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PART 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
This is the Open Space Assessment Report prepared by Knight Kavanagh & Page (KKP) for 
Lancaster City Council. It provides detail with regard to what open space provision exists in 
the area, its condition, distribution and overall quality. This document sets out the findings of 
the research, consultation, site assessments, data analysis and GIS mapping undertaken as 
part of this study.   
 
The table below details the open space typologies included within the study: 
 
Table 1.1: Open space typology definitions 
 

Typology Primary purpose Description  

Parks and gardens Accessible, high quality 
opportunities for recreation and 
community events 

High profile examples include 
Williamson Park, Happy Mount Park 
and Greaves Park 

Natural and semi-
natural greenspaces 

Wildlife conservation, biodiversity 
and environmental education and 
awareness.  

Includes sites such as nature reserves 
like Middleton and Heysham as well as 
more informal provision such as 
woodlands and grasslands 

Amenity greenspace Opportunities for informal 
activities close to home or work or 
enhancement of the appearance 
of residential or other areas. 

Mown grassed areas often within or 
close to housing. Recreation grounds 
and playing fields are often included 
within this category. 

Provision for children 
and young people 

Designed primarily for play and 
social interaction for children and 
young people, such as equipped 
play areas, MUGAs, skateparks 
and informal football areas. 

Includes equipped play areas, Multi-
Use Games Areas (MUGAs), skate 
parks and informal football areas. 

Allotments and 
community gardens 

Opportunities for those who wish 
to grow their own produce as part 
of the long term promotion of 
sustainability, health and social 
inclusion. 

Areas for growing produce such as 
allomtnets and community gardens like 
Cork Road Allotments and Fairfield 
Allotments. 

Cemeteries, disused 
churchyards and 
other burial grounds 

Quiet contemplation and burial of 
the dead, often linked to the 
promotion of wildlife conservation 
and biodiversity. 

Includes active burial provision such as 
cemeteries and closed sites like 
churchyards 

Green corridors Routes which provide for walking, 
cycling or horse riding, whether 
for leisure purposes or travel. May 
also offer opportunities for wildlife 
mitigation. 

Examples in the area include 
Lancaster Canal and River Lune. 

Coastal areas Land adjoing or near to the sea. Coastline including a range of spaces 
and sites around Morecambe Bay. 

Significant other land Areas of land helping to provide 
breaks in the urban form and to 
define character of local area.  

Important areas of green space within 
the urban area or fringes which has 
significance but which may not have 
public access like grazing land and 
urban woodlands  
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The study will also review the presence and impact of the unique coastline features which 
forms part of the Lancaster District. As the coast is a series of areas, beaches and sites it is 
hard to define as a single open space. The Standards Paper will explore the role and presence 
of coastal spaces further. In addition, the Standards Paper will also review the role of significant 
other land within the urban area. These sites are considered important areas of green space 
but which may not currently have public access.  
 
The study also considers the future requirements for provision based upon population 
distribution, planned growth and consultation findings. The Standards Paper (to follow the 
assessment report) will give direction on the future provision of accessible and high quality 
provision for open spaces. 
 
In order for planning policies to be ‘sound’, local authorities are required to carry out a robust 
assessment of need for open space, sport and recreation facilities. We advocate that the 
methodology to undertake such assessments should still be informed by best practice 
including the Planning Policy Guidance 17 (PPG17) Companion Guidance; Assessing Needs 
and Opportunities’ published in September 2002. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) has replaced PPG17. However, assessment 
of open space facilities is still normally carried out in accordance with the Companion Guidance 
to PPG17 as it still remains the only national best practice guidance on the conduct of an open 
space assessment. 
 
Under paragraph 73 of the NPPF, it is set out that planning policies should be based on robust 
and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation facilities and 
opportunities for new provision. Specific needs and quantitative and qualitative deficiencies 
and surpluses in local areas should also be identified. This information should be used to 
inform what provision is required in an area. 
 
This study is intended to assist in the Councils process of preparing a new ‘Local Plan’ for the 
area. This will seek to identify significant areas of development growth, in particular via the 
delivery of strategic sites in South Lancaster and to the east and north of the city. Given the 
potential scale of growth proposed, and the implications such growth may have on existing 
provision, it is important for the council to have clarity over existing levels of open space and 
what types of provision should be delivered via the strategic growth proposed (whether through 
onsite or offsite contributions).  
 
In accordance with best practice recommendations, a size threshold of 0.2 hectares has been 
applied to the inclusion of some typologies within the study. This means that, in general, sites 
that fall below this threshold are not audited unless identified as being significant.  
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1.1 Report structure 
 
Open spaces 
 
This report considers the supply and demand issues for open space provision across the 
Lancaster District. Each part contains relevant typology specific data. Further description of 
the methodology used can be found in Part 2. The report as a whole covers the predominant 
issues for all open spaces as defined in best practice guidance:  
 

Part 3: Summary of consultation and site visits Part 8: Allotments 

Part 4 Parks and Gardens Part 9: Cemeteries   

Part 5: Natural/semi-natural greenspace Part 10: Green Corridors 

Part 6: Amenity Greenspace  Part 11: Coastal areas 

Part 7 Provision for children/young people Part 12: Significant other land 

 
1.2 National context 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
The NPPF sets out the planning policies for England. It details how these are expected to be 
applied to the planning system and provides a framework to produce distinct local and 
neighbourhood plans, reflecting the needs and priorities of local communities. 
 
It states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. It establishes that the planning system needs to focus on three 
themes of sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. A presumption in 
favour of sustainable development is a key aspect for any plan-making and decision-taking 
processes. In relation to plan-making the NPPF sets out that Local Plans should meet 
objectively assessed needs. 
 
Under paragraph 73 of the NPPF, it is set out that planning policies should be based on robust 
and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation facilities and 
opportunities for new provision. Specific needs and quantitative and qualitative deficiencies 
and surpluses in local areas should also be identified. This information should be used to 
inform what provision is required in an area. 
 
As a prerequisite paragraph 74 of the NPPF states that existing open space, sports and 
recreation sites, including playing fields, should not be built on unless: 
 
 An assessment has been undertaken, which has clearly shown the site to be surplus to 

requirements; or 
 The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 

better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or 
 The development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for which 

clearly outweigh the loss. 
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Paragraph 77 of the NPPF refers to the possibility of local greenspace designations. It details 
that such designations are not appropriate for all types of open space and should be used 
where the: 
 
 Green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 
 Green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value 
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 

 Green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 
 
1.3 Local context 
 
Lancaster Local Plan  
 
The Council is currently in the process of preparing a new ‘Local Plan’ for the area. This will 
seek to identify significant areas of development growth, in particular via the delivery of 
strategic sites in south Lancaster and to the east and north of the city.  
 
The new ‘Local Plan’ will consist of a Strategic Policies and Land Allocations DPD and a 
Review of the Development Management DPD (the latter was originally adopted in December 
2014). This will supplement a suite of other DPDs including a Morecambe Area Action Plan 
and an Arnside and Silverdale AONB DPD which is currently approaching Publication Stage. 
Work is also going to begin on preparing a Bailrigg Garden Village Area Action Plan.  
 
Draft versions of the Strategic Policies and Land Allocations DPD and a Review of the 
Development Management DPD were approved for Publication and Submission to the 
Government in December 2017. It is anticipated that Publication and Submission of these two 
documents will take place in early 2018 with Public Examination over the summer and adoption 
in late 2018. Once adopted the two DPDs will form the core elements of the new local plan; 
which replace the Lancaster District Core Strategy (2008) and remaining policies of the original 
Lancaster District Local Plan (2004). 
 
Given the potential scale of growth proposed, and the implications such growth may have on 
existing provision, it is important for the council to have clarity over existing levels of open 
space and what types of provision should be delivered via the strategic growth proposed and 
any other smaller scale developments (whether through onsite or offsite contributions).  
 
Associated strategies 
 
The study sits alongside the Playing Pitch Strategy and Outdoor Sports (PP&OSS) which is 
also being developed by KKP (provided in a separate report). The previous open space study 
included a typology of formal outdoor sports. This is now covered within the associated 
PP&OSS.  
 
The PP&OSS is undertaken in accordance with the methodology provided in Sport England’s 
‘Playing Pitch Strategy Guidance’ for assessing demand and supply for playing pitches 
(October, 2013). Additional outdoor sports and facilities (e.g. bowls, tennis etc) included as 
part of the PP&OSS follows the methodology prescribed in Sport England’s Assessing Needs 
and Opportunities Guide (ANOG).   
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Any site categorised as outdoor sports provision in the previous study but with a clear 
multifunctional role (i.e. available for wider community use) is included in this update as a type 
of open space. Pitch or sport sites purely for sporting use are solely included within the 
PP&OSS. For sites with a multifunctional role, double counting between the two studies does 
not occur as the PP&OSS looks at the number of pitch/sports facilities at a site and not hectares 
of land (as prescribed in Sport England Guidance). 
 
Spatial context  
 
Lancaster District consists of the Historic City of Lancaster, the coastal towns of Morecambe 
and Heysham and the railway town of Carnforth. The District is also home to an extensive rural 
hinterland which includes the Lune Valley and parts of both the Forest of Bowland and Arnside 
& Silverdale Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The District also has strong links to both 
the Yorkshire Dales and Lake District National Parks and is on the shores of Morecambe Bay 
which is recognised internationally for its environmental value. 
 
In addition to these international and national designations the District is home to a network of 
local green spaces and green corridors, for example Lancaster Canal. Together these enable 
people and wildlife to move freely between areas, enhancing recreational opportunities and 
wildlife mitigation. These include local nature reserves, biological heritage sites and geological 
heritage sites. 
 
Whilst the District benefits significantly from wide tracts of protected countryside, the historic 
nature of its urban areas can result in pressures and deficiencies in open space provision. High 
density development of the urban core to Lancaster, Morecambe, Heysham and Carnforth 
places pressure of certain types of open space provision which has created deficiencies which 
are still to be addressed. 
 
Lancaster has a long history which dates back to Roman times, the City has developed over 
the ages to be an important administrative and cultural centre of Lancashire. Due to its historic 
nature and evolution, the City has been developed to a high density with open spaces placed 
on the edges of the settlement. This has led to deficiencies in certain types of open space 
provision. 
 
Morecambe’s role as a coastal resort has created a legacy of high density development 
connected to residential guest houses, particularly in Morecambe West End. This results in 
open space provision being restricted in these areas. The recent improvements to Morecambe 
Town Centre through the implementation of the Morecambe Area Action Plan has delivered 
significant improvements to the public realm with further work ongoing to improve connections 
between the town centre and the promenade. 
 
Carnforth’s historic legacy as an industrial town, associated with the railway and connected 
ironworks, has left little opportunity for formal open space within the town centre area and 
limited other open space provision within its urban core. 
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PART 2: METHODOLOGY 
 
This section details the methodology undertaken as part of the study. The key stages are: 
 
 2.1: Analysis areas 
 2.2: Auditing local provision 
 2.3: Quality and value 
 2.4: Quality and value thresholds 
 2.5: Identifying local need 
 2.6: Accessibility standards 

 
2.1 Analysis area and population 
 
For mapping purposes and audit analysis, the Lancaster District area is divided into three 
analysis areas. In the subsequent Standards Paper, a more detailed analysis will take place, 
identifying recommendations and standards for each analysis area. The Lancaster District is 
identified as having a population of 142,490.  
 
Table 2.1: Population by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Population (2015)* 

Lancaster 52,498 

Heysham and Morecambe  49,996 

Carnforth/Rural 39,996 

Lancaster District 142,490 

 
Figure 2.1 shows the map of analysis areas.  
 
  

                                                
Source: ONS Mid-Year population estimates for England 
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Figure 2.1: Map of analysis areas  

 
2.2 Auditing local provision (supply) 
 
All known open space sites (including provision for children and young people) are identified 
and mapped. Only sites publicly accessible are included (i.e. private sites or land, which people 
cannot access, are not included). Each site is classified based on its primary open space 
purpose, so that each type of space is counted only once. A total of 440 sites are identified 
and included within the study. The audit, and the report, utilise the following typologies in 
accordance with best practice: 
 

 Parks & gardens 
 Natural & semi-natural greenspace 

 Cemeteries/churchyards 
 Green corridors  

 Amenity greenspace  
 Provision for children & young people 
 Allotments 

 Coastal areas 
 Significant other land 
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As part of the study a sample of site visit assessments were undertaken. This included visits 
to all play provision for children and young people, the five main parks and a sample of 15 sites 
each of amenity greenspace and natural and semi-natural greenspaces. A total of 143 received 
a quality and value score. These were undertaken by the KKP Research Team in November 
2017. 
 
In accordance with best practice recommendations, a size threshold of 0.2 hectares is applied 
to the inclusion of some typologies within the study. Sites of a smaller size, particularly for the 
typologies of amenity greenspace and natural and semi-natural greenspace tend to have a 
different role. Often this is for visual purposes (e.g. small incremental grassed areas such as 
highway verges) and is therefore considered as offering less recreational use in comparison 
to other forms of open space. Subsequently sites below 0.2 hectares for these typologies are 
not audited.  
 
Database development 
 
All sites identified and assessed as part of the audit are recorded within the database. The 
database details for each site are as follows: 
 

Data held on open spaces database  

 KKP reference number (used for mapping) 
 Site name 
 Ownership (if known) 
 Management (if known) 
 Typology 
 Size (hectares) 
 Site visit data (for sample sites) 

 
Sites are primarily identified by KKP in the audit using official site names, where possible, 
and/or secondly using road names and locations.   
 
2.3 Quality and value  
 
Each typology of open space (included within the sample audit) receives separate quality and 
value scores. This also allows for application of a high and low quality/value matrix to further 
help determine prioritisation of investment and to identify sites that may be surplus within and 
to a particular open space typology. Quality and value are fundamentally different and can be 
unrelated. For example, a high quality space may be inaccessible and, thus, be of little value; 
whereas a rundown (poor quality) space may be the only one in an area and thus be immensely 
valuable. As a result, quality and value are also treated separately in terms of scoring.   
 
Analysis of quality 
 
Data collated from site visits is initially based upon those derived from the Green Flag Award 
scheme (a national standard for parks and green spaces in England and Wales, operated by 
Keep Britain Tidy). This is utilised to calculate a quality score for each site visited. Scores in 
the database are presented as percentage figures. The quality criteria used for the open space 
assessments carried out for all open space typologies are summarised in the following table.  
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Quality criteria for open space site visit (score) 

 Physical access, e.g. public transport links, directional signposts,  
 Personal security, e.g.  site is overlooked, natural surveillance 
 Access-social, e.g. appropriate minimum entrance widths 
 Parking, e.g. availability, specific, disabled parking 
 Information signage, e.g. presence of up to date site information, notice boards 
 Equipment and facilities, e.g. assessment of both adequacy and maintenance of provision 

such as seats, benches, bins, toilets 
 Location value, e.g. proximity of housing, other greenspace 
 Site problems, e.g. presence of vandalism, graffiti 
 Healthy, safe and secure, e.g. fencing, gates, staff on site 
 Maintenance and cleanliness, e.g. condition of general landscape & features 
 Groups that the site meets the needs of, e.g. elderly, young people 
 Site potential 

 
For the provision for children and young people, criteria are also built around the Green Flag. 
It is a non-technical visual assessment of the whole site, including general equipment and 
surface quality/appearance plus an assessment of, for example, bench and bin provision. This 
differs, for example, from an independent Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents 
(RosPA) review, which is a more technical assessment of equipment in terms of play and risk 
assessment grade.  
 
Analysis of value 
 

Site visit data plus desk based research is calculated to provide value scores for each site 
identified. Value is defined in best practice guidance in relation to the following three issues: 
 
 Context of the site i.e. its accessibility, scarcity value and historic value. 
 Level and type of use. 
 The wider benefits it generates for people, biodiversity and the wider environment. 

 
In addition, the NPPF refers to attributes to value such as beauty and attractiveness of a site, 
its recreational value, historic and cultural value and its tranquillity and richness of wildlife.  
 
The value criteria set for audit assessment is derived as: 
 

Value criteria for open space site visits (score) 

 Level of use (observations only), e.g., evidence of different user types (e.g. dog walkers, 
joggers, children) throughout day, located near school and/or community facility 

 Context of site in relation to other open spaces 
 Structural and landscape benefits, e.g., well located, high quality defining the identity/ area 
 Ecological benefits, e.g., supports/promotes biodiversity and wildlife habitats 
 Educational benefits, e.g., provides learning opportunities on nature/historic landscapes 
 Social inclusion and health benefits, e.g., promotes civic pride, community ownership and a 

sense of belonging; helping to promote physical and mental well-being 
 Cultural and heritage benefits, e.g., historic elements/links (e.g. listed building, statues) and 

high profile symbols of local area 
 Amenity benefits and a sense of place, e.g., attractive places that are safe and well 

maintained; helping to create specific neighbourhoods and landmarks 
 Economic benefits, e.g., enhances property values, promotes economic activity and attracts 

people from near and far 
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Children’s and young people play provision is scored for value as part of the audit assessment. 
Value, in particular is recognised in terms of size of sites and the range of equipment it hosts. 
For instance, a small site with only one or two items is likely to be of a lower value than a site 
with a variety of equipment catering for wider age ranges. 
 
2.4 Quality and value thresholds 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); the results 
of the site assessments are colour-coded against a baseline threshold (high being green and 
low being red). The primary aim of applying a threshold is to identify sites where investment 
and/or improvements may be required. It can also be used to set an aspirational quality 
standard to be achieved in the future and to inform decisions around the need to further protect 
sites from future development (particularly when applied with its respective value score in a 
matrix format). 
 
