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Lancashire County Council’s Highways and Transport Masterplan 

 

 
RESPONSE FROM DYNAMO TO CONSULTATION DRAFT 
 

 

Dynamo (Lancaster & District Cycle Campaign) welcomes the opportunity to respond to 

the vision and plans contained in the Consulation Draft Transport Masterplan for the 

District of Lancaster, March 2015. 

 

Dynamo is broadly in agreement with the transport problems identified in page 1 of the 

document: namely congestion, delays to public transport, barriers to pedestrian and 

cycle movements, and air quality and road safety concerns.  It is true that rural 

residents and businesses would struggle without access to their own cars, but it is also 

true that with nearly 83% of residents working in the area where they live (as pointed 

out on page 13), the scope for increasing cycling, walking and public transport use for 

everyday transport is enormous. 

 

Dynamo’s position is that good quality alternatives to the private car must be in place 

prior to implementing measures to discourage and limit car use for short journeys within 

the district. 

 

 

1 The 2031 vision (p.31)1 

 

The vision set out in the Masterplan is indeed an inspiring one that Dynamo would 

be delighted to see implemented (even if some of us will be in our 80s by then).  

However, our concerns here are twofold: 

 

• there is very little detail about how this vision is to be realised; 

• the little detail there is focuses on the relocation of junction 33, with the 

implication (on p.33) that improvements to sustainable transport have to wait 

on that. 

 

Dynamo’s view is that sustainable transport measures should be put in place 

immediately, whether or not junction 33 changes go ahead.  The danger of not 

taking this approach is that – as with the M6 link road – the County’s energy will 

focus on relocating junction 33 or, in any case, all other transport improvements 

will languish in limbo.   

 

2. Benefits of cycling (and other forms of sustainable/active transport) 

(p.33) 

 

We would point out once again that cycling (along with walking and efficient 

public transport) is part of the solution to the district’s endemic problems of 

congestion, air quality2, road safety and public health.  This should be repeated 

as often as possible so that councillors, county officers and the general public 

cannot ignore it. 

 

Another benefit of cycling is to green tourism.  The Way of the Roses cycle route 

and the planned Morecambe Bay Cycleway have the potential to offer a low-

impact, low-carbon boost to Heysham and Morecambe.   

                                                           
1
 Page numbers refer to the pages in the paper copy of the LCC Transport Masterplan published April 2015 

2
 It is worth noting that the poor air quality in certain parts of the district risks becoming a real liability for the 

authorities. 



 2 

 

3. Lancaster City Action Plan 

 

The County’s desire to make Lancaster city centre less dominated by motor traffic 

is a laudable one.  However, it is noticeable from pages 36-37 that – once again – 

any real change is proposed to be dependent on changes to Caton Road and 

relocating junction 33.  This dependence of the City Action Plan on road projects 

needs to be removed.  A City Action Plan, covering both the city centre and the 

transport network feeding into and from the centre, should be included as an 

Annex to the masterplan and should be populated with current ongoing and near 

term transport improvement plans.  Dynamo has drafted such an Action Plan and 

included this as Annex A within this response to the consultation. 

 

Improvements to sustainable transport measures should not wait on new 

road building or house building.  If the County is serious about its 2031 

vision, it needs to put good-quality cycling and public transport routes in place 

now so that people have a real alternative to using their cars.  The City Council’s 

figure of 12,000 new homes by 2031 implies that the transport situation will get a 

lot worse unless something is done to discourage car use before the local 

population starts to expand. 

 

On a micro level, there are a few improvements that Dynamo would like to see in 

Lancaster city centre: 

 

• Make Queen Street a no-through road at the China Street end.  Currently it is 

a rat run from Aldcliffe Road to the one-way system, and there have been 

several crashes where cyclists have been hit by cars exiting from Queen 

Street.  Queen Square can be made into a turning circle, and it would make 

parking on the road easier.  There is no need for motorists to use Queen 

Street as a through-route; if they wish to get from Aldcliffe Road to China 

Street, they can continue to Penny Street Bridge. 

 

• Make Dalton Square a no-through route by closing off the very wide entrance 

opposite the Town Hall.  This is a dangerous spot for cyclists and pedestrians: 

cars turn into the square across their path regularly.   

 

• Factor in the condition attached to planning application 13/01274/FUL for a 

toucan crossing on North Road to assist cyclists (and pedestrians) to exit 

Chapel Street onto North Road.   

 

We include below a link to a document on reconfiguring Lancaster’s one-way 

system that a Dynamo member wrote in 2006; we realise that cycling conditions 

in the city centre have improved since then with cycle lanes and the out-of-hours 

permeability of the pedestrianised centre3.   

