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Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this Addendum
The environmental statement (ES) for the proposed Bedale Aiskew and Leeming
Bar Bypass (BALB) was written in March 2010. In 2012, North Yorkshire County
Council is seeking planning permission for the bypass, and the ES forms part of the
planning submission. This addendum addresses issues that have arisen since the
ES was written.
Since the ES was written, the design has changed slightly (see chapter 2 of this
addendum). In addition, the traffic model has been updated to reflect the fact that
the opening year of the scheme was changed from 2014 to 2016, and the design
year changed from 2029 to 2031. This has potential implications for the assessment
of impacts relating to water quality, air quality and noise.
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The Proposed Development
The following minor design changes have been made since the ES was written:
•

•
•
•
•

The crossing over the bypass for Non-Motorised Users (NMUs) adjacent to
the Wensleydale Railway bridge on the eastern half of the scheme has been
removed from the design. It has been replaced with a pegasus crossing
between the A1 and Leases Road, closer to the existing NMU route along
Low Street;
The location where the NMU route joins Low Street, south of the bypass, has
been adjusted to be north of Ashville, rather than to the south;
At the western end of the proposed scheme, an additional NMU crossing
facility is proposed to the north of the roundabout, in the vicinity of Bedale
Golf Club;
Planting proposals have been adjusted slightly to accommodate the above
changes, as shown on the Environmental Masterplan in Appendix A; and
Close to Argyll House, the design now includes a ten-metre landscape belt,
and the fence line has been moved off the ridge line. There is also a minor
change to the alignment of the pond access track off Low Street, to enable a
slight extension of the earthworks mound and planting eastwards.
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Alternatives Considered
The information in this chapter of the ES remains valid, and no update is required in
this addendum.
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Approach to Assessment
4.1 DMRB Updates
The environmental assessment was carried out in 2009 and published early in 2010.
Since that time, the guidance contained in DMRB volume 11 has been updated for
Noise and Road Drainage and the Water Environment. Interim advice notes have
been issued for Landscape and Visual Effects and Ecology and Nature
Conservation. In addition, the list of topics to be covered in EIA has been revised
slightly, to require two separate chapters covering Materials and Soils and Geology,
whereas the BALB environmental assessment groups these two topics together
under the heading of Materials. Each of those topics is now considered in turn:
4.1.1 Noise
The new guidance in DMRB, Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7 provides updated
guidance on calculating night-time noise levels, identifying the extent of the study
area, and selecting appropriate traffic-speed data.
In relation to night-time noise, the assessment considered night time noise only
during construction. Chapter 7 of this addendum includes discussion of what a
night-time noise assessment would be expected to show for the operation of BALB.
In relation to the study area, the study area extends 600m around the proposed
bypass, and includes other routes within 2km that would be expected to experience
either a traffic reduction of 20% or a traffic increase of 25% in the baseline year as a
result of the scheme. The new guidance recommends a similar approach, although
affected routes are identified according to predicted changes in noise levels, rather
than traffic levels. The assessment considered only the affected routes within 2km
of the proposed bypass, whereas the new guidance asks for consideration of any
other affected routes that may be further away. Despite these differences, because
of the nature of the changes in traffic flows that would be expected with the bypass
in place, the new guidance would not lead to any significant change to the study
area.
In relation to traffic speed, the DMRB guidance recommends using data from traffic
models, where available. This is the approach that was taken in the assessment,
and therefore no changes would result from following the new guidance.
4.1.2 Road Drainage and the Water Environment
The revised DMRB guidance covers the same potential impacts on the water
environment that were covered in the earlier edition. The key difference is a new
calculation tool for assessing the risks to surface water quality as a result of routine
runoff (this tool is known as HAWRAT). There is no change to the assessment
methodology for risks associated with accidental spillage, risk to groundwater
quality, or flood risk. HAWRAT helps to identify the level of treatment that would
need to be provided by the drainage system to ensure that the quality of the
discharge to the receiving watercourse would be sufficiently high.