The baseline threshold for assessing quality can often be set around 66%; based on the pass 
rate for Green Flag criteria (site visit criteria also being based on Green Flag). This is the only 
national benchmark available for quality of parks and open spaces. However, the site visit 
criteria used for Green Flag is not appropriate for every open space typology as it is designed 
to represent a sufficiently high standard of site. Quality thresholds are, thus, adjusted to better 
reflect average scores for each typology. Consequently, the baseline threshold for certain 
typologies is amended to better reflect this. 
 
Table 2.2: Quality and value thresholds by typology 
 

Typology Quality threshold Value threshold 

Parks and gardens 60% 20% 

Natural and semi-natural greenspace 45% 20% 

Amenity greenspace 50% 20% 

Provision for children and young people 60% 20% 

Allotments n/a n/a 

Cemeteries/churchyards n/a n/a 

Green corridors n/a n/a 

Coastal areas n/a n/a 

Significant other land n/a n/a 

 
For value, there is no national guidance on the setting of thresholds. The 20% threshold applied 
is derived from our experience and knowledge in assessing the perceived value of sites. Whilst 
20% may initially seem low it is a relative score - designed to reflect those sites that meet more 
than one aspect of the criteria used for assessing value (as detailed earlier). 
 
2.5 Identifying local need (demand) 
 
Consultation to identify local need for open space provision has been carried out via a 
combination of face-to-face meetings, surveys and telephone interviews. It has been 
conducted with key local authority officers and town/parish councils. An online communities 
survey was also hosted. This was promoted by the Council and received 292 responses. The 
findings of the consultations were used, reviewed and interpreted to further support the results 
of the quality and value assessment. The responses and trends are set out later in the report.  
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2.6 Accessibility catchments 
 
Accessibility catchments for different typologies of provision are a tool to identify communities 
currently not served by existing facilities. It is recognised that factors that underpin catchment 
areas vary from person to person, day to day and hour to hour. For the purposes of this 
process, this problem is overcome by accepting the concept of ‘effective catchments’, defined 
as the distance that would be travelled by the majority of users. 
 
Results of the Communities Survey have been used to set initial accessibility catchments. 
These are presented in Table 2.3 and are applied to help inform deficiencies in each form of 
open space provision.  
 
No catchments are set for the typologies of cemeteries or green corridors. It is difficult to assess 
such typologies against catchment areas due to their nature and usage. For cemeteries, 
provision should be determined by demand for burial space.  
 
The definitions for the sub type of play areas is based on the approach already undertaken by 
the Council. This enables a more targeted approach to reflect the users of such provision: 
 
 Children’s Play Provision – areas designed for younger children. Equipment is normally 

age group specific to reduce unintended users. 
 Young Peoples Provision – forms of provision offering more extensive range of play 

equipment. Includes features such as Multi-Use Games Areas (MUGA) and skate parks 
 
Table 2.3: Accessibility catchments from respondents 
 

Open space typology Accessibility catchment  

Parks & Gardens 

15-minute walk time to all local parks 

20-minute walk time to all major parks 

15-minute drive time to all major parks 

Amenity Greenspace 12-minute walk time 

Natural & Semi-natural Greenspace 
15-minute walk time 

30-minute drive time 

Provision for children 
and young people  

Children’s Play 10-minute walk time 

Young Peoples  15-minute walk time 

 
The subsequent Standards Paper will explore these catchments further for their 
appropriateness in helping to set accessibility standards. Consideration to the differences in 
urban and rural areas will also be incorporated    
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PART 3: SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION AND OPEN SPACES 
 
This section provides a summary of the responses to the online community survey and user 
consultations. It also describes generic trends and findings from the quality and value ratings 
for the sample of site visits undertaken. Site specific and typology issues are covered in the 
relevant sections later in this report.  
 
3.1 Lancaster Green Space Forum Meeting (SWOT Analysis) 
 
A consultation meeting was held with the Green Space Forum as part of the consultation for 
the study. The group is a collection of friends and interest groups linked to open space 
provision across the Lancaster District. The Green Space Forum enables members to meet 
and discuss best practices, issues and problem solving. 
 
The meeting was attended by representatives from a number of groups including Friends of 
Barley Cop Woods, Friends of Ryelands Park, Fork to Fork, Lune Valley Bee Keepers, Friends 
of Freemans Wood and Coronation Field, Fairfield Association, Friends of Lune Bank Gardens, 
Friends of Carnforth Coke Ovens and Friends of Greaves Park. 
 
As part of the event, a SWOT Analysis was used as a discussion board in order to assist with 
the views and thoughts towards open space provision across the area. A summary of the main 
findings is set out below. 
 

Strengths  

 The large number of interest/friends group is a reflection to the wider interest in green space.  

 Existence of forum to help bring groups together and share ideas 

 Size/compactness of Lancaster but diversity and variety of open spaces 

 Key forms of provision and best practice examples such as Williamson Park, Fairfield as well 
as the coastline and areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONB) 

 Strong political support (almost all FOGs have a councillor as a member, active Green Party in 
area) 

 Range of volunteer skills; having grown and positively impact on provision 

 Support from city council and county council 

 

Weaknesses  

 No large open space sites – has meant existing sites are utilised effectively 

 Morecambe has little green space. Carnforth has even less green space. Predominantly due to 
historic trends and compactness of settlements 

 Consequently, there is a lack of friends/interest groups in these areas 

 Areas with lack of volunteers are often the more deprived areas 

 Creation of groups is often reactive rather than proactive 

 Lack of provision for older children/young adults. North Lancaster cited as example. However, 
recognised that often residents do not want such forms of provision near housing 

 Financial resources of FOGs/Forum. Small scale outlays are required to assist with 
maintenance improvements (i.e. new tools etc); often these are paid by group members 
voluntary. A small communal pot of money to help would greatly benefit work of groups. 
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Opportunities  

 Connecting to wider groups such as allotment associations, university, charitable bodies etc to 
widen knowledge and expertise of Forum 

 Establishing FOGs in areas currently lacking. Pro-activeness as opposed to reactive. Potential 
for councillors to support work. 

 Ensuring new developments meet requirements to contribute to new open space provision 

 Need for open space to be recognised for their importance and to be high on the councils 
political and corporate agenda 

 Potential to explore opportunity for commercial developments to also contribute to open space 
provision. Currently no contribution is asked. Need for such developments to incorporate open 
space (e.g. frontierland) 

 Lancashire Environment Fund and ability to support funding opportunities 

 

Threats  

 Tokenism; level of priority given to green spaces 

 Piecemeal approach to open space provision 

 Flood damage  

 Upkeep of open space and reducing budgets; impact on general maintenance and tree 
replacement 
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3.2 Community Survey 
 
An online communities survey was also hosted on the Council website and promoted via social 
media and the Councils communication team. A total of 292 responses were received. The 
findings of the consultations were used, reviewed and interpreted to further support the report 
findings. A summary of the responses is set out on the following pages. 
 
3.2.1 Usage 
 
The most popular forms of provision to visit on a more frequent basis (i.e. more than once a 
week) are outdoor networks, parks or amenity greenspace. This is followed by nature reserves. 
Respondents identify that they generally visit outdoor networks (51%), parks (34%), amenity 
greenspace (33%) and nature reserves (23%) more than once a week.  
 
Provision such as allotments (25%) and cemeteries and churchyards (40%) are visited on a 
less frequent basis, with more respondents stating they visit such provision less than once a 
month. This however is not surprising given their role and function.   
 
Table 3.2.1: Frequency of visits to open space typologies in last 12 months 
 

 More than 
once a week 

Once a 
week 

2-3 times 
a month 

Once a 
month 

Less than 
once a month 

Never 

Local park or public 
garden 

33.5% 24.6% 14.6% 13.9% 11.7% 1.8% 

Nature reserve, 
common or 
woodland 

22.5% 17.9% 23.2% 18.6% 13.9% 3.9% 

Play area for young 
children 

12.8% 12.8% 12.0% 5.3% 17.7% 39.5% 

Teenage provision 3.1% 3.4% 4.2% 5.3% 14.9% 69.1% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

32.5% 18.3% 19.0% 11.2% 13.1% 6.0% 

Allotments and 
community gardens 

8.6% 4.5% 4.9% 10.1% 25.4% 46.6% 

Cemeteries/ 
churchyards 

3.3% 5.9% 7.4% 13.7% 39.6% 30.0% 

Outdoor networks 51.4% 17.9% 12.1% 8.6% 7.9% 2.1% 

Beach 8.9% 11.4% 21.7% 17.1% 33.8% 7.1% 

Promenade 15.0% 11.2% 21.0% 23.1% 25.5% 4.2% 
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Figure 3.2.1: Frequency of visits to open space typologies in last 12 months*  
 

 
 

                                                
* Blank sections with no percentage figure displayed have 4% or less response return  
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Respondents were asked to name the three sites or areas they visit most often. The most 
popular site is Williamson Park. Nearly half of all respondents (45%) state they often visit the 
site. Happy Mount Park is the other specific park site cited as being visited often by 
respondents. However, compared to Williamson Park this is a much smaller percentage of 
respondents with 13%. 
 
The coastal and beach areas are also popular places for respondents to visit; a third (33%) of 
survey respondents identify visiting one of the many coastal facilities in the area. The 
promenade and Morecambe Bay are a couple of specific examples given. 
 
Respondents also highlight often visiting canal and river paths. Nearly a third of respondents 
(31%) cite visiting such forms of provision. Specifically, the pathways along the Lancaster 
Canal and River Lune are highlighted. 
 
Table 3.2.1: Sites and areas most often visited  
 

Sites/areas Percentage of respondents 

Williamson Park 45% 

Beach/coast/prom 33% 

Canal/towpath 31% 

Happy Mount 13% 

Ryelands Park 7% 

Greaves Park 6% 

Fairfield 6% 

Halton Centre 4% 

Regent Park  2% 

 
Over two thirds of respondents (69%) report that they regularly visit open space provision 
outside of the Lancaster District. Some of the most popular sites and areas for visiting outside 
of the study area are: 
 
 Arnside and Silverdale 15% (part of this AONB lies within the Lancaster District) 
 Brockholes (Preston) 4% 
 Lake District National Park 31% 
 Yorkshire Dales 7% (part of which also lies within the Lancaster District) 
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3.2.2 Accessibility 
 
Results from the survey shows that the majority of individuals are willing to walk to access 
most forms of provision. This is most evident for amenity greenspace (66%), play provision 
(61%), parks (61%) and outdoor networks (56%). 
 
The exception to this is for the beach (61%) and promenade (56%) categories which individuals 
are more likely to travel by private car. It is also worth highlighting that over a third of 
respondents (34%) travel by private car to access parks (in addition to the 61% which walk).  
 
A more mixed response is noted for open space provision such as nature reserves and 
cemeteries. For nature reserves, 47% of respondents state they walk to access provision whilst 
43% use private car. Similarly, for cemeteries 48% access by walking with 37% using private 
car. 
 
Table 3.2.2: Mode of travel to open space sites  
 

 Walk Public 
transport 

Taxi Private 
car 

Cycle  Other 

Local park or public 
garden 

60.8% 1.1% - 33.8% 2.9% 1.4% 

Nature reserve, 
common or 
woodland 

46.9% 1.8% - 43.2% 5.5% 2.6% 

Play area for young 
children 

60.9% 1.0% - 20.3% 1.5% 16.3% 

Teenage provision 37.2% 0.6% - 26.8% 3.0% 32.3% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

65.9% 3.4% - 23.4% 4.6% 2.7% 

Allotments and 
community gardens 

46.2% 1.5% 0.5% 27.2% 5.6% 19.0% 

Cemeteries/ 
churchyards 

47.5% 0.4% 0.4% 37.2% 2.2% 12.1% 

Outdoor networks 55.6% 0.8% - 16.5% 23.7% 3.4% 

Beach 19.8% 8.4% 1.9% 61.1% 6.1% 2.7% 

Promenade 18.3% 8.7% 2.3% 55.9% 11.8% 3.0% 
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Figure 3.2.2: Mode of travel to open space sites  
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Results from the survey shows that most individuals are generally willing to travel between 10 
and 30 minutes to access the various different forms of open space provision.  
 
For some typologies such as nature reserves/woodlands, there is a willingness to travel further 
distances; with 30% of respondents stating they would travel up to 30 minutes. A similar trend 
of being willing to travel up to 30 minutes can also be seen for beaches (39%) and promenades 
(40%). 
 
For other forms of provision, respondents show a willingness to travel a shorter amount of time 
(i.e. 10 to 15 minutes). This is particularly noticeably for play provision, amenity greenspace 
and allotments.  
 
For parks a mix of travel times are observed. Most respondents will travel up to 15 minutes 
(30%) followed closely by those willing to travel up to 30 minutes (27%) or 10 minutes (23%). 
This is likely to reflect the variation in different forms of parks provision.  
 
These results have helped inform the catchment mapping for each typology later in the report.  
 
Table 3.2.3: Time willing to travel to open space sites  
 

 Up to 5 
minutes 

10 
minutes 

15 
minutes 

30 
minutes 

45 
minutes 

Over 45 
minutes 

Local park or public 
garden 

9.2% 22.9% 29.6% 27.1% 3.5% 6.3% 

Nature reserve, 
common or 
woodland 

3.2% 14.2% 19.9% 30.2% 14.2% 16.4% 

Play area for young 
children 

10.3% 19.4% 16.3% 11.1% 4.8% 2.0% 

Teenage provision 5.5% 11.0% 11.8% 9.3% 1.3% 2.5% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

16.5% 21.3% 26.5% 19.1% 3.7% 7.7% 

Allotments and 
community gardens 

7.2% 20.1% 24.1% 14.9% 2.4% 4.0% 

Cemeteries/ 
churchyards 

5.5% 19.3% 23.2% 21.3% 5.1% 4.7% 

Outdoor networks 17.1% 18.5% 26.5% 17.1% 5.8% 11.6% 

Beach 3.3% 8.4% 22.0% 38.8% 10.3% 13.2% 

Promenade 2.9% 9.1% 22.6% 40.1% 9.5% 12.0% 
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Figure 3.2.3: Time willing to travel to open space sites  
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3.2.3 Availability 
 
In general, respondents consider the amount of provision to be quite satisfactory for most 
typologies. In some cases, a noticeable proportion of respondents also view availability as very 
satisfactory.  
 
Both parks and outdoor networks are viewed as predominantly being very or quite satisfactory. 
Half of respondents (50%) rate the availability of parks provision as quite satisfactory with a 
further 26% rating availability as very satisfactory. A similar trend can be seen in the responses 
to outdoor networks with most respondents rating availability as quite satisfactory (46%) or 
very satisfactory (25%). 
 
For amenity greenspace (46%) and play provision (33%) most respondents rate availability as 
quite satisfactory.  
 
There are a greater proportion of respondents who state they are neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied with availability of allotment provision (31%) and teenage provision (28%). 
However, this is likely to reflect the niche use and user numbers of these forms of spaces. 
There is however a slightly greater number of respondents (16%) who are quite dissatisfied 
with availability of teenage provision.  
 
Table 3.2.4: Satisfaction with availability of open spaces  
 

 Very 
satisfied 

Quite 
satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied or 
dissatisfied 

Quite 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

No 
opinion 

Local park or 
public garden 

26.0% 49.7% 8.3% 10.4% 4.2% 1.4% 

Play area for 
young children 

14.3% 32.5% 16.8% 10.0% 5.4% 21.1% 

Teenage 
provision 

4.0% 12.3% 27.5% 16.3% 8.3% 31.5% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

12.8% 45.5% 18.8% 11.8% 7.3% 3.8% 

Allotments and 
community 
gardens 

9.4% 20.9% 30.7% 11.2% 7.6% 20.2% 

Outdoor 
networks 

25.3% 46.4% 10.4% 10.0% 4.8% 3.1% 
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Figure 3.2.4: Satisfaction with availability of open spaces  
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3.2.4 Quality  
 
Respondents consider the quality of provision to be generally quite satisfactory for most 
typologies.  
 
Beaches (51%), outdoor networks (49%), parks (48%), amenity greenspace (45%) and 
promenades (44%) are viewed by respondents as mostly being quite satisfactory. For the 
typologies of promenades (30%), parks (22%) and beaches (20%) a noticeable proportion of 
respondents also rate quality as very satisfactory.  
 
For amenity greenspace (46%) and play provision (33%) most respondents rate availability as 
quite satisfactory.  
 
Similar to the trend for availability, there are a greater proportion of respondents who state they 
are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with quality of allotment provision (31%) and teenage 
provision (27%). This is likely to reflect the niche use and user numbers of these spaces.   
 
Table 3.2.5: Satisfaction with quality of open spaces  
 

 Very 
satisfied 

Quite 
satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied or 
dissatisfied 

Quite 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

No 
opinion 

Local park or 
public garden 

22.1% 48.0% 11.4% 11.0% 6.4% 1.1% 

Play area for 
young children 

11.7% 29.9% 19.7% 10.2% 6.9% 21.5% 

Teenage 
provision 

4.5% 12.3% 27.2% 14.6% 7.1% 34.3% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

10.4% 45.0% 23.6% 12.9% 5.0% 3.2% 

Allotments and 
community 
gardens 

8.9% 25.7% 30.5% 6.3% 5.6% 23.0% 

Outdoor 
networks 

18.2% 49.3% 10.4% 14.6% 4.6% 2.9% 
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Figure 3.2.5: Satisfaction with quality of open spaces  
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Respondents to the survey were asked what they thought was most important for green 
spaces. The most common answers include maintenance and improvements (66%), 
cleanliness (58%) and more natural wildlife environments (54%). 
 
