve, support, and promote their contribution. Considering CSW as an integral 
part of road safety planning would include more tactical deployment of resources (both volunteer 
time and equipment) across the force area where possible, involving CSW in planned campaigns 
throughout the year, and efforts to widen participation across the community. This requires 
the police and other road safety partners to commit to co-production (most notably through 
co-ordinated management and support), to relinquish sole control of policing/community safety 
tasks, and for the public to see and believe this in their communities.

Williams et al. (2016, p. 169) argue that agencies that will succeed in the new professionalism of 
co-production ‘will have to cast off their focus on the outputs of crime fighting – number of 
arrests, quick response times, successful prosecutions – in favour of co-designing, co-delivering, 
and co-producing with their community counterparts the outcomes that really matter – quality 
of life, the absence of crime and debilitating fear, community self-governance … ’. Future 
studies should explore the practicalities of this in policing spaces, both road safety and 
beyond, with the public as genuine partners, leaders, and decision makers in their communities. 
While it is acknowledged that co-production is not a panacea or ‘cure all’ (Needham 2007, p. 224), 
it offers new ways of understanding, thinking about, and ‘doing’ public service delivery. This 
requires traditional public service delivery agencies and the communities they work alongside 
to be adaptive and creative in their approach, to become open to ‘learn how’ experiences 
from each other (Williams et al. 2016), to trust decision making on both sides, and to invest ade
quate resources to leverage the opportunities of volunteers to enable a legitimate and valuable 
co-produced contribution.
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Notes
1. Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) are directly elected politicians with responsibility for overseeing policing 

in their area including setting a budget, appointing a chief officer to lead their force, setting a five-year police 
and crime plan, and monitoring delivery of the plan.

2. A collaborative group including partners such as the local authority, police, fire and ambulance service, and 
highways organisations working to improve road safety.
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