The drainage design for the scheme has been agreed with the Environment Agency.
Had the assessment used the HAWRAT tool, it would also have been necessary to
agree the design with the Environment Agency. It is not believed that the
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Environment Agency’s requirements would have been different if the assessment
had followed the amended guidance.
4.1.3 Landscape and Visual Effects
The DMRB guidance in place at the time of the assessment was published in 1993
(Volume 11, Section 3, Part 5 Landscape Effects). This guidance was used,
together with other, more recent published guidance when carrying out the
assessment. This additional guidance was taken from the Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment, 2nd Edition (2002) by the Landscape Institute and
the Institute for Environmental Management and Assessment; and the Landscape
Character Assessment: Guidance for England and Scotland (2002) Countryside
Agency and Scottish Natural Heritage.
Because the assessment used all the available guidance, and not just the 1993
DMRB guidance, the assessment was in line with up-to-date best practice. A
subsequent review confirms that the assessment covered all the stages of
assessment that are now recommended in the interim advice note. For this reason,
the new interim advice note would have no significant bearing on the assessment
results.
4.1.4 Ecology and Nature Conservation
The interim advice note was published because the guidance in DMRB, Volume 11,
Section 3, Part 4 does not include any specific criteria for identifying the value of
resources, the character of ecological impacts or the significance of effects. The
interim advice note now sets out such criteria.
The interim advice note has been influenced by, and closely matches, the guidance
provided in the Guidelines for Ecological Impact in the United Kingdom, published
by the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management. It is these guidelines,
rather than DMRB, that were followed for the ecology and nature conservation
assessment. Therefore, the new interim advice note would not have any effect on
the assessment that was completed.
4.1.5 Soils and Geology / Materials
The list of DMRB topics for inclusion in an EIA now separates out Materials from
Soils and Geology. At the time that the ES was written, the topic ‘Soils and
Geology’ had temporarily been removed from the list of topics, and ‘Materials’ was
listed in its place. It was therefore understood that the Materials chapter should
include all information that would otherwise have been in a Soils and Geology
chapter.
Since the ES was written, the topic ‘Soils and Geology’ has been added back in to
the list of assessment topics in DMRB, in addition to the ‘Materials’ topic.
Throughout this period, there has not been any written guidance in DMRB on what
the ‘Materials’ assessment should cover. The guidance on Soils and Geology
remains part of DMRB Volume 11.
The ES chapter included consideration of impacts on materials, including mineral
extraction, waste arisings, earthworks balance and contaminated land. As the ES
covered these materials impacts as well as soils and geology impacts, it is
considered to be compliant with the current requirements of DMRB.
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4.2 Planning Policy Statements / Guidance
It is noted that the new National Planning Policy Framework replaces the various
planning policy statements and guidance referenced in the ES. This change does
not affect the results of the environmental impact assessment.
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Community and Private Assets
The information in this chapter of the ES remains valid, and no update is required in
this addendum.
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Air Quality
The updated traffic model (updated August 2011) demonstrates slight changes in
traffic flows on the proposed BALB. It is considered that such traffic flow changes
would result in slight reductions in air pollutants for receptors in close proximity to
the BALB. Therefore, taking into account the previous predicted air quality levels
which were well below the Air Quality Objectives and the low background
concentrations in the area, it is concluded that the significance of the impacts of the
scheme remain as per the ES.
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Noise
The traffic model was updated in 2011, which included the consideration of a new
year of opening of 2016. The updated traffic model resulted in a variation in traffic
flow on the proposed BALB and roads on the local road network. This chapter
considers the implication of the traffic flow changes, in terms of predicted noise
levels, for properties located in the vicinity of the BALB.
Table 1 below compares the updated traffic flows, in terms of 18hr AAWT, to those
used in the ES on the east and west sections of the BALB.
Table 1: Traffic Flows
East Section
West Section
ES Traffic
Updated Traffic
ES Traffic
Updated Traffic
Year of Opening
Do-Something
AAWT 18hr
HGV %
Speed