Figure 3.2.6: What is important for open space provision*  
 

  
 
  

                                                
* The total figures do not add up due to some respondents not specifying gender 
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3.2.5 Importance  
 
Respondents to the communities survey were asked how important each different open space 
typology is to them. Overall, most forms of open space are identified as important. In particular, 
provision such as outdoor networks (83%), local parks and gardens (83%) and nature reserves 
(83%) are considered very important. 
 
Other forms of provision such amenity greenspace (70%), beaches (68%) and promenades 
(63%) are also generally consider as very important. 
 
Slightly more mixed responses are noted for play for young children, teenage provision, 
allotments and cemeteries. However, such forms of provision are still regarded as very or quite 
important by respondents. The mixed responses are likely to reflect individuals use and 
knowledge of provision (as reflected in the responses for other questions regarding views 
towards frequency of visits, availability and quality).   
 
Table 3.2.7: Importance of open space  
 

 Very 
important 

Quite 
important 

Neither 
important nor 
unimportant  

Not very 
important 

Not at all 
important  

Local park or 
public garden 

82.5% 15.7% 1.7% - - 

Nature reserve, 
common or 
woodland 

83.0% 15.3% 1.7% - - 

Play area for young 
children 

52.0% 17.7% 11.9% 7.6% 10.8% 

Teenage provision 32.8% 22.3% 17.9% 9.1% 17.9% 

General amenity 
greenspace 

70.0% 22.5% 5.0% 2.5% - 

Allotments and 
community 
gardens 

47.3% 22.4% 19.1% 6.9% 4.3% 

Cemeteries/ 
churchyards 

38.3% 31.0% 19.9% 7.6% 3.2% 

Outdoor networks 82.9% 13.2% 1.4% 1.7% 0.7% 

Beach 67.8% 21.0% 7.0% 2.1% 2.1% 

Promenade 62.9% 25.4% 7.5% 2.5% 1.8% 
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Figure 3.2.7: Importance of open space  
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3.3 Site Visit Overview 
 
This section describes trends from the quality and value ratings for each typology in the 
Lancaster District.  
 
Within the Lancaster District, there is a total of over 1,201 hectares of open space. The largest 
contributor to provision is natural and semi natural (748 hectares); accounting for 62%. Overall, 
there are 440 sites. Subsequently, 143 out of the 440 sites have been visited and received a 
quality and value score.   
 
Table 3.3.1: Overview of open space provision 
 

Open space typology Number of sites Total amount (hectares)* 

Park and gardens 13 56 

Natural & semi-natural greenspace 101 748 

Amenity greenspace 90 88 

Provision for children & young people 109 11 

Allotments 23 22 

Cemeteries/churchyards 63 39 

Green corridors 13 142 

Coastal areas 8 n/a 

Significant other land 17 95 

TOTAL 440 1,201 

 
3.3.1 Quality 
 
The methodology for assessing quality is set out in Part 2 (Methodology). The table below 
summarises the results of the quality assessment for open spaces. 
 
Table 3.3.2: Quality scores for assessed open space typologies 
 

Typology  Threshold Scores (%) No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low High 

  

Park and gardens 60% 68% 79% 92% 0 5 

Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 

45% 20% 47% 90% 8 7 

Amenity greenspace  50% 41% 57% 80% 5 10 

Provision for children and 
young people 

60% 34% 75% 92% 12 96 

TOTAL 20% 69% 90% 25 118 

 

There is generally a good level of quality across all open space sites. This is reflected in over 

three quarters (83%) of sites scoring above their set threshold for quality. Proportionally, all 

parks sites assessed score above the quality threshold.  

                                                
* Rounded to the nearest whole number 
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This is followed by provision for children and young people and amenity greenspaces with 88% 

and 67% of sites assessed respectively scoring above the thresholds. 

 

The typology proportionally scoring lowest on quality is natural and semi-natural greenspace, 
with 50% of assessed sites scoring below the threshold for quality. This often reflects overall 
maintenance and cleanliness as well as a lack of ancillary facilities. A few assessed sites are 
also observed as having issues with flooding.   
 
3.3.2 Value 
 
The methodology for assessing value is set out in Part 2 (Methodology). The table below 
summarises the results of the value assessment for open spaces.  
 
Table 3.3.3: Value scores for assessed open space typologies 
 

Typology  Threshold Scores No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <20% >20% 

Park and gardens 

20% 

64% 70% 77% 0 5 

Natural & semi-natural 
greenspace 

11% 35% 68% 1 14 

Amenity greenspace  28% 41% 60% 0 15 

Provision for children & 
young people 

16% 51% 73% 5 103 

TOTAL 11% 49% 77% 6 137 

 
The vast majority of sites (96%) are assessed as being above the threshold for value, reflecting 
the role and importance of open space provision to local communities and environments. All 
assessed parks and amenity greenspaces rate above the threshold for value.  
 
Provision for children and young people is the only typology to have a noticeable number of 
sites to rate below the value threshold. This reflects a general lack of equipment at these sites; 
with the equipment on site also being observed as low quality. 
 
A high value site is considered to be one that is well used by the local community, well 
maintained (with a balance for conservation), provides a safe environment and has features of 
interest; for example, good quality play equipment and landscaping. Sites that provide for a 
cross section of users and have a multi-functional use are considered a higher value than 
those offering limited functions and viewed as unattractive. 
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3.4 Summary 
 

General summary 

 In total, 440 sites in the Lancaster District are identified as open space provision. This is 
equivalent to over 1,201 hectares. A total of 143 sites have been assessed as part of a 
sample. 

 Consultation highlights apparent deficiencies in areas such as Morecambe and Carnforth. 
Specifically, there are concerns of a lack of provision for older children across the area. 

 Of assessed open space sites, well over three quarters of provision (83%) rate above the 
threshold set for quality.  

 Proportionally, parks and provision for children score particularly well for quality, with 100% 
and 89% of sites respectively rating above the set quality threshold. 

 The majority of all open spaces (96%) are assessed as being above the threshold for 
value. This reflects the importance of open space provision and its role offering social, 
environmental and health benefits. 
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PART 4: PARKS AND GARDENS 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This typology often covers urban parks and formal gardens (including designed landscapes), 
which provide accessible high quality opportunities for informal recreation and community 
events.   
 
4.2 Current provision 
 
There are 13 sites classified as parks and gardens. This is an equivalent of over 55 hectares. 
No site size threshold has been applied and, as such, all known sites are included within the 
typology. Out of the 13 sites, five are assessed as part of the site visit sample.  
 
Table 4.1: Distribution of parks by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Parks and gardens 

Number Size (ha) Current provision            

(ha per 1,000 population) 

Lancaster  5 47.66 0.91 

Heysham and Morecambe 7 8.24 0.16 

Carnforth/Rural  1 0.06 0.00* 

Lancaster District  13 55.96 0.39 

 
The largest site and biggest contributor to provision is Williamson Park at 26.9 hectares. This 
is followed by Ryelands Park (14.4 ha) and Greaves Park (5.65 ha). All three sites are located 
in the Lancaster Analysis Area.  
 
The Lancaster Analysis Area has the greatest amount of provision with 48 hectares; 
accounting for 87% of parks provision across the whole area. Consequently, it also has the 
greatest amount of provision per 1,000 population with 0.91 hectares per 1,000 population.  
 
Fields In Trust (FIT) suggests 0.80 hectares per 1,000 population as a guideline quantity 
standard. Overall, the Lancaster District has a current provision level of 0.39 hectares per 
1,000 population. Only the Lancaster Analysis Area meets the FIT suggested standard.  
 
Both the Heysham and Morecambe Analysis Area and Carnforth/Rural Analysis Area are 
identified as having forms of park provision. However, both are proportionally lower in terms of 
hectares per 1,000 population.  
 
Both Williamson Park and Greaves Park are considered to offer a specific dual use purpose. 
Both sites contribute to the provision of natural and semi-natural greenspaces as they provide 
opportunities linked with natural greenspace as well as containing many features associated 
with such forms of provision. However, to ensure no double counting of sites they are only 
included in the parks and gardens typology. 
 
  

                                                
* Current provision of 0.001 ha per 1,000 population 
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Williamson Park is widely regarded as a popular and excellent form of park provision. It is 
recognised as serving a much wider population than just Lancaster District. The sites popularity 
is evidenced from the results of the Communities Survey. Respondents were asked to name 
the sites they most often visit. Nearly half of all respondents (45%) identified visiting Williamson 
Park on a frequent basis. Happy Mount Park was the next site most often visited by 
respondents with 13% stating they visit often. 
 
4.3 Accessibility 
 
The Communities Survey found the most common mode of travel to access a park is by walking 
(61%). This is followed by a third of respondents (34%) that identify accessing park provision 
via private car. The most common times willing to be travelled is up to 15 minutes (30%), up 
to 30 minutes (27%) and up to 10 minutes (23%). 
 
The variation in modes and travel times is likely to reflect the differences in parks provision; 
some parks serve the whole Lancaster District whilst others are more local forms of provision. 
On this basis, a 15-minute walk has been applied to all local parks with a 20-minute walk time 
to all district and regional parks. In addition, a 15-minute drive time catchment has also been 
applied to all district and regional park sites. Figure 4.1 shows the catchment areas applied.  
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Figure 4.1: Parks and gardens mapped against catchments 
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Table 4.2: Key to sites mapped  
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Level Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

146 Williamson Park Lancaster Regional 91.7% 77.3% 

82 Greaves Park Lancaster District 68.2% 63.6% 

418 
Happy Mount Parks and 
Gardens 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

District 85.1% 77.3% 

428 Ryelands House P+G Lancaster District 77.7% 68.2% 

81 Dallas Road Gardens P+G Lancaster Local   

324 Marine Road Central  
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local   

137 Memorial Gardens 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local   

299 Regent Park 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local 74.8% 63.6% 

419 Sparrow Park Carnforth Local   

90 Storey Gardens  Lancaster Local   

113 Sunken Gardens  
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local   

117 Torrisholme Park 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local   

427 West End Gardens 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

Local   

 
Catchment mapping shows that the majority of areas with a higher population density are 
covered by catchment areas. However, gaps in provision are observed. 
 
The Heysham area is noted as not being covered by any walk time catchment. Furthermore, 
the south of Morecambe is also highlighted as lacking coverage.  
 
The majority of the Morecambe area is also not served by any site considered as a strategic 
form of provision (blue or red coloured site). There are however forms of park provision 
identified in the area (green coloured sites). 
 
No issue with regard to availability of parks is highlighted through the Communities Survey. 
Half of all respondents (50%) rate being quite satisfied with the amount/availability of parks in 
the area. A further 26% state they are very satisfied. Further supporting the existing amount of 
provision is the smaller percentage of respondents that are either quite dissatisfied (10%) or 
very dissatisfied (4%).  
 
  



LANCASTER CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT   

 

April 2018 Assessment Report 36 
                  

4.4 Quality 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by best practice); scores 
from site assessments are colour-coded against a baseline threshold (high being green and 
low being red). The table overleaf summarises the results of the quality assessment for parks. 
A threshold of 60% is applied in order to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of 
how the quality scores and thresholds are derived can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 4.3: Quality ratings for parks  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 

<60% 

High 

>60% 

  

Lancaster 68% 79% 92% 24% 0 3 

Heysham and Morecambe 75% 80% 85% 10% 0 2 

Carnforth/Rural - - - - - - 

Lancaster District 68% 79% 92% 24% 0 5 

 
Of the 13 parks and gardens in the area, five sites were assessed as part of the site visit 
sample. 
 
All five park and garden sites assessed for quality rate above the threshold. The highest 
scoring site is Williamson Park with 92%. The lowest scoring site, which still scores above the 
threshold, is Greaves Park with 68%.  
 
Williamson Park has a significant range of ancillary features and facilities including toilets, 
parking, a pond and wildlife area. Furthermore, the site provides an excellent network of well 
cared for pathways, allowing for people of all abilities to access the site. The park also features 
a Butterfly House (charged) and a café. Similar to other assessed parks, Williamson Park 
contains play equipment. The play equipment is relatively new (refurbished in 2016). It scores 
excellent for ancillary facilities such as signage, benches, entrances, bins and lighting. 
Consequently, it scores very highly for overall quality. There is a cost for the car park however 
given the offer and opportunities at the site it seems good value for money. The site is observed 
as being visually very attractive, containing the iconic Ashton Memorial and views of 
Morecambe Bay and the Lake District. It is recognised as being extremely popular and being 
used by local residents and tourists alike.   
 
Happy Mount Park is the second highest scoring park for quality with 85%. The site has an 
extensive range of play and recreational facilities including a splash park, putting green and 
adventure golf. It also features a café, ornamental gardens and habitat trail. The sites’ 
prominent location just north of central Morecambe makes it an easily accessible and popular 
site for locals and tourists. 
 
The other assessed sites of Ryelands Park, Regent Park and Greaves Park all score well 
above the quality threshold. As mentioned earlier, Greaves Park has a strong natural and semi-
natural aspect to it with features such as wildflowers and woodlands. The site also contains an 
excellent play area.  
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Regent Park in Morecambe is a more traditional park site featuring a bowling green, children’s 
play and a café. It is understood that there is an aspiration for the site to create a walking 
football facility and other recreation facilities. This is being explored in 2018.  
 
Ryelands Park is the second largest park site at 14 hectares. The site contains football pitches, 
changing facilities as well as a play area. It hosts a number of events including a fun fair, circus 
and car boot sales. The park is highlighted as having a series of improvement works which 
could see the addition of an adult exercise area, community garden and café. Sources of 
funding for the works are being explored. 
 
Most respondents to the Communities Survey are generally satisfied with the quality of parks 
provision. Nearly half view quality as quite satisfactory (48%) with a further 22% rating 
provision as very satisfactory. There are a small percentage of respondents that are either 
quite dissatisfied (11%) or very dissatisfied (6%).  
 
Green Flag 
 
The Green Flag Award scheme is licensed and managed by Keep Britain Tidy. It provides 
national standards for parks and greenspaces across England and Wales. Public service 
agreements, identified by the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 
highlight the importance placed on Green Flag status as an indicator of high quality. This in 
turn impacts upon the way parks and gardens are managed and maintained.  
 
A survey by improvement charity GreenSpace highlights that parks with a Green Flag Award 
provide more satisfaction to members of the public compared to those without it. Its survey of 
16,000 park users found that more than 90% of Green Flag Award park visitors were very 
satisfied or satisfied with their chosen site, compared to 65% of visitors to non-Green Flag 
parks.  
 
To gain the award, sites must be maintained to a high standard. Williamson Park and Happy 
Mount Parks and Gardens both achieve the Green Flag Award. This is reflected in the quality 
scores they receive which are the two highest of the assessed parks; Williamson Park (92%) 
and Happy Mount Park (85%). Both sites boast an excellent range and standard of facilities. 
Both parks also have an active friends of group which contribute to the added benefits of the 
sites. 
 
All five of the assessed park sites are identified as having active friends of groups. The roles 
of these groups vary in the management and additional benefit they provide. Some undertake 
additional maintenance and enhancements; whilst others also run events and apply for 
funding. Often groups help apply for funding to provide new or additional play equipment and 
features at sites. A focus for many groups is to help conserve and provide additional added 
value at sites. 
 
4.5 Value 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance); the scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a baseline 
threshold (high being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the 
value assessment for parks. A threshold of 20% is applied in order to identify high and low 
value. Further explanation of how the value scores are derived can be found in Part 2 
(Methodology).  
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Table 4.4: Value scores for parks by analysis area  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score 

Low 

<20% 

High 

>20% 

  

Lancaster 64% 70% 77% 13% 0 3 

Heysham and Morecambe 64% 71% 77% 13% 0 2 

Carnforth/Rural - - - - - - 

Lancaster District  64% 70% 77% 13% 0 5 

 
All five sites score well above the threshold for value. The two Green flag sites (Williamson 
Park and Happy Mount Park) score the highest for value: Williamson Park (77%) and Happy 
Mount Park (77%).  
 
Williamson Park is the largest park in the area and a valuable asset for many. It has a great 
diversity of features and facilities. It has a very active friends group. The site also hosts a 
number of events such as Park Run (which takes place every Saturday) as well as seasonal 
events such Christmas carol concerts and Light Up Lancaster.  
 
The Friends of Happy Mount Park help with the running of the Japanese Garden and woodland 
areas of the park.   
 
All five assessed parks have associated Friends of Groups often a sign of the importance a 
site provides to the local community and area. 
 
All parks provide opportunities for a wide range of users and demonstrate the high social 
inclusion, health benefits and sense of place that parks can offer. The importance of parks is 
widely regarded with the majority of respondents (83%) to the Communities Survey rating 
parks as very important. A further 16% rate parks as quite important. No respondent rates the 
importance of parks as not very or not at all important. 
 
One of the key aspects of the value placed on parks provision is their ability to function as a 
multipurpose form of open space provision. Parks provide opportunities for local communities 
and individuals to socialise and undertake a range of different activities, such as exercise, dog 
walking and taking children to the play area. Furthermore, parks sites have ecological value, 
providing habitats for a variety of wildlife. Taking all this into account, parks and gardens are 
recognised as being heavily integrated into people’s everyday lives.  
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4.6 Summary 
 

Parks and gardens  

 There are 13 sites classified as parks and gardens totalling over 55 hectares. This is an 
equivalent to 0.39 ha per 1,000 population. 