 

4. Lancaster Links multi-use network  (p.39) 

 

4.1 Heysham-Lancaster 

 

After so much campaigning, Dynamo is heartened to see that the 

Heysham-Lancaster greenway route is included in the Masterplan.  

However, we feel very strongly that the County should already have in 

place a timescale and list of actions to ensure this route is open at the 

same time as the Heysham-M6 link. 

                                                           
3
 http://www.lancaster-dynamo.org.uk/index_page0017.htm 
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We would emphasise that one of the arguments for the Heysham-

Lancaster route was that it linked places of residence and places of 

employment, and as such it should be an unbroken and relatively direct 

route.  It should make use of an existing underpass to the Heysham 

bypass, so making the entire route safe and traffic free. 

 

4.2 Morecambe-Lancaster 

 

Dynamo is concerned to see that the Morecambe-Lancaster greenway has 

disappeared from the map on page 40.  Please confirm whether this is 

deliberate or an oversight. 

 

4.3 Superhighways 

 

Dynamo is pleased to see that the County understands that commuting 

cyclists generally wish to get to their destinations as efficiently as possible 

(as demonstrated by the continuing use of the A6 as the route from 

Lancaster city centre to Lancaster University).  However, we are 

concerned to see on page 39 that “Superhighways will be on road or 

pavement” (our italics).  Pavements are not suitable for “speed and 

convenience”: they are rarely wide enough for cyclists to pass pedestrians 

safely, and, as currently configured in the district, cyclists have to stop 

and give way at every side junction.  Superhighways should be direct and 

unbroken.  Pavements – unless they are as wide as roads – are for 

pedestrians or cyclists travelling at near walking speed.  Moreover, turning 

pavements into “superhighways” will not send a positive message to 

pedestrians. 

 

4.4 A comprehensive network 

 

While it is good to see that the County Council wishes to extend the 

Millennium Path to Hornby and create an offroad link to Heysham, there 

are other villages like Overton and the Kellets that need to be included in 

any cycle network.  If offroad provision is not possible in the short to 

medium term, the County should expand its use of quiet lanes (as in the 

Bowland area) to calm motor traffic and make the back roads more cycle-

friendly.  (See guidance from the Council for the Protection of Rural 

England4.)  

 

4.5 The A6 corridor 

 

As the County is aware, Dynamo has been pushing for good quality, 

unbroken cycle lanes along the A6 corridor south from Penny Street canal 

bridge.  However, the County should also consider similar provision along 

the A6 north to Slyne and Carnforth.  The canal towpath is a pleasant but 

meandering route between Lancaster and Carnforth; it is not an 

alternative to a direct cycle commuter route. 

 

5. Community Infrastructure Levy and planning 

 

We are strongly of the view that Lancaster City Council (which, we appreciate, is 

a separate entity) should introduce a Community Infrastructure Levy on new 

developments.  There have been too many housing developments recently (e.g. 

                                                           
4
 http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/1867-cpres-guide-to-quiet-lanes 
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Heysham Mossgate) where the developers have simply built houses without 

regard for the necessary transport (or school and retail) links.   

 

The City Council should also consider more carefully transport requirements when 

granting permission for developments.  Obviously this runs counter to the tenor 

of the current government’s position on planning law, but basically new 

developments should have all essential services (schools, shops, bus routes) 

within easy distance to minimise the need to travel. 

 

6. General principles to encourage cycling (and other means of sustainable 

transport)5 

 

It is heartening to read on page 39: “We will design a complete active travel 

network . . . We want the district to develop as an exemplar of active travel for 

rest of county, demonstrating the widespread benefits that cycling and walking 

bring when they are the day to day choice for shorter journeys.”  This coincides 

very neatly with Dynamo’s vision, and we are pleased to offer the following 

thoughts. 

 

Bluntly, Dynamo’s view is that road space needs to be taken from private cars 

and allocated to cycling, walking and public transport6.  We appreciate that the 

County Council has a difficult task in implementing this without a strong lead 

from central government, but the alternative is that our district grows in exactly 

the same way as in the recent past – i.e. more houses, more roads, more cars = 

more congestion and worsening air quality. However, the County Council can take 

advantage of guidance and examples of other cities like York and Cambridge to 

see what is possible.   

 

The County’s vision for 2031 is bold and imaginative – and highly desirable.  

However, this vision will be eternally out of reach unless the County abandons its 

timid, road-led approach to transport management. 