9964
8%
96 km/h

8697
10347
2%
5%
84 km/h
96 km/h
Design Year

10429
2%
82 km/h

Do-Something
AAWT 18hr
HGV %
Speed

10185
10%
96 km/h

10701
1%
82 km/h

12735
2%
80 km/h

11151
6%
96 km/h

Table 1 demonstrates that, with the exception of the East Section in the year of
opening, the updated traffic model provides increased traffic flows on both sections
of the BALB in the Do-Minimum and Do-Something scenarios. This alone would
result in increased noise levels at nearby receptors; however, it is also observed that
HGV % and speeds reduce, potentially offsetting such noise increases.
Noise level predictions for a number of receptors located in proximity to the BALB
alignment are provided in Table 2 using the updated traffic model flows. These
predictions are compared against those presented in the ES for these receptors.
Table 2: Noise Level Prediction Comparison for Year of Opening
Predicted Noise Level LA10,18hr dB
Do-Minimum
Year of Opening
Updated
ES
Traffic
26 Kingfisher Drive

42.51

42.51

Sand Hill Farm

43.41

43.41

Ashville

54.4

50.2

Fairfield Farm

53.9

50.0

Do-Something
Year of Opening
Design Year
Updated
Updated
ES
ES
Traffic
Traffic
43.8
41.8
44.5
42.3
(+1.3)
(+0)
(+2.0)
(+0)
50.0
48.2
50.5
48.9
(+6.6)
(+4.8)
(+7.1)
(+5.5)
61.1
58.8
61.6
59.3
(+6.7)
(+8.6)
(+7.2)
(+9.1)
55.7
52.1
56.5
52.6
(+1.8)
(+2.1)
(+2.6)
(+2.6)

1
Measured LAeq,18hr noise levels

Table 2 demonstrates that as result of decrease in Do-Something noise levels, the
impacts at 26 Kingfisher Street and Sand Hill Farm are reduced.
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At Fairfield Farm, Do-Something noise levels reduced, when compared to those
presented in the ES, in the year of opening and design year as a result of the
updated traffic flows. However, due to a similar noise level reduction in the DoMinimum, the impact of the Scheme remains similar.
Despite a reduction in Do-Something noise levels, an increase in noise impact is
observed at Ashville with the updated traffic. This is a consequence of noise level
reduction in the Do-Minimum scenario. Such a reduction is predominately due to
the updated noise model’s assumption of low noise road surface on the recently
upgraded section of the A1 in this area. Details of the A1 realignment or surface
type were not available at the time of the ES, and therefore, the reduced noise level
in the Do-Minimum was not considered at that time. The significance descriptor of
‘large / very large’ for noise impacts at Ashville remains valid.
"Two updates to the Noise and Vibration Chapter of DMRB have occurred since the
production of the ES. The latest version (HD 213/11) requires a detailed
assessment of night-time noise impacts, and provides a methodology for this. HD
213/11 advises that night-time noise levels can be derived through converting
predicted day-time noise levels where the diurnal traffic pattern from the given road
scheme is typical for the type of road. On the assumption that the traffic on the
BALB meets this condition, it is advised that impacts, in terms of magnitude of noise
change, at night will be similar to those presented in the ES during the day for
properties adjacent to the BALB.
HD213/11 provides a lower noise level threshold of 55 dB (Lnight, outside) for
considering night-time noise impact. From viewing noise level predictions from the
ES, and through consideration of the likely reduction from day-time to night-time
noise levels (approximately 10 dB), it is clear that properties such as Sand Hill Farm,
Fairfield Farm and 26 Kingfisher Drive would fall below this criteria. Therefore such
properties would not require consideration for night-time noise impacts in
accordance with HD213/11."