 Proportionally, more provision is located in Lancaster (0.91 ha per 1,000 population) compared 
to Heysham and Morecambe (0.14 ha per 1,000 population) or Carnforth/Rural (0.001 ha per 
1,000 population).  

 FIT suggests a standard of 0.80 ha per 1,000 population. Overall, only the Lancaster Analysis 
Area meets the FIT standard. 

 Catchment mapping shows the majority of higher population density areas are covered by the 
catchments applied. However, there are gaps identified to the south of Morecambe as well we 
Heysham and Carnforth areas.   

 All five assessed park and garden sites rate above the threshold for both quality and value. In 
particular, both Williamson Park and Happy Mount Park rate well for quality and value. Both 
sites have Green Flag Award status 

 Friends groups are identified at all five sites. These are widely recognised as adding to the 
overall quality and value of park sites. Such groups often provide added value through additional 
maintenance and access to funding opportunities to further add to a site. 

 All assessed sites score highly for value, with the important social interaction, health benefits, 
ecological value and sense of place sites offer being recognised.  
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PART 5: NATURAL AND SEMI-NATURAL GREENSPACE  
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
The natural and semi-natural greenspace typology can include woodland (coniferous, 
deciduous, mixed) and scrub, grassland (e.g. down-land, meadow), heath or moor, wetlands 
(e.g. marsh, fen), wastelands (including disturbed ground), and bare rock habitats (e.g. cliffs, 
quarries, pits) and commons. Such sites are often associated with providing wildlife 
conservation, biodiversity and environmental education and awareness. Sites need to be 
accessible by the public to be included within this typology. 
 
Country parks may also be categorised under natural and semi-natural greenspace. There are 
currently no forms of country parks identified within the Lancaster District. However, a Local 
Plan requirement for a country park is highlighted and being explored. 
 
5.2 Current provision 
 
In total, 101 sites are identified as natural and semi-natural greenspace, totalling over 747 
hectares of provision. These totals may not include all provision in the area as a minimum site 
size threshold of 0.2 hectares has been applied. Sites smaller than this are assumed to be of 
less or only limited recreational value to residents. However, they may still make a wider 
contribution to local areas, in relation to community viability, quality of life and health and 
wellbeing.  
 
Table 5.1: Distribution of natural and semi-natural by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Natural and semi-natural 

Number Size (ha) Current provision            

(ha per 1,000 population) 

Lancaster 30 93.85 1.79 

Heysham and Morecambe 22 73.11 1.46 

Carnforth/Rural 49 580.67 14.52 

Lancaster District  101 747.62 5.25 

 
The largest site and biggest contributor to provision is RSPB Leighton Moss and Morecambe 
Bay Nature Reserve at 131.9 hectares. This is followed by Gait Barrows National Nature 
Reserve (119.8 ha), Warton Crag (84.7 ha), Eaves Wood (52.1 ha) and Aughton Woods (41.1 
ha). All are located in the Carnforth/Rural Analysis Area.   
 
The Carnforth/Rural Analysis Area has the greatest amount of provision with 581 hectares. 
Consequently, it also has the greatest amount of provision per 1,000 population with 14.52 
hectares per 1,000 population.  
 
Both the Lancaster Analysis Area and Heysham and Morecambe Analysis Area are identified 
as having natural and semi-natural provision. However, both are proportionally lower in terms 
of hectares per 1,000 population; Lancaster (1.79) and Heysham and Morecambe (1.46). To 
some extent this is to be expected as both analysis areas are predominantly more urban in 
character.   
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Fields In Trust (FIT) suggests 1.80 hectares per 1,000 population as a guideline quantity 
standard. Overall, the Lancaster District has a current provision level of 5.25 hectares per 
1,000 population. The Heysham and Morecambe Analysis Area (1.46) is the only sub-area to 
not meet the FIT suggested standard.  
 
It is important to recognise that other open spaces such as parks and amenity greenspace 
may also provide opportunities and activities associated with natural and semi-natural 
greenspace. In particular the two park sites of Williamson Park and Greaves Park.  
 
Designations 
 
In terms of designations, there are several sites recognised as providing an important role in 
terms of conservation and biodiversity across the Lancaster District: 
 
Table 5.2: Sites with conservation importance 
 

Site  Size (hectares) Comment   

Heysham Nature Reserve 8.87 Managed by Lancashire Wildlife Trust   

Middleton Nature Reserve 15.17 Managed by Lancashire Wildlife Trust   

Fauna Nature Reserve 20.26 Managed by Fairfield Association 

Over Kellet Pond 0.41 Managed by Lancashire Wildlife Trust   

Trowbarrow Quarry 15.63 
SSSI, LNR, AONB. Managed by the AONB 
Authority. 

RSPB Leighton Moss and 
Morecambe Bay Nature Reserve 

131.94 SSSI, SPA, Ramsar, AONB 

Hyning Scout Wood 18.83 SSSI, AONB. Managed by Woodland Trust 

Gait Barrows National Nature 
Reserve 

119.76 
SSSI, NNR, AONB. Managed by the AONB 
Authority. 

Coldwell Parrock 2.80 
SSSI, AONB. Managed by the AONB 
Authority. 

Eaves Wood 52.13 SSSI, AONB. Managed by National Trust 

Jack Scout and Heald Brow 18.51 SSSI, AONB. Managed by National Trust 

Heysham Moss 21.99 
SSSI. Managed by Lancashire Wildlife 
Trust   

Warton Crag 84.77 
SSSI, AONB. Managed by Lancashire 
Wildlife Trust   

 
The sites provide a mosaic of habitats from woodland and scrub to reedbed and wetland. This 
supports an array of species with sites having a rich variety of wildlife, flora and fauna. 
 
5.3 Accessibility 
 
Natural England's Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) provides a set of 
benchmarks for ensuring access to places near to where people live. They recommend that 
people living in towns and cities should have one hectare of statutory Local Nature Reserves 
per thousand population. 
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On this basis, a population such as the Lancaster District (142,490) is recommended to have 
approximately 142 hectares of LNR. Currently a total of 511 hectares of sites with conservation 
importance is observed, meaning the Natural England recommended figure is being met.  
 
The Communities Survey found the most common mode of travel to access a nature reserve 
or woodland is by walking (47%). However, this is closely followed by 43% of respondents that 
access natural provision via private car. The most common time willing to be travelled is up to 
30 minutes (30%); followed by up to 15 minutes (20%). 
 
On this basis, a 15-minute walk and a 30-minute drive time catchment have been applied to 
all natural greenspaces. The 30-minute drive time covers the majority of the District and is 
therefore not shown in the mapping. Figure 5.1 show the walk time catchment applied. 
 
Figure 5.1: Natural and semi-natural greenspace – overview  

 
 
 



LANCASTER CITY COUNCIL  
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT   

 

April 2018 Assessment Report 43 
                  

Table 5.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

179 A683- NSN Carnforth/Rural     

443 Aughton Woods Carnforth/Rural     

149 Bloomfield Park NSN Carnforth/Rural     

37 Bolton Le Sands Main Road NSN Carnforth/Rural     

185 Burrow Lane- NSN Carnforth/Rural     

357 Burton Well Scroggs; Silverdale Carnforth/Rural     

345 
Carnforth Biological Heritage site; 
Carnforth 

Carnforth/Rural 19.6% 10.9% 

181 Church Lane- NSN Carnforth/Rural     

361 Cock's Wood; Over Kellet Carnforth/Rural     

439 Coldwell Parrock Carnforth/Rural     

343 Crawstone Wood; Bolton-le-Sands Carnforth/Rural     

364 Crook O'Lune Wood; Quernmore Carnforth/Rural     

350 Dale Wood; Halton-with-Aughton Carnforth/Rural     

440 Eaves Wood Carnforth/Rural     

438 
Gait Barrows National Nature 
Reserve 

Carnforth/Rural     

183 Greta Side- NSN Carnforth/Rural     

4 Halton Low Road NSN Carnforth/Rural     

1 Hanging Green Lane NSN Carnforth/Rural     

360 Hawthorns Rocks; Nether Kellet Carnforth/Rural     

352 Heysham Nature Reserve Carnforth/Rural 90.0% 68.2% 

323 Highfield, Carnforth Carnforth/Rural     

358 
Hornby (Deer Park); Hornby-with-
Farleton 

Carnforth/Rural     

372 Hornby NSN Carnforth/Rural     

437 Hyning Scout Wood Carnforth/Rural     

441 Jack Scout and Heald Brow Carnforth/Rural     

287 Kellet Road NSN Carnforth/Rural     

349 Long Bank Wood; Quernmore Carnforth/Rural     

359 Long Dales Lane Fields; Nether Kellet Carnforth/Rural 45.8% 21.8% 

346 Lundsfield Quarry North; Carnforth Carnforth/Rural 37.4% 25.5% 

292 Lune Riverside Walk Carnforth/Rural     

187 Marine Drive NSN Carnforth/Rural     

20 Melling Green Carnforth/Rural     

397 Middleton Nature Reserve Carnforth/Rural     

363 Over Kellet Craggs Carnforth/Rural     

362 Over Kellet Pond Carnforth/Rural     

289 Post Horse Lane NSN Carnforth/Rural     
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

143 Reanes Woods NSN Carnforth/Rural 42.1% 31.8% 

76 Reer Villas NSN Carnforth/Rural     

436 
RSPB Leighton Moss and 
Morecambe Bay Nature Reserve 

Carnforth/Rural     

190 Rushly Drive NSN Carnforth/Rural     

271 Shore Road NSN Carnforth/Rural     

275 Silverdale Road NSN Carnforth/Rural     

288 The Glen NSN Carnforth/Rural     

269 The Roods NSN Carnforth/Rural     

182 Thurland Hill Woods Carnforth/Rural     

344 Thwaite End Pasture; Carnforth Carnforth/Rural     

435 Trowbarrow Quarry Carnforth/Rural     

445 Warton Crag Carnforth/Rural     

333 Welmar est. Carnforth/Rural     

334 Whernside Grove, Welmar est. Carnforth/Rural     

370 Barrows Lane Field, Heysham 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

59.8% 40.9% 

342 Chestnut Drive Pasture; Morecambe 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

86 Combermere Grove- NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

45 Hadrian Road Drain 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

353 
Heysham Cliffs and Headland; 
Heysham 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

67.3% 63.6% 

355 Heysham Coastal Grassland 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

442 Heysham Moss 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

222 Jenny Nook NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

38.3% 25.5% 

192 
Lancaster and Morecambe College- 
NSN 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

194 Morecambe Road- NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

409 Mossgate 1 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

410 Mossgate 2 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

411 Mossgate 3 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

356 
Oxcliffe Road Lake; Heaton-with-
Oxcliffe 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

131 Oxcliffe Road NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

56 Peel Avenue NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

36.4% 21.8% 

262 Penhale Gardens NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

193 Pilgrims Way- NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

50 Ryknild Way Drain Area 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

47.7% 39.1% 

139 The Glade NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

151 West End Road- NSN 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

    

246 Ascot Close NSN Lancaster     

235 Ayrton View - NSN Lancaster     

373 Barleycop Lane Wood Lancaster 59.8% 30.9% 

156 Black Wood NSN Lancaster     

163 Brookside NSN Lancaster     

279 Caton road NSN Lancaster 29.0% 20.0% 

100 Collingham Park NSN Lancaster     

157 Cow Shard NSN Lancaster     

247 Cranwell Avenue NSN Lancaster     

49 Crematorium Woodland Lancaster     

196 Derwent Court NSN Lancaster     

88 Dorrington Road NSN Lancaster     

161 Dorrington Road NSN Lancaster     

434 Fauna Nature Reserve Lancaster     

444 Freemans Pools Lancaster     

351 Freeman's Wood, Lancaster Lancaster 56.1% 35.5% 

53 King George's- NSN Lancaster     

348 Lancaster Moor Hospital Grassland Lancaster     

234 Lune Bank Gardens NSN Lancaster     

95 Moor Lane NSN Lancaster     

84 Newton NGS Lancaster     

55 Priory Field- NSN Lancaster     

337 Ridge Community Woodland Lancaster     

199 Ridge Estate Community area Lancaster 38.3% 49.1% 

201 Ridge Lea Woodlands Lancaster     

336 The Dell, NGS Lancaster     

144 Vicarage Field, NSN Lancaster 32.7% 36.4% 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

107 Wellington Road NSN Lancaster     

96 Wetherfield Close- NSN Lancaster     

197 Winster Park NSN Lancaster     

 
Figure 5.1 shows no significant gaps in natural and semi-natural greenspace across the area. 
This is both in terms of walk and drive time catchments. 
 
5.4 Quality 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance) scores from the site assessments are colour-coded against a baseline threshold 
(high being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for natural and semi-natural greenspace. A threshold of 45% is applied in order 
to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores are derived can 
be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 5.3: Quality ratings for natural and semi-natural greenspace  

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <45% >45% 

Lancaster 29% 43% 60% 31% 3 2 

Heysham and Morecambe 36% 50% 67% 31% 2 3 

Carnforth/Rural 20% 48% 90% 70% 3 2 

Lancaster District 20% 47% 90% 70% 8 7 

 
Natural and semi-natural greenspace has a slightly lower quality threshold than some other 
open space typologies such as parks. This reflects the wide-ranging characteristics of 
provision. For instance, natural and semi-natural sites can be intentionally without ancillary 
facilities in order to reduce misuse/inappropriate behaviour whilst encouraging greater 
conservation. 
 
Of the natural and semi-natural provision assessed as part of the sample site visits, a total of 
seven sites (50%) rate above the threshold set for quality. However, there are an equal number 
of sites that rate below the quality threshold applied.  
 
All sites scoring below the threshold for quality tend to lack of basic ancillary features such as 
benches and bins. However, as previously mentioned, this can be due to their purpose as a 
habitat. All sites scoring below the threshold are noted as scoring low for overall maintenance 
and cleanliness. For example, the Ridge Estate Community area (38%) is observed as being 
difficult to walk through with overgrown planting on pathways. Similarly, Peel Avenue (36%) 
and Jenny Nook NSN (38%) are also observed as having poor pathways with inhibiting access 
throughout the site. The latter is also noted as being very muddy and with a fallen tree blocking 
part of the site.  
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The lowest scoring sites are: 
 
 Carnforth Biological Heritage; Carnforth (20%) 
 Caton road NSN (29%) 
 Vicarage Field NSN (32%) 

 
These sites are observed as appearing to have lower quality of pathway preservation. All have 
limiting access and narrow entrances. Carnforth Bio is noted as having a lower personal 
security due to it being hidden and lacking natural surveillance. Access to and within the site 
is difficult. Poor drainage is observed at Caton Road NSN and Vicarage Field NSN. At the 
latter this was a particular issue as the site was flooded. However, the site was assessed at a 
time when there had been a lot of rainfall.  
 
Most sites scoring above the threshold are observed as being more attractive due to the 
perceived higher levels of maintenance and cleanliness. The highest scoring sites are:  
 
 Heysham Nature Reserve (90%) 
 Heysham Cliffs and Headland; Heysham (67%) 
 Barrows Lane Field, Heysham (60%) 
 Barleycop Lane Wood (60%) 

 
These sites are observed as having good access, with well-maintained pathways, good 
signage and good levels of personal security. The Heysham Nature Reserve (90%) scores 
particular highly as it contains toilets, car parking and benches unlike most other sites.  
 
5.5 Value 
 

To determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance) scores from site assessments have been colour-coded against a baseline threshold 
(high being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the value 
assessment for natural and semi-natural greenspace. A threshold of 20% is applied in order 
to identify high and low value. Further explanation of how the value scores are derived can be 
found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 5.4: Value scores for natural and semi-natural greenspace  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <20% >20% 

Lancaster 20% 34% 49% 29% 0 5 

Heysham and Morecambe  22% 38% 64% 42% 0 5 

Carnforth/Rural  11% 32% 68% 57% 1 4 

Lancaster District 11% 35% 68% 57% 1 14 

 
Of the natural and semi-natural greenspace sites assessed, the majority (93%) rate above the 
threshold for value.  
 
Only one site rates below the threshold; Carnforth Biological Heritage site with a score of 10%. 
The site is remote fields to the south of Carnforth, it is isolated with access to and within the 
site being difficult. The site is therefore likely to be less well used and consequently, scores 
below the threshold. It is however noted as providing some ecological benefits and value. 
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The two highest scoring sites for quality (Heysham Nature Reserve and Heysham Cliffs and 
Headland) also score the two highest for value. The highest scoring site for value is Heysham 
Nature Reserve. It comprises a mosaic of habitats from woodland and scrub to reedbed and 
wetland. The Wildlife reserve is managed by Lancashire Wildlife Trust. Paths are generally 
wide and there is a noticeboard featuring a map of the site and different walks to take on site 
and information about the nature reserve providing higher educational value. The Heysham 
Hedgehogs club meet every other Saturday.  
 
Heysham Cliffs Nature Reserve also has information boards regarding its heritage, wildlife and 
geology. The scenic coastal paths are used mainly by walkers and dog walkers with the site 
offering picturesque views which add to the structural and ecological benefits and value.  
 