 

An example of this timid approach is in the extract below from the Masterplan 

(p.41): 

 

“Cycling infrastructure can work both ways; not only should 

it make cycling safer and more attractive, it can make 

driving the same route less convenient, thereby encouraging 

a shift to active travel.” (p 41; our italics) 

 

The Masterplan rightfully recognises that a modal shift from car to bike is 

necessary to achieve its sustainable vision, but the use of the word ‘can’ in the 

second clause implies that this might possibly happen as by product of new 

cycling infrastructure.  A far more confident and positive approach would 

substitute ‘can’ with ‘should’ or even better ‘will’, thus transforming the County’s 

approach from a  timid aspiration into a bold, can-do one.      

 

We would therefore urge the County to take the following steps in the short to 

medium term: 

 

                                                           
5
 See the CTC briefing paper - http://www.ctc.org.uk/sites/default/files/file_public/nat-trnspt-policy1a.pdf  

6
 See CTC “Space for Cycling” campaign at http://www.ctc.org.uk/article/campaigns-guide/what-do-we-mean-

space-for-cycling  
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6.1 Implement the County’s own guidelines on cycling infrastructure 

 

The Environment Directorate commissioned “Making Lancashire Cycling 

Friendly: a code for planning, designing and maintaining roads and tracks 

for cyclists” in 2002/3 but it does not seem to be widely employed by the 

County’s own designers.  (A link to the document can be found on the 

Dynamo website7.) 

 

6.2 Make a start on the Heysham-Lancaster offroad route and Lawsons Bridge 

route 

 

A possible route between Heysham and Lancaster has been identified; 

public support for it has been demonstrated; now is the time for the 

County Council to begin negotiations with local landowners and cost the 

scheme. 

 

Regarding the A6, planning permission for the new supermarket in south 

Lancaster makes provision for an off-road route over Lawsons Bridge to 

take cyclists from the A6 to Ashton Road.  The County Council should liaise 

with landowners to try to establish a cycle route, in advance of the 

supermarket building, from Burrow Bridge on the A6 to Lawsons Bridge to 

provide the most direct route, via the new Booths, to town.    

 

6.3 Dedicate space to cycling on busier urban roads 

 

In order to move people out of cars, the alternatives (whether cycling or 

public transport) need to be good quality, highly visible and favour non-

motorists over motorists.  For this reason, Dynamo wants initially to see 

segregated, safe cycle lanes along the A6 south.  These lanes should be 

unbroken and should privilege cyclists over cars (as in the County 

Council’s own hierarchy of road users8).   

 

6.4 Make rat runs into no-through roads  

 

We have made the case above (in point 3) for Queen Square and Dalton 

Square to be made no-through roads so that cycling and walking is 

prioritised and road danger reduced.  Other roads in the district can be 

identified: another contender would be the bottom of Sharpes Hill/ 

Newsham Road to enable safe cycle lanes along the A6.  Here access to 

the A6 from Belle Vue Terrace should be maintained for residents.   

 

6.5 Give cyclists priority where offroad paths cross minor roads 

 

There are examples in the district where cyclists are directed onto a 

shared-use path and have to give way at minor junctions (e.g. Morecambe 

Road).  There is just one example where cyclists have priority – at Rushley 

Drive in Hest Bank.  Where cyclists are directed onto shared-use paths, 

                                                           
7
 https://lancasterdynamo.wordpress.com  

8
 “Lancashire County Council’s road user hierarchy . . . is: 

• pedestrians, including people with reduced mobility; 

• emergency service vehicles; 

• cyclists; 

• public transport, including community transport and taxis; 

• delivery vehicles; and 

• private motor vehicles” 
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they (and pedestrians) should have priority over traffic on minor side 

junctions.  This conforms to section 6.2.2 of “Making Lancashire Cycle 

Friendly” referred to above. 

 

6.6 Embed cycle training and riding in schools 

 

One of the problems in Britain to promote cycling is that parent-guided 

cycle training of children has missed a generation or two.  One of the most 

heartening success stories of the Cycling Demonstration Town years in 

Lancaster was the popularity of the Sustrans-led Bike It project9, which 

worked with schools and introduced the fun and utility of cycling to dozens 

of children.  This went beyond the usual cycle competence scheme run in 

schools, where children are confined to the playground.  A cycling officer 

should be identified to work with Sustrans to develop safe routes to 

school. 

 

6.7 Establish a programme of maintenance and repair 

 

Some of the best-used cycle infrastructure is now in a poor state of repair.  

The most notable example is the canal towpath between Beaumont and 

Carnforth.  This is a very popular route with walkers and cyclists and it has 

been breaking up for some years.  Dynamo appreciates that this is not the 

County Council’s responsibility, but it is an example of the importance of a 

timely and multi-agency approach to maintenance. 

 

 

 

May 2015 

dynamocycle@btinternet.com 

https://lancasterdynamo.wordpress.com  

                                                           
9
 The project ended in approx 2011, but see http://www.celebratingcycling.org/more_info.asp?current_id=172  