7.1 Conclusion
Despite the differences in noise levels predicted, there is no change in the
significance of impacts identified in the ES.
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Road Drainage and the Water Environment
The updated traffic model shows insignificant changes to the traffic predictions for
the design year. These changes are not considered to change the findings of the
assessment in the ES. Therefore, the conclusions of this chapter of the ES remain
valid, and no update is required in this addendum.
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Cultural Heritage
9.1

Introduction

The Cultural Heritage chapter of the ES (Chapter 9) for the proposed BALB was
written in March 2010. The chapter presented detailed baseline information for the
following sub-topics:
•
•
•

Archaeological remains;
Historic Buildings, and
Historic Landscape.

This chapter of the addendum has been prepared as a result of a request from
NYCC’s Historic Environment Team Leader to define more robustly the mitigation
proposed in the ES. It also recognises changes that have occurred in the
intervening two years between preparation of the ES and submission of the planning
application.

9.2

Archaeological Events to Date

The ES chapter submitted in 2010 was the culmination of a process that began in
1992 when BALB was added to the North Yorkshire County Council reserve list of
major capital schemes. It was later promoted as part of the Highways Agency’s
A1(M) Dishforth to Barton Upgrade (A1D2B) in 1994. The location of the new A1(M)
Leeming Bar junction – which forms the central link for the proposed A684 Bypass was confirmed in June 2005, and following final approval of the A1D2B scheme in
March 2008 was constructed between 2010 and 2012.
The following paragraphs set out the sequence of archaeological events carried out
to date for the BALB scheme.
9.2.1 2006 Environmental Statement
The 2006 ES (Golder Associates 2006) was informed by the desk-based research
and fieldwork described below.
•
•
•

Cultural Heritage Appraisal (Golder Associates 2004);
Air Photo Mapping report (Deegan 2005), and
Geophysical survey of a sample of the proposed route (Archaeological Services
WYAS 2005).

The geophysical survey consisted of ten survey blocks, located to either investigate
features identified from aerial photographs, or (east of the A1) placed at equidistant
locations to randomly sample areas where no cropmarks had been identified (Webb
2005). As well as clarifying the layout and size of the Romano-British Enclosure
(Site 58), the geophysical survey tentatively identified a pattern of linear anomalies
that appeared to predate the medieval ridge and furrow west of Aiskew Grange
(ibid.).
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9.2.2 2010 Environmental Statement
Archaeological works conducted to inform the 2010 ES (Jacobs 2009) were largely
designed to fill gaps in our knowledge created in part by changes to the proposed
route west of the A1. The following activities were carried out as part of this
process:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Archaeological watching brief during geotechnical investigation (Jacobs 2009a);
Geophysical Survey of the whole proposed route (Archaeological Services
University of Durham 2009);
Trial Trenching (Archaeological Services University of Durham 2009), and
Cultural Heritage Desk-Based Study (Jacobs 2009b);
Archaeological Earthwork Survey (Jacobs 2009c);
Environmental Statement Cultural Heritage Chapter (Chapter 9) (Jacobs 2010).