Sites to rate above the threshold for value often demonstrate the added benefit natural and 
semi-natural greenspaces can provide especially in terms of contributing to flora and fauna 
promotion. Sites are recognised as providing habitat opportunities as well as breaking up the 
urban form; larger sites can also provide a good recreational offer. Prominent sites can even 
act as destination sites, attracting users from outside the local area. 
 
The importance of natural greenspace is widely regarded with the majority of respondents 
(83%) to the Communities Survey rating nature reserves, commons and woodlands as very 
important. A further 15% rate natural provision as quite important. No respondent rates the 
importance of natural greenspace as not very or not at all important. 
 
5.6 Summary  
 

 
  

Natural and semi-natural greenspace summary 

 There are 101 natural and semi-natural greenspace sites covering over 747 hectares.  

 Proportionally, more provision is located in Carnforth/Rural (14.51 ha per 1,000 population) 
compared to Lancaster (1.79 ha per 1,000 population) or Heysham and Morecambe (1.46 ha 
per 1,000 population). 

 FIT suggests a standard of 1.80 ha per 1,000 population. Overall, there is 5.25 ha per 1,000 
population across the area. Only the Heysham and Morecambe Analysis Area does not meet 
the FIT standard. 

 There is a good distribution of natural and semi-natural sites across the area. No gaps in 
catchment mapping are highlighted from the catchment mapping.  

 There are currently several sites recognised for their conservation role and habitat promotion.  

 Of the natural and semi-natural sites assessed, a total of seven sites (50%) rate above the 
threshold set for quality. There are also seven sites that rate below the quality threshold.  

 All but one assessed site (93%) rate above the threshold for value. Carnforth Biological 
Heritage site also scores below the threshold for quality. However, it still offers a role as 
habitat provision. 

 The high proportion of sites to rate above the threshold for value, demonstrates the added 
benefit natural and semi-natural greenspaces can provide especially in terms of contributing to 
flora and fauna, providing habitats and breaking up the urban form. Larger sites may also 
provide a good recreational offer.   
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PART 6: AMENITY GREENSPACE  
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
This is defined as sites offering opportunities for informal activities close to home or work or 
enhancement of the appearance of residential or other areas. It includes informal recreation 
spaces, housing green spaces, village greens and other incidental space. 
 
6.2 Current provision 
 
There are 93 amenity greenspace sites in Lancaster District equivalent to over 88 hectares of 
provision. Sites are most often found within areas of housing and function as informal 
recreation space or open space providing a visual amenity. A number of recreation grounds 
and playing fields are also classified as amenity greenspace.   
 
Table 6.1: Distribution of amenity greenspace sites  
 

Analysis area Amenity greenspace 

Number Size (ha) Current provision            

(ha per 1,000 population) 

Lancaster 34 46.35 0.88 

Heysham and Morecambe 26 18.41 0.37 

Carnforth/Rural 33 23.34 0.58 

Lancaster District  93 88.10 0.62 

 
It is important to note that whilst a large proportion of provision may be considered as being 
smaller grassed areas or roadside verges, there is some variation of sites within this typology. 
For example, the smallest site is Caton Fell View AGS at 0.21 hectares whilst the largest site 
is Willow Lane Grounds AGS at over 5.89 hectares. Larger recreation grounds and playing 
fields serve a different purpose to smaller grassed areas and verges; often providing an 
extended range of opportunities for recreational and sporting activities due to their size.    
 
The Lancaster Analysis Area has the greatest amount of provision with 46 hectares. 
Consequently, it also has the greatest amount of provision per 1,000 population with 0.88 
hectares per 1,000 population. The Heysham and Morecambe Analysis Area (0.37) and 
Carnforth/Rural Analysis Area (0.58) are both identified as having a lower proportion of 
provision in terms of hectares per 1,000 population.  
 
Fields In Trust (FIT) suggests 0.60 hectares per 1,000 population as a guideline quantity 
standard. Overall, the Lancaster District has a current provision level of 0.62 per 1,000 
population; which is above the FIT standard. However, only the Lancaster Analysis Area meets 
the FIT suggested standard (with 0.88 hectares per 1,000 population). 
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6.3 Accessibility 
 
The Communities Survey found the most common mode of travel to access an amenity 
greenspace is by walking (66%). The most common times willing to be travelled is up to 15 
minutes (27%), up to 10 minutes (21%) and up to 30 minutes (19%). On this basis, due to the 
variation in travel times, a 12 minute walk catchment has been applied to all amenity 
greenspace sites. Figure 6.1 shows the applied catchment. 
 
Figure 6.1: Amenity greenspace mapped against catchments  
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Table 6.2: Key to sites mapped  
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score  

471 Arkholme Recreation Ground Carnforth/Rural   

270 Ash Drive AGS Carnforth/Rural     

412 Badger Wood AGS Carnforth/Rural     

212 Broomfield Park AGS Carnforth/Rural     

290 Bull Beck Picnic Site Carnforth/Rural     

184 Burrow Lane, AGS Carnforth/Rural     

110 Calder Close AGS Carnforth/Rural 72.7% 40.0% 

371 Church Bank AGS, Nether Kellet Carnforth/Rural     

472 Cockerham Recreation Ground Carnforth/Rural   

60 Fell View AGS Carnforth/Rural 49.6% 34.0% 

27 Foundry Lane AGS Carnforth/Rural     

16 Glasson Dock- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

325 Grange View, BLS AGS Carnforth/Rural     

15 Hall Drive AGS Carnforth/Rural 49.6% 28.0% 

433 Halton Low Road AGS Carnforth/Rural     

35 Hanging Green Lane AGS Carnforth/Rural     

252 Ireby- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

13 Lodge Lane- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

68 Lodge Lane- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

3 Manor Crescent- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

91 Scouts Field (National Waterboard) Carnforth/Rural     

40 Shaw Lane AGS Carnforth/Rural     

293 Shore Road AGS Carnforth/Rural 43.0% 44.0% 

423 Silverdale Cove Road  Carnforth/Rural     

393 Slyne Rec Ground Carnforth/Rural     

38 St Wilfred's Park Carnforth/Rural     

118 Station Road- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

180 Station Way AGS Carnforth/Rural     

28 The Green Carnforth/Rural     

169 The Green AGS, Galgate Carnforth/Rural     

92 Trumcar Lane- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

12 Wennington- AGS Carnforth/Rural     

473 Wray AGS Carnforth/Rural   

391 Altham Meadows AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

97 
Altham Meadows AGS (Bartholomew 
Road) 

Heysham and Morecambe 51.2% 40.0% 

229 Benson Avenue AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

142 Betony AGS Heysham and Morecambe 57.0% 28.0% 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score  

74 Bleasdale Close AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

80 Braddon Close AGS Heysham and Morecambe 62.0% 45.0% 

47 Brock Close- AGS Heysham and Morecambe 58.3% 40.0% 

295 Caton Fell View AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

223 Farriers fold AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

124 Grizedale Place AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

226 Langridge way AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

123 Meldon Road AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

218 Middleton Way AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

408 Mossgate AGM Heysham and Morecambe     

198 Northgate AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

75 Osbourne Grove AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

415 Peel Ave Heysham and Morecambe     

416 Peel Ave AGS Heysham and Morecambe 41.3% 29.0% 

153 Princess Crescent- A65 Heysham and Morecambe     

132 Schola Green Lane AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

368 Sunny Slopes, Heysham Heysham and Morecambe     

224 The Cliffs - AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

230 Westgate Avenue AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

425 Westminster Close AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

57 Whinisty Field Heysham and Morecambe     

140 Woodrush AGS Heysham and Morecambe     

108 Abbeystead Drive AGS Lancaster 72.7% 55.0% 

241 Ambleside Road AGS Lancaster     

51 Ansdale Close- AGS Lancaster     

164 Ascot Close AGS Lancaster     

167 Barnacre Close AGS Lancaster     

78 Cranwell Avenue AGS Lancaster 51.1% 38.0% 

48 Crematorium Gardens Lancaster     

85 Derwent Court AGS Lancaster     

119 Fairfield Millenium Greens- AGS Lancaster     

367 
Field to Rear Marshaw Road, 
Ryelands Estate 

Lancaster     

162 Hala Hill AGS Lancaster     

195 Hill Side AGS Lancaster     

105 Ingleton Drive AGS Lancaster     

158 Lancaster Campus AGS Lancaster     

77 Langdale Road, AGS Lancaster     

285 Leighton Drive AGS Lancaster     

79 Lentworth Drive Lancaster     
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score  

307 Low Moor Recreation Ground AGS Lancaster     

403 Luneside West AGS Lancaster 41.3% 28.0% 

101 Miss Whalley Field Lancaster     

379 Moor Hospital AGS Lancaster     

166 Picadilly AGS Lancaster     

152 Riverside Park AGS Lancaster     

431 Royal Albert OSF Lancaster 70.0% 55.0% 

204 Royal Lancaster Infirmary AGS Lancaster     

207 Scotch Quarry AGS Lancaster 80.4% 60.0% 

302 Skerton Lancaster     

365 Skerton Triangle Lancaster     

422 Speights Field Recreation Ground Lancaster     

240 Thirlmere Road AGS Lancaster     

338 Tunnel Field Lancaster     

327 University AGS 2 Lancaster     

280 Wentworth Drive AGS Lancaster     

104 Willow Lane Grounds AGS Lancaster 54.3% 50.0% 

 
Mapping demonstrates a good distribution of amenity greenspace provision across the area; 
the majority of areas with a higher population density are being served by a form of amenity 
provision. There are minor gaps observed to the Carnforth settlement. 
 
Nearly half of all respondents (46%) to the Communities Survey rate being quite satisfied with 
the amount/availability of general amenity greenspace in the area. A further 13% state they 
are very satisfied. Further supporting the existing amount of provision is the smaller percentage 
of respondents that are either quite dissatisfied (12%) or very dissatisfied (7%). An additional 
19% of respondents are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with availability of amenity 
greenspace. 
 
6.4 Quality 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance); the scores from site assessments have been colour-coded against a baseline 
threshold (high being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the 
quality assessment for amenity greenspaces. A threshold of 50% is applied in order to identify 
high and low quality. Further explanation of how the quality scores and thresholds are derived 
can be found in Part 2 (Methodology). 
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Table 6.3: Quality ratings for amenity greenspace  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <50% >50% 

Lancaster 41% 62% 80% 39% 1 5 

Heysham and Morecambe 41% 54% 62% 21% 1 4 

Carnforth/Rural  43% 54% 73% 30% 3 1 

Lancaster District 41% 57% 80% 39% 5 10 

 
A total of 69% of assessed amenity greenspace sites rate above the threshold for quality. The 
highest scoring sites for quality are: 
 

 Scotch Quarry AGS (80%) 
 Calder Close AGS (73%) 

 Abbeystead Drive AGS (73%) 
 Royal Albert OSF (70%) 

 
All four sites are observed as having high standards of maintenance and cleanliness, resulting 
in a good overall appearance. In addition, they provide good levels of user security as well as 
recreational opportunities with each containing a play area on site.  
 
The sites have good signage, bins to limit excessive littering and pathways suitable for various 
users. In addition, all accept Abbeystead Drive have lighting to help increase personal security 
levels for users and support in helping to reduce levels of misuse.  
 
Abbeystead Drive and Royal Albert OSF have large football goals. Royal Albert OSF also 
contains a wide path around the site which cyclists are allowed to use as well as pedestrians. 
At Scotch Quarry there is a grass area next to the play area where it is possible to play ball 
games however, unlike Abbeystead Drive and Royal Albert OSF, it does not contain football 
goals. Nevertheless, Scotch Quarry offers a nice cut through and an edible garden.  
 
Larger amenity greenspace sites often lend themselves to sporting opportunities such as 
football. It is observed that seven of the 15 sites have football goals whether large or smaller 
5-a-side goals. These sporting opportunities as well as other added features on site, such as 
good quality play areas, provide increased reasons for people to visit such provision.  
 
The lowest scoring amenity greenspace sites are: 
 
 Peel Avenue AGS (41%) 
 Luneside West AGS (41%) 
 Shore Road AGS (43%) 
 Hall Drive AGS (49%) 
 Fell View (49%) 

 
These sites all lack ancillary features such as bins and formal pathways. Shore Road scores 
slightly higher as it has benches, picnic tables and good drainage. It also benefits from having 
views of the bay. At the time of the site visit, Peel Avenue AGS had several puddles and was 
very muddy, creating a poor playing surface for ball games as well as the grass being very 
long. However, it does have a set of large football goals and is spacious therefore enhancing 
sport and recreation opportunities. It also (like Luneside West AGS) has a play area.  
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Despite Hall Drive AGS and Fell View both scoring low for quality, each scores 49.6% therefore 
only marginally scores below the quality threshold of 50%. Both score well for entrances and 
personal security. However, it is observed that surface quality at both sites is poor. Hall Drive 
AGS has very lumpy ground with continuous slopes. Also, the grass area for 5-a -side football 
is in poor condition particularly the goal mouth area. At the time of assessment, Fell View AGS 
had large deep puddles especially at the goal mouth so scores low for drainage. It is also 
observed that the football posts on site are rusty and the grass is quite long in places. These 
observations hinder usage and therefore reduce potential activities.     
 
There are five assessed sites identified which appeared to have issues with drainage: 
 
 Willow Lane Grounds AGS (54%) 
 Altham Meadows AGS (Bartholomew Road) (51%) 
 Cranwell Avenue AGS (51%) 
 Fell View AGS (49%) 
 Peel Ave AGS (41%) 

 
Despite Altham Meadows AGS (Bartholomew Road) and Cranwell Avenue scoring just above 
the quality threshold (each scoring 51%), they are both observed as suffering from drainage 
issues. Observations identify that both sites are boggy and contained several pools of water. 
Cranwell Avenue is near a small stream which, combined with recent poor weather conditions, 
explains high surface runoff levels. Such surface conditions are likely to impact on the levels 
of use of a site. There is already a lack of a path to the play area. Willow Lane Grounds AGS 
scores low for drainage. However, the site still scores highly for quality due to condition of other 
ancillary features on site (e.g. seating, signage).  
 
Although not assessed, consultation with Nether Kellet Parish Council identifies Shaw Lane 
AGS as good quality as well as the play area on site. Hornby with Farleton Parish Council also 
highlights that Station Way AGS is of adequate quality with room for improvement. Bolton-le-
Sands Parish Council identify Grange View, BLS AGS as adequate quality.  
 
Consultation with Slyne-with-Hest Parish Council identifies that at Slyne Rec Ground, the 
wetland area is susceptible to flooding. A drainage scheme had previously been undertaken 
in 2012 but did not work out as planned. The path leading to the play area on site was flooded 
due to poor drainage from the failed drainage scheme. The zip wire as part of the play 
equipment is also stated as being unusable as a result. The parish want this land to be flat and 
useable for recreation use so restoration work is planned to take place in spring 2018. There 
are also plans for the pond and bench area to be refurbished.  
 
Halton with Aughton Parish Council highlight that their parish lacks an adult football pitch which 
there is believed to be demand for. Halton Low Road AGS, next to Halton Low Road 
Playground, is used by Halton Juniors Football Academy and for recreational use. However, 
there is no adult football pitch in the Parish. The amenity greenspace is mostly in good 
condition with some parts needing drainage. The parish council hopes that an adult football 
pitch could be provided as part of the housing development due to take place off Low Road.  
 
Morecambe Town Council also highlights a concern regarding the maintenance and need for 
refurbishment at some sites. Poulton Park and the space between Green Street and Clarence 
Street are given as examples of sites lacking maintenance/cleanliness. 
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Most respondents to the Communities Survey are generally satisfied with the quality of general 
amenity greenspace. Nearly half view quality as quite satisfactory (45%) with a further 10% 
rating provision as very satisfactory. There are a small percentage of respondents that are 
either quite dissatisfied (13%) or very dissatisfied (5%). An additional 24% of respondents are 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the quality of amenity greenspace. 
 
6.5 Value 
 

To determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance) site assessments scores are colour-coded against a baseline threshold (high being 
green and low being red). The table below summarises the results. A threshold of 20% is 
applied in order to identify high and low value. Further explanation of the value scoring and 
thresholds can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
 
Table 6.4: Value ratings for amenity greenspace  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <20% >20% 

Lancaster 28% 48% 60% 32% 0 6 

Heysham and Morecambe 28% 36% 45% 17% 0 5 

Carnforth/Rural 28% 36% 44% 16% 0 4 

Lancaster District 28% 41% 60% 32% 0 15 

 
All amenity greenspaces rate above the threshold for value. The highest scoring sites for value 
are: 
 
 Scotch Quarry (60%) 
 Royal Albert OSF (63%) 
 Abbeystead Drive AGS (60%) 

 
These sites scoring high for value also score high for quality. These are actually the three 
highest scoring sites for value and quality. They all appear well used, providing social and 
health benefits with suitable ancillary facilities to enable a range of people to use.  
 
All five sites which rate below the threshold for quality score above the threshold for value. For 
example, despite Fell View AGS scoring just below the threshold for quality, it scores above 
the threshold for value (34%). Consultation with Caton-with-Littledale Parish Council identifies 
that several times per annum, the green is used for organised games (often grant funded). The 
community group formed to refurbish the play park also runs occasional events here for all the 
village. This enhances the value of the site due to the social inclusion and health benefits these 
events bring. Volunteers have also undertaken grant-funded training on maintaining the fruit 
trees on site. The Caton-with-Littledale Neighbourhood Plan identifies Fell View AGS and Play 
Area as a possible site that could be designated as a Local Green Space; further evidencing 
its value to the local community.  
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Amenity greenspace should be recognised for its multi-purpose function, offering opportunities 
for a variety of leisure and recreational activities. It can often accommodate informal 
recreational activity such as casual play and dog walking. Many sites are likely to offer a dual 
function and are amenity resources for residents as well as being visually pleasing. These 
attributes add to the quality, accessibility and visibility of amenity greenspace. Combined with 
the presence of facilities (e.g. benches, landscaping and trees) this means that the better-
quality sites are likely to be more respected and valued by the local community.   
 
The importance of amenity greenspace is widely regarded with the majority of respondents 
(70%) to the Communities Survey rating general amenity greenspace as very important. A 
further 23% rate general amenity greenspace as quite important. There is only a small 
proportion of respondent (3%) which rate the importance of general amenity greenspace as 
not very important.  
 
6.6 Summary 
 

Amenity greenspace summary 

 There are 93 amenity greenspace sites equating to over 88 hectares of provision.  

 Proportionally, more provision is located in Lancaster (0.88 ha per 1,000 population) 
compared to Carnforth/Rural (0.58 ha per 1,000 population) or Heysham and Morecambe 
(0.37 ha per 1,000 population).  

 FIT suggests a standard of 0.60 ha per 1,000 population. Overall, the Lancaster District is 
just above level with 0.62 ha per 1,000 population. Only the Lancaster Analysis Area 
individually meets the FIT standard. 

 Mapping demonstrates a good distribution of amenity greenspace across the area. Very 
minor gaps from catchment mapping are noted in the Carnforth area. 

 Over two thirds (69%) of amenity greenspace sites assessed rate above the threshold for 
quality. The majority of sites to score lower for quality are due to poor surfaces often as a 
result of drainage issues. 

 In addition to its multifunctional role, amenity greenspace makes a valuable contribution to 
visual aesthetics for communities – hence all assessed sites rate above the value threshold.  

 Some of the lowest scoring sites for quality also are the lowest scoring sites for value 
despite still scoring above the threshold for value. 
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PART 7: PROVISION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 

This includes areas designated primarily for play and social interaction involving children and 
young people, such as equipped play areas, ball courts, skateboard areas and grass 5-a-side 
football areas. 
 
Provision for children is deemed to be sites consisting of formal equipped play facilities typically 
associated with play areas. This is usually perceived to be for children under 12 years of age. 
Provision for young people can include equipped sites that provide more robust equipment 
catering to older age ranges incorporating facilities such as skate parks, BMX, and Multi-Use 
Games Areas (MUGAs). 
 
7.2 Current provision 
 

A total of 109 sites are identified as provision for children and young people. This combines to 
create a total of over 11 hectares. No site size threshold has been applied as all provision is 
valued and included within the audit. 
 
Table 7.1: Distribution of provision for children and young people  
 

Analysis area Provision for children and young people 

Number Size (ha) Current provision            

(ha per 1,000 population) 

Lancaster 40 2.91 0.06 

Heysham and Morecambe 36 4.78 0.12 

Carnforth/Rural 33 3.41 0.09 

Lancaster District 109 11.10 0.08 

 
Play sites are categorised by the Council into two types of provision;  
 
 Children’s Play Provision – areas designed for younger children. Equipment is normally 

age group specific to reduce unintended users. 
 Dedicated Young People’s Provision –offers more extensive range of play equipment. 

Includes features such as Multi-Use Games Areas (MUGA) and skate parks 
 
There are also some sites which cater to some extent for both categories. Most play provision 
is identified as Children’s Play (66%) classification i.e. catering for younger age ranges. 
 
Table 7.2: Distribution of provision for children and young people by sub-category 
 

Analysis area Provision for children and young people 

Children’s  Dedicated 
Young People 

Both TOTAL 

Lancaster 27 3 10 40 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

21 4 11 36 

Carnforth/Rural 24 1 8 33 

Lancaster District  72 8 29 109 
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7.3 Accessibility 
 
The Communities Survey found the most common travel time willing to be travelled by 
respondents is a 10 minute walk (19%) for play areas. This is followed by a 15 minute walk 
(16%) and a 5 minute walk (10%). For teenage provision, either a 15 minute walk (12%) or a 
10 minute walk (11%) are the most common responses. The spread in responses 
demonstrates a variety of travel times are willing to be undertaken. This is likely to reflect the 
size and range of play equipment on offer at different sites. 
 
On this basis, the following accessibility catchments are applied: 
 
Table 7.3: Accessibility distances 
 

Form of play provision Approximate time equivalent 

Children’s Play 10 minutes 

Young Peoples  15 minutes 

 
Figures 7.1 and 7.2 shows the applied catchments to help inform where deficiencies in 
provision may be located. 
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Figure 7.1: Children’s Play Provision mapped against 10 minute walk time  
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Figure 7.2: Young people’s Provision mapped against catchments 15 minute walk time 
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Table 7.4: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

306 
BLS, Packet Lane Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 85.5% 63.6% 

250 
Cockerham, Main Street 
Children's Play Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 80.2% 54.5% 

312 Crag Bank Field 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 72.3% 50.9% 

110.1 Crag Bank Play area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 77.2% 50.9% 

171 
Dolphinholme, Star Bank 
Lane - Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 70.3% 54.5% 

210 Dunkirk Avenue Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 85.1% 54.5% 

177 Fell View Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 85.1% 54.5% 

72 
Galgate Crofters Fold Play 
area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 81.2% 41.8% 

33 
Galgate Wharfedale Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 79.2% 50.9% 

169.1 
Galgate, The Green Play 
Area (Beech Ave) 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 73.3% 29.1% 

402 Glasson Dock- Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 77.2% 60.0% 

420 
Greaves Hill Lane / Star 
Bank Lane Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 70.3% 54.5% 

15.1 Hall Drive Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 87.1% 63.6% 

310 
Halton Low Road 
Playground 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 83.8% 72.7% 

311 
Halton Low Road Skate 
Park & MUGA 

Young People's 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 85.1% 54.5% 

291 Halton Mill Lane Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 68.3% 50.9% 

38.1 
Halton St Wilfred's Park 
Play Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 59.4% 54.5% 

421 
Home Farm Close Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 77.9% 41.8% 

62 
Hornby Station Road Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 82.8% 50.9% 

211 Kellet Road Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 74.9% 54.5% 
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Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

34.1 Manor Lane Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 84.8% 45.5% 

214 Mill Head Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 73.9% 50.9% 

8 Overton Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 75.2% 63.6% 

186 Pine Lakes Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 73.3% 54.5% 

397.1 Pump Track - Middleton 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 34.7% 16.4% 

273 Quernmore Primary School 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 61.4% 29.1% 

286 Redruth Drive Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 72.3% 29.1% 

424 
Schoolhouse Lane Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 48.5% 16.4% 

40.1 Shaw Lane Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 77.2% 54.5% 

31 
Silverdale Cove Road Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 85.1% 63.6% 

393.1 Slyne Rec Ground 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 83.2% 54.5% 

213 
The Weir, Warton Main 
Street Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Carnforth/Rural 72.3% 63.6% 

303 Yealand Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Carnforth/Rural 74.3% 41.8% 

426.1 Abbeydale Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

71.9% 50.9% 

391.1 Altham Meadow 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

83.2% 54.5% 

97.1 
Altham Meadows 
(Bartholomew Road) 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

35.6% 29.1% 

391.2 Altham Meadows 5 aside 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

83.2% 54.5% 

221 Bay Cottage Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

80.2% 60.0% 

228 Benson avenue Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

85.1% 45.5% 

313 Borwick Court Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

52.5% 20.0% 
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Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

227 Braddon Close - Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

63.4% 50.9% 

135 Clay Pits Playing Field 
Young People's 

Provision  
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

76.2% 63.6% 

148 Douglas Park Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

77.2% 54.5% 

429 Eric’s Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

82.2% 72.7% 

134 
Essington Ave (Schola 
Green Lane) Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

73.3% 45.5% 

276 Fairfield Park- Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

85.5% 54.5% 

243 Fairhaven Way- Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

81.2% 45.5% 

46 
Grosvenor Park 
Playground* 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

n/a n/a 

418.1 
Happy Mount Park 
Children's Play Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

88.1% 72.7% 

418.2 
Happy Mount Park 
Children's Railway 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

88.1% 72.7% 

418.4 
Happy Mount Park Natural 
Adventure Play Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

88.1% 72.7% 

418.3 
Happy Mount Park Splash 
Park 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

88.1% 72.7% 

400 Heysham Village Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

73.3% 54.5% 

106 
Kiln Bank Avenue, Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

71.3% 54.5% 

126 Kingsway Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

71.9% 54.5% 

130 Langridge Way Play Area 
Young People's 

Provision  
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

68.3% 54.5% 

208 Michaelson Ave Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

82.2% 54.5% 

231 Morecambe Skatepark 
Young People's 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

60.4% 63.6% 

416.1 Peel Avenue Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

60.4% 29.1% 

268 Plover Drive 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

85.1% 54.5% 

                                                
* Site was being refurbished at time of site visit assessment 
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Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

94 Poulton Road Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

74.6% 63.6% 

111 Promenade East Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

82.8% 72.7% 

305 Promenade, Climbing Wall 
Young People's 

Provision  
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

68.3% 60.0% 

299.1 Regent Park Play Ground 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

80.2% 54.5% 

395 
Sycamore Gardens, 
Heysham 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

81.8% 63.6% 

225 
West End Gardens Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

86.8% 72.7% 

225.1 
West End Gardens toddler 
Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

80.2% 63.6% 

426 
Westminster Close Play 
Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

70.3% 54.5% 

141 
Woodrush Children's Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

56.4% 29.1% 

108.2 
Abbeystead Drive Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 69.3% 63.6% 

256 
Barnacre Close Playing 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 54.5% 29.1% 

314 Blades Street 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 76.2% 41.8% 

390 Cedar Road - Marsh 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision 
Lancaster 75.2% 54.5% 

315 Cedar Road – Marsh 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 75.2% 54.5% 

157.2 Cow Shard 5 aside 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 43.2% 29.1% 

278 Derby Road Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 80.2% 54.5% 

245 Dorrington Road- Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 73.9% 54.5% 

258 Fairfield Green Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 83.2% 54.5% 

316 Furness Street 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 51.5% 16.4% 

260 Greaves Park Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 83.2% 72.7% 
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Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

254 
Green Ayre Skateboard 
Park 

Young People's 
Provision 

Lancaster 61.4% 45.5% 

319 Gregson Road 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 60.4% 41.8% 

108.1 
Hala - Burrow Beck Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 69.3% 63.6% 

79.1 Hala Basketball Hoop 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 34.7% 16.4% 

317 Hasgill Court 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 72.3% 16.4% 

302.1 Hill Road Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 79.2% 54.5% 

236 
King Georges - Slyne Road 
Play Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 79.2% 45.5% 

308 
Low Moor Recreation 
Ground Teen Area 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 60.1% 54.5% 

403.1 Luneside West Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 73.9% 41.8% 

157.1 
Mainways, Cow Shard Play 
Ground 

Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 84.2% 60.0% 

255 Newton, Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 76.2% 45.5% 

249 Palatine Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 80.2% 54.5% 

265 Parsons Close Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 72.3% 50.9% 

199.1 Ridge MUGA, 'The Addy' 
Young People's 

Provision 
Lancaster 61.7% 50.9% 

238 
Ryelands MUGA and 
skateboard park 

Young People's 
Provision 

Lancaster 64.4% 50.9% 

428.1 Ryelands Park - Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 89.8% 63.6% 

237 Ryelands Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 48.8% 38.2% 

206 Scotch Quarry, Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 79.2% 50.9% 

283 Sycamore Grove Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 65.7% 56.4% 

267 The Cedars - Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 72.3% 60.0% 

389 The Willows 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 79.2% 38.2% 
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Site ID Site name Classification Analysis Area Quality 
score 

Value 
score 

239 Thirlmere Road Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 63.4% 45.5% 

338.1 Tunnel Field 5 a side 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 46.5% 29.1% 

266 Viscount Drive Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 66.3% 38.2% 

282 
Wentworth Drive 2 Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 75.2% 45.5% 

281 Wentworth Drive Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 79.2% 45.5% 

146.1 Williamson Park Play Area 
Children's Play 

Provision 
Lancaster 89.1% 72.7% 

284 Willow Lane Play Area 
Children's Play & 
Young People's 

Provision  
Lancaster 82.2% 63.6% 

248 
Winchester Avenue Play 
Area 

Children's Play 
Provision 

Lancaster 77.2% 41.8% 

 
There is generally a good spread of play provision across the Lancaster District. Greater 
population density areas are shown to be served by some form of play provision.  
 
A third of all Communities Survey respondents (33%) rate being quite satisfied with the 
amount/availability of play areas for children in the area. A further 14% state they are very 
satisfied. Further supporting the existing amount of provision is the smaller percentage of 
respondents that are either quite dissatisfied (10%) or very dissatisfied (5%). An additional 17% 
of respondents are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with availability of play areas for children. 
 
For teenage provision, most respondents (28%) rate being neither satisfied nor dissatisfied in 
terms of availability. Interestingly, more respondents (24%) state being either quite dissatisfied 
(16%) or very dissatisfied (8%) compared to those respondents (16%) which rate being either 
quite satisfied (12%) or very satisfied (4%). This may be a reflection of the comments received 
through wider consultation. 
 
Morecambe Town Council highlights a general lack of play provision catering for older children. 
It states that incidents of anti-social behaviour by young people have increased as a result. 
The need for appropriate teenage provision is therefore highlighted as vital for Morecambe.  
Halton-with-Aughton Parish Council also highlights a lack of youth provision in the area. 
 
Figure 7.3 maps just the play sites identified as specifically catering for older age groups (e.g. 
skate parks, MUGAs).  
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Figure 7.3: Provision for young people – specific youth provision 

 
Mapping highlights that gaps in specific forms of youth provision are evident. The Morecambe, 
Heysham and to a lesser extent parts of Lancaster areas are all observed as having gaps in 
catchment mapping for youth provision. 
 
There are several other sites classified as catering to some extent for older children (e.g. 
informal grass football kickabout areas). KKP 79.1 is a standalone basketball hoop. KKP 97.1, 
157.1, 338.1 and 391.2 are all observed as informal kickabout areas. However, these sites are 
discounted from Figure 7.3 (due to them not being equipped forms of play such as skate parks, 
MUGA etc). 
 
7.4 Quality  
 
In order to determine whether sites are high or low quality (as recommended by guidance); the 
scores from the site assessments have been colour-coded against a baseline threshold (high 
being green and low being red). The table below summarises the results of the quality 
assessment for play provision for children and young people. A threshold of 60% is applied in 
order to identify high and low quality. Further explanation of the quality scoring and thresholds 
can be found in Part 2 (Methodology).  
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The quality assessment of play sites does not include a detailed technical risk assessment of 
equipment. For an informed report on the condition of play equipment the Council’s own 
inspection reports should be sought.  
 
Table 7.5: Quality ratings for provision for children and young people  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <60% >60% 

Lancaster 35% 70% 90% 55% 6 34 

Heysham and Morecambe 36% 75% 88% 52% 3 32 

Carnforth/Rural 35% 75% 87% 52% 3 30 

Lancaster District 34% 75% 92% 58% 12 96 

 
Overall, quality of provision is generally good with 89% of sites assessed as being above the 
quality threshold. However, there are 12 sites rating below the threshold. Notably there is a 
significant spread (58%) between the highest and lowest scoring sites, with Hala Basketball 
Hoop scoring 35% compared to Ryelands Park Play Area (90%).  
 
Hala Basketball Hoop is identified as a standalone basketball hoop. No other forms of 
equipment or ancillary features are noted. The site is also observed as being damaged. 
 
In contrast, Ryelands Park Play Area rates the highest due to its range and excellent condition 
of play equipment. It also benefits from additional features such as seating, bins, signage, 
fencing and car parking.  
 
Other sites to receive particularly high ratings for quality include: 
 
 Williamson Park Play Area (89%) 
 Happy Mount Park Play Area (88%) 
 Hall Drive Play Area (87%) 
 West End Gardens Play Area (87%) 

 
These play areas have a good range of well-maintained equipment. In addition, they also 
provide a safe environment with good ancillary features and facilities including benches, 
parking (Williamson) and signage. Such sites score excellent for equipment quality, personal 
safety and anti-social behaviour controls. Three of the highest scoring sites are located within 
some of the main park sites. Consequently, they are supported by additional ancillary facilities 
such as cafes and toilets. 
 
High quality scores at some sites can be attributed to refurbishment of provision. For example, 
Race Tower Play Area (83%) and Bay Cottage Play Area (80%) sites in Morecambe have had 
recent refurbishment works completed. Both sites score high for quality. Similarly, the Willow 
Lane Play Area (82%) in Lancaster has had the addition of outdoor gym equipment being 
recently installed. 
 
Consultation with Slyne with Hest Parish Council highlights an aspiration to convert a hard-
standing area at Slyne Rec Ground Play Area to a MUGA. It is considered that the hard-
standing area is not currently well used. 
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Overall, a total of 12 sites rate below the threshold for quality. Some of the lowest scoring sites 
include: 
 
 Hala Basketball Hoop (35%) 
 Pump Track - Middleton (35%) 
 Altham Meadows (36%) 

 
Most sites scoring lower for quality is due to the amount and condition of equipment on sites. 
The sites rating lower for quality are all observed as having limited equipment; often of poor 
quality. As mentioned earlier, Hala Basketball Hoop is identified as a standalone basketball 
hoop. No other forms of equipment or ancillary features are noted. The site is also observed 
as being damaged. 
 
Other low-quality scoring sites such as Halton St Winifreds Play Area, Woodrush Play Area 
and Barnacre Close Play Area are noted as containing tired and dated looking equipment. In 
addition, Woodrush and Barnacre have pieces of equipment missing. 
 
Most respondents to the Communities Survey are generally satisfied with the quality of play 
areas for children. Nearly a third view quality as quite satisfactory (30%) with a further 12% 
rating provision as very satisfactory. There is a smaller proportion of respondents that are 
either quite dissatisfied (10%) or very dissatisfied (7%). An additional 20% of respondents are 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the quality of play areas for children; a likely reflection to 
the role and use of such provision to older aged respondents.  
 
Most respondents (27%) identify being neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the quality of 
teenage provision. Similar to availability, more respondents (22%) rate the quality of teenage 
provision as being either quite dissatisfied (15%) or very dissatisfied (7%) compared to those 
respondents (17%) to rate quality as quite satisfied 12%) or very satisfied (5%).  
 
7.5 Value 
 
To determine whether sites are high or low value (as recommended by the Companion 
Guidance) site assessment scores are colour-coded against a baseline threshold (high being 
green and low being red). The table overleaf summarises the results of the value assessment 
for children and young people. A threshold of 20% is applied in order to identify high and low 
value. Further explanation of the value scoring and thresholds can be found in Part 2 
(Methodology).  
 
Table 7.7: Value ratings for provision for children and young people  
 

Analysis area Scores (%) Spread No. of sites 

Lowest 
score 

Average 
score 

Highest 
score <20% >20% 

Lancaster 16% 48% 73% 44% 3 37 

Heysham and Morecambe 20% 55% 73% 52% 0 35 

Carnforth/Rural 16% 50% 73% 57% 2 31 

Lancaster District 16% 51% 73% 57% 5 103 
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The majority of play provision (95%) is rated as being above the threshold for value. This 
demonstrates the important role play provision provides in allowing children to play but also 
the contribution sites make in terms of giving children and young people safe places to learn, 
for physical and mental activity, to socialise with others and in creating aesthetically pleasing 
local environments.  
 
Sites scoring particularly high for value tend to reflect the size and amount/range and role of 
equipment present on site. Some of the highest scoring sites for value are: 
 
 Williamson Park Play Area 
 Happy Mount Park Play 
 West End Gardens Play Area 
 Halton Playground 
 Race Tower Play Area 
 Eric’s Play Area  
 

Diverse equipment to cater for a range of ages is also essential. More specifically, provision 
such as skate park facilities and MUGAs are highly valued forms of play. Sites containing such 
forms of provision often tend to rate higher for value. The four sites observed as containing 
skate facilities all rate highly for value. 
 
There are however five sites to score below the threshold for value: 
 
 Hala Basketball Hoop  
 Furness Street 
 Hasgill Court 
 Pump Track – Middleton 
 Schoolhouse Lane Play Area 

 
These five sites all have limited equipment. All sites, with the exception of Hasgill Court, also 
rate below the threshold for quality. Both Furness Street and Schoolhouse Lane Play Area are 
observed as being just a set of standalone swings. Consequently, the appeal and use of such 
sites is limiting. The Pump Track – Middleton is a bike track but which is noted as being isolated 
and difficult to locate. 
 
The importance of play areas for children is widely regarded with most respondents (52%) to 
the Communities Survey rating play areas for children as very important. A further 18% rates 
play areas for children as quite important. Only a small proportion of respondent rate the 
importance of play areas for children as not very important (8%) or not at all important (11%). 
 
For teenage provision, most respondents rate its importance as very important (33%); followed 
by 22% which view teenage provision as quite important. A smaller proportion of respondents 
rate the importance of teenage provision as not very important (9%) or not at all important 
(18%). 
 
It is also important to recognise the benefits of play in terms of healthy, active lifestyles, social 
inclusion and interaction between children plus its developmental and educational value. The 
importance of play and of children’s rights to play in their local communities is essential.  
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7.6 Summary 
 

Provision for children and young people summary 

 There are 109 play sites identified; a total of over 11 hectares. 

 Most play provision is identified as being of Children’s Play (63%) classification.  

 There is a good spread of provision across the area. All areas with a greater population density 
are within walking distance of a form of play provision. However, a lack of youth provision is 
highlighted. This is especially observed in the Morecambe and Lancaster areas. 

 A greater proportion of play sites (89%) rate above the threshold for quality. Lower quality 
scoring sites tends to reflect a lack in and/or range of equipment and/or its general condition.  

 The majority of play provision (95%) rates above the threshold for value; reflecting the social, 
healthy and developmental benefits provision can provide. 
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PART 8: ALLOTMENTS AND COMMUNITY GARDENS  
 
8.1 Introduction 
 
Allotments and community gardens are a typology which covers open spaces that provide 
opportunities for those people and groups who wish to do so to grow their own produce as part 
of the long term promotion of sustainability, health and social interaction. This includes 
provision such as allotments, community gardens and city farms. 
 
8.2 Current provision 
 
There are 23 sites classified as allotments in Lancaster and Morecambe Area, equating to over 
22 hectares. No site size threshold has been applied to allotments and as such all known 
provision is identified and included within the audit.  
 
Table 8.1: Distribution of allotment sites by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Allotments 

Number of sites Size (ha) Current provision  

(Ha per 1,000 population) 

Lancaster 14 15.25 0.29 

Heysham and Morecambe 4 4.56 0.09 

Carnforth/Rural  5 2.20 0.06 

Lancaster District  23 22.01 0.15 

 
The National Society of Allotment and Leisure Gardeners (NSALG) suggests a national 
standard of 20 allotments per 1,000 households (20 per 2,000 people based on two people 
per house or one per 100 people). This equates to 0.25 hectares per 1,000 populations based 
on an average plot-size of 250 square metres (0.025 hectares per plot).  
 
As a whole, the Lancaster District, based on its current population (142,490) does not meet 
the NSALG standard. Using this suggested standard, the minimum amount of allotment 
provision is 35.6 hectares. Existing provision of 22.01 hectares therefore does not meet this 
guideline. However, the individual analysis area of Lancaster does meet this standard. 
 
8.3 Accessibility 
 
The Communities Survey found the most common mode of travel to access an allotment is by 
walking (46%). The most common times willing to be travelled is up to 15 minutes (24%) and 
up to 10 minutes (20%). 
 
On this basis, a 15 minute walk catchment has been applied to all allotment sites. Figure 8.1 
shows allotments mapped across the area. 
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Figure 8.1: Allotments mapped against catchments    

 
Table 8.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site ID Site name Analysis Area  

432 Former allotment site Carnforth/Rural 

32 Galgate Main Road Allotments Carnforth/Rural 

39 Halton Low Road Allotments Carnforth/Rural 

322 Highfield Allotments, Carnforth Carnforth/Rural 

5 Mill Lane Allotments Carnforth/Rural 

136 Broadway Allotments Heysham and Morecambe 

59 Four Seasons Allotment Heysham and Morecambe 
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Site ID Site name Analysis Area  

332 Green Fingers (Daisy Bank) Allotment Heysham and Morecambe 

121 Osbourne Road Allotments Heysham and Morecambe 

296 Ambleside Road Allotment Lancaster 

52 Barley Cop Lane Allotments Lancaster 

150 Bridge Road Allotments Lancaster 

417 Cinder Lane Allotments Lancaster 

202 Cork Road Allotments Lancaster 

160 Dorrington Road Allotments Lancaster 

116 Fairfield Allotments Lancaster 

321 
Highfield Allotments, Lancaster (also known as Park 
Ward allotments)  

Lancaster 

205 John O'Gaunt Allotments Lancaster 

259 Ripley School- walled garden Lancaster 

165 Scotforth Cemetery Allotments Lancaster 

109 Shrewsbury Drive Allotments Lancaster 

155 Torrisholme Road Allotment Lancaster 

112 Willow Lane Allotments Lancaster 

 
Figure 8.1 shows the distribution of allotment sites across the area. Mapping demonstrates 
that gaps in provision are observed to the Morecambe and Carnforth areas. Within the audit is 
a Former Allotment Site. It is not currently in use but is still under statutory protection. 
 
Most respondents (31%) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the availability of allotments. 
This is likely to reflect the niche use of allotments as only plot holders or those interested in 
provision are likely to have an opinion on availability. There are 21% of respondents’ that rate 
being quite satisfied with the amount/availability of allotments.  A further 9% state they are very 
satisfied. Further supporting the existing amount of provision is the smaller percentage of 
respondents that are either quite dissatisfied (11%) or very dissatisfied (8%).  
 
A more accurate approach for determining the need for allotments is through demand. Given 
that waiting lists are in existence across sites, it suggests that current supply on the whole 
appears to not meet demand.  
 
Ownership/management 
 
All allotment sites are managed by allotment associations. The Council has no direct 
involvement in the day to day management of allotments. Table 8.3 provides a summary of the 
number of plots and waiting lists where it has been possible to identify.  
 
These figures have been provided from consultations with parish councils and allotment 
associations or pertinent contacts for allotments.  
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Table 8.3: Known plot numbers, waiting lists and water supply information 
 

Name of site Number of plots Waiting List Water Supply? 

Mill Lane Allotments Circa 20 - - 

Galgate Main Road 
Allotments 

- - - 

Halton Low Road Allotments 30 Double figures No 

Barley Cop Lane Allotments 50 - - 

Four Seasons Allotment 
40 plots and up to 40 raised 

beds 
- - 

Shrewsbury Drive Allotments - - - 

Willow Lane Allotments - - - 

Fairfield Allotments 68 full plots most are split to 
halves or quarters giving a 
total of 110 separate users 

Around 85 
Yes-acceptable 

supply 

Osbourne Road Allotments - Yes, long - 

Broadway Allotments 41 15 No 

Bridge Road Allotments 8.5 full plots, some of which 
are divided into a series of half 

and quarter plots 

Yes-exact 
number 

unknown 

Yes, good 
water supply 

Torrisholme Road Allotment 
62 12 

Yes-good water 
supply 

Dorrington Road Allotments 81 - - 

Scotforth Cemetery 
Allotments 

29 - - 

Cork Road Allotments 
84 

Number 
unknown 

- 

John O'Gaunt Allotments -   

Ripley School- walled garden - - - 

Ambleside Road Allotment 36 full plots and 6 starter plots - - 

Highfield Allotments, 
Lancaster (aka Park Ward 
Allotments) 

70  

(Association are continually 
subdividing whole plots into 

halves when vacant) 

7 
Yes-acceptable 

water supply 

Highfield Allotments, 
Carnforth 

- - - 

Green Fingers (Daisy Bank) 
Allotment 

52 plots and 17 raised beds 23 No 

Cinder Lane Allotments About 30 - - 

Former allotment site, 
statutory protection 

- - - 

 
Table 8.3 illustrates that there are several allotments with waiting lists. This demonstrates the 
continuing demand and interest for allotments. Allotments can offer good social inclusion and 
health benefits, amenity value and a sense of place.   
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Consultation with Morecambe Town Council further supports this evidence expressing that 
allotment space and the need to create additional allotment space within Morecambe is vital. 
The two allotment sites within the Town Council area both have long waiting lists. 
 
Consultation with Bridge Road Allotments Association highlights that the waiting list has, until 
recently, been closed for several few years. The site is the smallest allotment in the area at 
0.18ha and it was agreed by the committee that the association did not want to maintain a 
waiting list due to such slow turnover of plots and the small size of the site.  
 
A review of the waiting list approximately 18 months ago led to many of the long standing 
waiting list applicants no longer requiring plots. However, the waiting list is now open again 
and starting to increase but exact numbers are unknown. To some extent demand is believed 
to be offset by the newer Scotforth Allotments and higher turnover at Dorrington Road and 
Cork Road sites (both of which are significantly larger). Generally, demand is from local 
residents for whom the allotment site is a prominent and visually attractive addition to the 
character of the area.  
 
Consultation demonstrates that a few allotment associations have experienced vandalism in 
the last year. 
 
Bridge Road Allotments Association identifies the site has suffered from vandalism this year 
including the contents of the communal shed being stolen. However, they express that there 
is rarely any vandalism partly because the site is very visible from most sides. Improvements 
of the site occurred eight years ago with new water supply, grass paths, installation of new 
fencing and a disabled ramp.  
 
Fairfield Allotments Association highlight that Fairfield Allotments has had minor vandalism 
including theft of produce and trespassing to sheds. In other years, they have experienced 
wholesale theft from up to 20 to 30 sheds. However, this year has been minimal. Furthermore, 
consultation with the association indicated that they are hoping to have some tree/hedge 
improvements to increase site security. They also have funds and plans for improved storage 
for equipment. Other aspirations include new storage on an area to be improved for events, 
deliveries and access. Consultation with Fairfield Allotments also identifies that there is no 
fresh water supply. However, the site does have good access to toilet provision which many 
allotments often do not have access to.      
 
Tools have also been stolen at Daisy Bank Allotments as well as damage to the community 
shed and the store roof. However, there have been some recent improvements such as 
installation of a wind turbine to provide electricity in order to power security lights and cameras. 
Also, the Greenfingers Community Project (at Daisy Bank Allotments) highlight they are 
currently in the process of having a new perimeter fence funded by a National Lottery fund bid.   
 
Torrisholme Road Allotment also highlights new perimeter fencing, which was lottery funded, 
has recently been installed.    
 
Similar to availability, most respondents (31%) are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the 
quality of allotments. Again, a likely reflection to the niche use of allotments. 
 
There are however 26% of respondents which view the quality of allotment provision as quite 
satisfied. A further 9% rate being very satisfied with the quality of allotments. The overall 
positive views towards quality of allotments is further strengthened by the small percentage of 
respondents that are either quite dissatisfied (6%) or very dissatisfied (6%). 
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No quality or value assessment has been undertaken for any allotment site (as the study is 
only sampling a handful of sites for visiting). Nevertheless, allotments should be recognised 
for the associated social inclusion and health benefits, amenity value and the sense of place 
offered by such forms of provision.  
 
Consultation with Broadway Allotment Association identifies that external groups use 
Broadway Allotments such as Morecambe and Heysham primary schools by arrangement. 
The association also expresses that following path and fencing improvements they are 
intending to improve the path further by placing down more chippings. Other project 
development plans include constructing raised beds to enable the less abled or those who do 
not desire a whole plot to garden.  
 
Fairfield Allotments is also highlighted as being used by external groups; one school group has 
a half plot and other school and scout group have also visited. The waiting list for the site 
includes applications from other such groups.  
 
Trumacar Junior School, Mencap and local young adults with learning disabilities use Daisy 
Bank allotments. This has positive implications for social inclusion and amenity benefits.  
 
Consultation with Slyne-with-Hest Parish Council highlights there are no allotments in the 
parish but that interest has waned. Conversely, Halton with Aughton Parish Council highlight 
that the waiting lists for Low Road Allotments are in double figures which magnify the high 
demand and interest in this typology.  
 
The importance of allotments is widely regarded with most respondents (47%) to the 
Communities Survey rating general allotments as very important. A further 22% rate allotments 
as quite important. There is only a small proportion of respondent which rate the importance 
of allotments as not very important (7%) or not at all important (4%). 
 
8.4 Summary  

Allotments summary 

 There are 23 allotments sites: equating to more than 22 hectares  

 Current provision of 0.15 hectares per 1,000 population is below the NSALG recommended 
amount (0.25 hectares per 1,000 people). However, the Lancaster Analysis Area does meet 
the standard with 0.28 hectares per 1,000 population. 

 Catchment mapping highlights gaps in the provision to the Morecambe and Heysham and 
Carnforth/Rural areas. 

 Waiting list figures for allotments across the area suggests supply is not meeting demand.  

 The value of allotments is widely recognised due to the associated social inclusion, health 
benefits and the sense of place they offer.  
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PART 9: CEMETERIES/CHURCHYARDS 
 
9.1 Introduction 
 
Cemeteries and churchyards can often be linked to the promotion of wildlife conservation and 
biodiversity and can include areas for quiet contemplation. 
 
9.2 Current provision 
 
There are 63 sites classified as cemeteries/churchyards or burial grounds within Lancaster 
District, equating to over 39 hectares of provision. No site size threshold has been applied and 
as such all identified provision is included within the audit. 
 
Table 9.1: Distribution of cemeteries  
 

Analysis area Cemeteries/churchyards 

Number of sites Size (ha) 

Lancaster 11 15.53 

Heysham and Morecambe 10 10.35 

Carnforth/Rural 42 13.13 

Lancaster District  63 39.02 

 
The largest contributor to burial provision in the area is Lancaster Cemetery (7.30 hectares).   
 
It is one of seven sites the Council has responsibility for maintaining. The seven sites are: 
 
 Carnforth Cemetery 
 Church Lane (Morecambe) Cemetery 
 Hale Carr Lane Cemetery 
 Lancaster Cemetery 
 Scotforth Cemetery 
 Skerton Cemetery 
 Torrisholme Cemetery 

 
9.3 Accessibility  
 
No accessibility standard is set for this typology and there is no realistic requirement to set 
such standards. Provision should be based on burial demand.   
 
Figure 9.1 shows cemeteries and churchyards mapped against analysis areas. 
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Figure 9.1: Cemetery sites mapped against analysis areas  
 

 
Table 9.2: Key to sites mapped 
 

Site ID Site name Analysis Area 

64 Arkholme Methodist Chapel- Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

263 Carnforth Cemetery Carnforth/Rural 

23 Caton Catholic Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

21 Christ Church Glasson- Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

71 Christ Church, Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

9 Church of St John The Baptist Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

43 Dolphinholme Methodist Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

172 Ellel CC - Quernmore Methodist Church Carnforth/Rural 

63 Gressingham Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

19 Meeting House, Yealand Carnforth/Rural 
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Site ID Site name Analysis Area 

6 Middleton Methodist Church Yard Carnforth/Rural 

209 Nether Kellet Church Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

26 Parish Church of St Helen Carnforth/Rural 

170 Parish Church of St John- ELLEL Carnforth/Rural 

14 
Parish Church of St Mark's Dolphinholme 
Churchyard 

Carnforth/Rural 

18 Quaker Burial Ground - Abbeystead Carnforth/Rural 

30 Silverdale Cemetery Carnforth/Rural 

29 Silverdale Methodist Church Carnforth/Rural 

173 Slyne with Hest Cemetery Carnforth/Rural 

61 St Chad's Claughton- Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

58 St Cuthberts Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

65 St John the Baptist Church Yard Carnforth/Rural 

42 St John's Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

2 St Luke’s Church Carnforth/Rural 

215 St Margaret's Parish Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

36 St Mary of The Angels Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

25 St Mary's Catholic Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

22 St Michael the Archangel- Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

168 St Michael's Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

11 St Oswald's Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

178 St Paul's Parish Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

251 St Peter's (Leck) Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

430 St Peter's Church Carnforth/Rural 

176 St Wilfred's Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

67 St WIlfrid's Melling Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

330 St. Saviours Carnforth/Rural 

70 The Parish of the Holy Trinity Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

69 The Parish of the Holy Trinity the Nook Carnforth/Rural 

41 Warton Methodist Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

10 Warton Old Rectory Carnforth/Rural 

44 Wesleyan Methodist Church Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

66 Wray Parish Church Churchyard Carnforth/Rural 

154 Church Lane Cemetery Heysham and Morecambe 

122 Hale Carr Lane Cemetery Heysham and Morecambe 

147 Heysham Free Methodist Church Heysham and Morecambe 

138 Morecambe Holy Trinity Churchyard Heysham and Morecambe 

216 St John’s the Divine Church Heysham and Morecambe 

217 St Martin's Church and Place Heysham and Morecambe 

220 St Patricks Chapel Heysham and Morecambe 
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Site ID Site name Analysis Area 

219 St Peters Parish Church - churchyard Heysham and Morecambe 

354 St. Peter's Churchyard; Heysham Heysham and Morecambe 

87 Torrisholme Cemetery Heysham and Morecambe 

93 Cathedral of St Peter Lancaster 

102 Lancaster Cemetery Lancaster 

329 Lancaster Priory (St. Mary’s) Lancaster 

17 Quaker Burial Ground Lancaster 

83 Scotforth Cemetery Lancaster 

89 Skerton Cemetery Lancaster 

244 St Chad's Parish Church- Churchyard Lancaster 

264 St Pauls Church churchyard Lancaster 

328 St. John's Church Yard Lancaster 

54 St. Lukes Parish Church Lancaster 

331 Trinity U.R.C Lancaster 

 
In terms of provision, mapping demonstrates a fairly even distribution across the area. As noted 
earlier, the need for additional cemetery provision should be driven by the requirement for 
burial demand and capacity.  
 
Consultation with the Council identifies that the seven cemetery sites are all open for future 
interments. However, the Lancaster Cemetery and Morecambe Cemetery sites are closed for 
new grave right purchases. There are approximately 4,995 burial spaces available at the other 
five cemeteries.  Burial capacity at the other five sites is set out below: 
 
 Carnforth Cemetery – 834  
 Hale Carr Lane Cemetery – 1,300 
 Scotforth Cemetery – 1,054 
 Skerton Cemetery – 127 
 Torrisholme Cemetery – 1,680 

 
Both the Hale Carr Lane Cemetery and Torrisholme Cemetery are highlighted as having the 
potential to be expanded in order to provide additional burial capacity. 
 
No quality or value assessment has been undertaken for any cemetery or churchyard site (as 
the study is only sampling a handful of sites for visiting). 
 
Nevertheless, cemeteries and churchyards should be viewed as important natural resources, 
offering both practical and conservation benefits. As well as providing burial space, cemeteries 
and churchyards can often offer important low impact recreational benefits to the local area 
(e.g. habitat provision, wildlife watching).  
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9.4 Summary 

 
  

Cemeteries summary 

 There are 63 cemeteries and churchyards, equating to over 39 hectares. 

 The largest cemetery is Lancaster Cemetery (7.30 hectares). It is one of seven cemetery sites 
maintained by the City Council. 

 No standards are set for cemeteries. The need for additional cemetery provision should be 
driven by the requirement for burial demand and capacity. There is believed to be sufficient 
burial capacity available for the area. 
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PART 10: GREEN CORRIDORS 
 
10.1 Introduction 
 
The green corridors typology includes linear sites that offer opportunities for walking, cycling 
or horse riding, whether for leisure purposes or travel and opportunities for wildlife migration. 
This can include river and canal banks, road and rail corridors, cycling routes within towns and 
cities, rights of way and permissive paths. 
 
10.2 Current provision 
 
A total of 13 sites are classified as green corridors, equating to over 142 hectares (an 
equivalent to 59 kilometres.  
 
Table 10.1: Distribution of green corridors by analysis area 
 

Analysis area Green Corridors 

Number of sites Size (ha) Length (km) 

Lancaster 5 35.19 15.39 

Heysham and Morecambe 2 7.87 4.48 

Carnforth/Rural 6 99.08 39.26 

Lancaster District  13 142.14 59.13 

 
Two forms of provision predominantly make up green corridors in the area. The largest is the 
Lancaster Canal at 96.65 hectares. It is also the longest green corridor at 38.41 kilometres. 
The other is the River Lune at 34.27 hectares (and 14.34 kilometres). 
 
Most respondents to the Communities Survey are generally satisfied with the availability of 
green corridors. Nearly half view availability as quite satisfactory (46%) with a further 25% 
rating provision as very satisfactory. There are a small percentage of respondents that are 
either quite dissatisfied (10%) or very dissatisfied (5%). An additional 10% of respondents are 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with the availability of green corridors. 
 
10.3 Accessibility 
 
It is difficult to assess green corridors against catchment areas due to their linear nature and 
usage, as they often provide access to other open spaces. Figure 10.1 shows green corridors 
mapped across the area.   
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Figure 10.1: Green corridors mapped against analysis areas 
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Table 10.2 Summary of sites 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Length 
(kilometre) 

24 Lancaster Canal - Carnforth Length Carnforth/Rural 3.160 

376 Lancaster Canal - Rural Stretch Carnforth/Rural 7.629 

377 Lancaster Canal - Rural Stretch Carnforth/Rural 8.237 

366 Lancaster Canal - Rural Stretch 1 Carnforth/Rural 11.429 

380 River Lune Millennium Path (Caton) - Rural Stretch Carnforth/Rural 6.678 

383 River Lune Millennium Path (Glasson) - Rural Stretch Carnforth/Rural 2.125 

407 Goldcrest corridor 
Heysham and 
Morecambe 

0.591 

381 
Lancaster and Morecambe Greenway - Heysham and 
Morecambe Stretch 

Heysham and 
Morecambe 

3.886 

384 Lancaster and Morecambe Greenway - North Lancaster  Lancaster 1.902 

374 Lancaster Canal - North Lancaster Stretch Lancaster 4.013 

375 Lancaster Canal - South Lancaster Stretch Lancaster 3.942 

385 
River Lune Millennium Path (Caton) - North Lancaster 
Stretch 

Lancaster 2.085 

382 
River Lune Millennium Path (Glasson) - South Lancaster 
Stretch 

Lancaster 3.448 

 
Most respondents to the Communities Survey are generally satisfied with the quality of green 
corridors. Nearly half view quality as quite satisfactory (49%) with a further 18% rating provision 
as very satisfactory. There are a small percentage of respondents that are either quite 
dissatisfied (15%) or very dissatisfied (5%). An additional 10% of respondents are neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied with the quality of amenity greenspace. 
 
Green corridors have high health benefits, encouraging people to walk and cycle rather than 
using the car, thus leading to healthier lifestyles. Green corridors also offer important habitat 
corridors and, therefore, the ecological benefits are recognised.    
 
The importance of green corridors is widely regarded with the majority of respondents (83%) 
to the Communities Survey rating green corridors as very important. A further 13% rate green 
corridors as quite important. There is only a small proportion of respondent which rate the 
importance of green corridors as not very important (2%) or not at all important (1%). 
 
10.4 Summary 
 

 

Green Corridor Summary 

 There are 13 green corridors identified; totalling over 142 hectares (or 59 kilometres). 

 The Lancaster Canal and River Lune are the two key forms of provision. Together they account 
for 92% of green corridor provision.  

 Green corridors are covered as part of the outdoor network category in the communities’ survey. 
Outdoor networks are regarded by respondents as being very important, similar to parks and 
nature reserves, with 83% of respondents rating provision as very important. 

 Green corridors also offer important habitat corridors and wildlife benefits.  
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PART 11: COASTAL AREAS 
 
11.1 Introduction 
 

The typology of coastal areas is defined as land adjoining or near to the sea. The Lancaster 
District has significant areas of coastline which is host to a range of landscapes and sites. Most 
prominent of all is Morecambe Bay. 
 
11.2 Current provision 
 

For the purpose of the study, the coastline has been broken down into eight distinct stretches:  
 
 Cockerham to Glasson Dock 
 Overton to Heysham Port 
 Heysham Port to Heysham Head 
 Heysham Head to The Battery 
 The Battery to Broadway 
 Broadway to Slyne 
 Slyne to Carnforth 
 Carnforth to Silverdale 

 
11.3 Accessibility 
 

Figure 11.1 shows the coastal areas mapped across the Lancaster District. No catchment 
areas are applied due to the linear nature and role such forms of provision provide.  
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Figure 11.1: Coastal areas 
 

 
Table 11.1 Summary of coastal areas 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Key features 

446 Cockerham to Glasson Dock Natural Habitat, salt marsh and dock 

447 Overton to Heysham Port 
Natural habitat, containing a salt marsh, features part of the 

River Lune Path 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Key features 

448 
Heysham Port to Heysham 
Head 

Historic site, features Half Moon Bay and Headland Graves 

449 
Heysham Head to The 
Battery 

Formalised local leisure featuring promenade beaches, Bay 
Cottage Play Area, a climbing wall and Whinisty Field. 

450 The Battery to Broadway 
Two bathing water quality beaches (north and south), 

attractions, Promenade, play areas including Race Tower. 
Eric Morecambe Statue, public art and gardens 

451 Broadway to Slyne 
A formalised local leisure which includes Happy Mount Park 

and Boating Lake 

452 Slyne to Carnforth Natural habitat 

453 Carnforth to Silverdale RSPB, AONB – Limestone Scenery 

 
The coastline of the Lancaster District is diverse. Much of the coastline provides ecological, 
recreational and tourism benefits. Areas of coast to the north of the Lancaster District form a 
key element of the Arnside and Silverdale AONB. 
 
The ecological value of the coast is evident in Morecambe Bay being designated as an 
internationally recognised RAMSAR and SPA site.  
 
The Morecambe Bay Partnership is a small charity working hard to provide benefits to the 
communities, heritage and environment around the Bay. The Bay has a fishing heritage and is 
an integral stop off for thousands of waders and wildfowl during Autumn and Winter. It has very 
diverse coastal habitats and a wide range of species that characterise Morecambe Bay. 
Furthermore, the Bay itself is the largest intertidal area in the UK where four estuaries join in a 
horseshoe shaped expanse of sands, with tidal islands, hidden beaches, and exceptional 
heritage value. The Partnership strive to ensure the Bay's natural heritage is conserved, 
restored, understood and, most importantly, celebrated.  
 
11.4 Summary 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Coastal Area Summary 

 The coastline is a significant contributor to the identity and characteristics of the Lancaster 
District. Noticeably the benefits to ecology and tourism are widely recognised. 

 Many of the key features of the coastline relate to nature conservation and habitat promotion. 
Several sites are identified as providing natural habitat opportunities; particularly with some 
stretches forming part of the Arnside and Silverdale AONB. 

 Of particular significance is the designation of Morecambe as a RAMSAR site (i.e. a wetland 
site of international importance). 

 Heysham coastline is of significant historical importance mainly due to the presence of St 
Patricks Chapel (believed to date back to the mid-8th Century) 

 Heysham Port has commercial activity and acts as a passenger gateway to the Isle of Man and 
Ireland 

 Morecambe coastline provides a significant tourism attraction and economic centre 



LANCASTER CITY COUNCIL   
OPEN SPACE ASSESSMENT  

 

April 2018 Assessment Report 90 
                  

PART 12: SIGNIFICANT OTHER LAND 
 
12.1 Introduction 
 

The typology of significant other land includes identification of important areas of green space 
within the urban area or fringes which has significance but which may not have public access 
such as grazing land and urban woodlands. These areas of land help to provide breaks in the 
urban form and to define the character of local areas.  
 
12.2 Current provision 
 

There are 17 forms of provision identified as significant other land across the Lancaster District.  
 
 Bolton-le- Sands Central Grazing land 
 Claver Hill 
 Fork 2 fork project area 
 Former Land Fill Site - Salt Ayre 
 Hala Carr Fields 
 Heysham Bay House Field 
 Long Marsh Lane former Railway 
 Nazareth House 
 Newton Beck Extension 
 Oxcliffe Rd 2 
 Oxcliffe Rd 3 
 Oxcliffe Rd 4 
 Oxcliffe Rd (White Lund) 
 Ripley Heights 
 Trimple triangle 1 
 Trimple triangle 2 
 White Lund Road 

 
12.3 Accessibility 
 

Figure 12.1 shows significant other land sites mapped across the Lancaster District. No 
catchments are applied because the level of access and usage of such sites is either limited 
or unknown.  
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Figure 12.1: Significant other land 

 
Table 12.1 Summary of sites 
 

Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Size (hectares) 

454 
Bolton-le-Sands Central Grazing 
land 

Carnforth/Rural 0.92 

458 Hala Carr Fields Heysham and Morecambe 1.59 

459 Heysham Bay House Field Heysham and Morecambe 6.22 

463 Oxcliffe Rd  2 Heysham and Morecambe 0.39 

464 Oxcliffe Rd 3 Heysham and Morecambe 0.48 

465 Oxcliffe Rd 4 Heysham and Morecambe 8.10 

466 Oxcliffe Rd (White Lund) Heysham and Morecambe 0.52 

468 Trimple triangle 1 Heysham and Morecambe 1.45 

469 Trimple triangle 2 Heysham and Morecambe 5.29 

470 White Lund Road Heysham and Morecambe 0.45 

455 Claver Hill Lancaster 9.97 

456 Fork 2 fork project area Lancaster 3.25 

457 Former Land Fill Site - Salt Ayre Lancaster 45.28 

460 Long Marsh Lane former Railway Lancaster 0.80 
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Site 
ID 

Site name Analysis area Size (hectares) 

461 Nazareth House Lancaster 2.01 

462 Newton Beck Extension Lancaster 2.97 

467 Ripley Heights Lancaster 5.08 

 
12.4 Summary 
 

 
 

  

Significant Other Land Summary 

 There are 17 forms of significant other land identified; totalling over 95 hectares. 

 Sites are predominantly focused around the Lancaster and Heysham and Morecambe areas.  

 The sites cover a range of uses and functions, from the former Salt Ayre landfill site to historic 
sites at Ripley Heights.  
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APPENDIX ONE: CONSULTATION SUMMARY WITH PARISH COUNCILS  
 
Table A1: Summary of consultations with parish councils  
 

Parish Council Is there enough open 
space to meet needs? 

Concerns  

Aldcliffe with Stodday  No 

Risk to unspoilt landscape. Large historical 
significance and imperative value.  
No specific open spaces but contains a lot of 
significant wildlife. Bordered by Fairfield Nature 
Reserve and Lancaster canal. Large forage 
ground for numerous birds, vital to protect this. 
Attracts numerous bird watchers, cyclists, locals 
and tourists.  Aldcliffe Hall Drive should be 
recognised as a Public Right of Way due to it 
significant use by tourists, visitors and residents. 
Views of the Priory and the Lake District over 
the Lancaster Castle providing an important 
visual landscape value. Local track that has 
fallen into disuse that bounds the site that 
hopefully will be reinstated and provide access 
between the nature reserve, the proposed site 
and provide a link to the hamlet of Aldcliffe. The 
meadow, and the agricultural land adjacent, 
provide an extensive green corridor that reaches 
from the River lune and through up to the 
Castle. 

Bolton-le-Sands Yes - 

Borwick Not answered - 

Cantsfield Yes - 

Caton-with-Littledale Not answered Threat of housing development  

Cockerham Yes - 

Halton with Aughton - 
Lacking adult football pitch. 

More direct paths to countryside would be good. 

Hornby with Farleton No 
Could be more green corridors to service both 
end of Hornby and to join Hornby and Farleton 
via footpath 

Morecambe Town 
Council 

No  

Lack of teenage provision. 

Importance of beaches/promenade as tourist 
attractions. 

Waiting lists at allotments 

Maintenance issues at Poulton Park and space 
between Green Street and Clarence Street 

Nether Kellet Yes  - 

Over Kellet Yes  - 

Quernmore Yes - 

Slyne-with-Hest - 
No youth provision. Zip wire is usable as ground 
muddy as is pathway to play area. 

Whittington No  Lack of suitable play 

Yealand Yes - 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 