A full bibliography of the reports resulting from this work is presented in Appendix C.
The watching brief was conducted during the geotechnical investigation in order to
gain an understanding of the underlying soils, and to establish the presence or
absence of archaeological remains within the footprint of the trial pits. No
archaeological remains were identified in any of the trial pits.
Archaeological evaluation consisting of geophysical survey, trial trenching and auger
survey was carried out by Archaeological Services University of Durham (2009).
The evaluation examined all accessible parts of the proposed route and also
examined the revised alignment between Bedale Beck and the west side of the A1.
The geophysical survey consisted of 28.9 hectares of magnetometry, with 2.6
hectares of resistivity survey covering land affected by large ferrous pipelines. It
identified a number of anomalies that were interpreted as being of archaeological
origin (ASUD 2009). This included what appeared to be a continuation of the
pattern of linear and isolated anomalies west of Aiskew Grange first identified in
2005 (Webb).
Following consultation with the NYCC Historic Environment Team and English
Heritage, a staged programme of trial trenching was designed to test the results of
the geophysical survey. Amongst other things, this confirmed a Romano-British
date for the enclosure (Site 58), and identified a north to south aligned RomanoBritish trackway west of Bedale Beck (Site 123) (ASUD 2009; Jacobs 2010). The
trial trenching was conducted in two phases, partly dictated by harvest dates and
partly to enable additional trenches to be located in areas that appeared more
archaeologically significant. Like the geophysical survey, trial trenching revealed
few archaeological remains east of the A1, indicating much lower archaeological
potential in this area.
Trial trenching of the linear geophysical anomalies west of Aiskew Grange identified
the remains of a high status building of Romano-British date. The remains
consisted of robbed out foundations for a stone structure, fragments of stone and
mortar, roof and hypocaust tile and Roman pottery.
Following further consultation with the NYCC Historic Environment Team and
English Heritage, additional geophysical survey between the areas conducted for
the two route alignments revealed the outline of the Roman Villa (Site 122).
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The results of all of the above archaeological works were included in the Cultural
Heritage chapter of the ES, which was written in March 2010.
9.2.3 Clarification of Sources
It was noted after submission of the ES (Jacobs 2010), that many of the sources
referenced in the text of the Cultural Heritage chapter (Chapter 9) were missing from
the general bibliography. To address this, a full list of references for the chapter is
included at Appendix C to this report.
It was also noted that the referencing in the ES of the various contributing reports
was unclear, with many of them simply being noted as ‘Appendix 9.1’. These
reports are also noted in full in Appendix C, and copies will be made available
separately for consultation as part of the Planning Application.

9.3

Cultural Heritage Background

Detailed information on the cultural heritage background of the proposed
development can be found in Appendix 9.1 to the ES (Jacobs 2010).
9.3.1 New information since Submission of the Environmental Statement
To address the potential for new heritage assets to have been identified since
submission of the ES in 2010, a new search was made of the NYCC Historic
Environment Record (HER) and consultation undertaken with the NYCC Historic
Environment Team Leader.
The search did not identify any new assets within the original scheme study area.
However, attention was drawn to the large amount of new data from archaeological
works conducted in connection with the recent construction of the A1(T) Dishforth to
Barton improvements. A visit was made to the HER on 3rd May 2012 to consult the
A1(T) Dishforth to Barton reports and other sources.
Although the results of this work were of limited relevance with regard to specific
assets identified in the ES, they nonetheless provided useful additional background
information. A full list of the documents consulted is provided in Appendix C.
Dere Street Roman Road (Site 94)
The absence of information on the potential survival and condition of archaeological
remains associated with Dere Street Roman Road (Site 94), meant that in the ES
both the value of Site 94 and the subsequent significance of impact upon it was
assessed as Unknown (Jacobs 2011).
Construction of a new roundabout and temporary link road to the west of Leases
Road, confirmed the survival of deposits relating to Dere Street Roman Road (Site
94) and the surface was exposed for c. 180m (Ambrey et al 2011, Vol. 1, 82).
Taking its importance as the main surface route through the region during the
Romano-British period, and the confirmed existence of preserved remains beneath
the existing carriageway, the value of Site 94 has been assessed as Medium.
Taking the magnitude of impact and proposed mitigation into account, the
significance of this impact has been assessed as Slight.

BALB ES Addendum v2.doc

15

9.3.2 Additional Background to Key Sites
Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58)
Large numbers of enclosures of Iron Age or Romano-British date are known from
North Yorkshire, of which that identified on the route of BALB west of Aiskew (Site
58) is one. However, such sites fulfil several functions, including settlement
boundaries, stockades for livestock or locations for manufacturing or craft activities.
They form an important link between the social and functional organisation of the
landscape before and after the Roman conquest in AD 43.
It is still, to a certain extent, unclear if the known distribution of enclosures reflects
the actual disposition of sites during this period, or the variable coverage of
archaeological fieldwork. What is also unclear, is the relationship between those
enclosures that persisted into the Roman period and that appear to at least partially
coexist with villas. Site 58 falls into this category, with Roman pottery having been
recovered from the fill of an associated ditch.
The Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58) is located on the summit of a headland
overlooking Bedale Beck to the north and west. It was originally identified from
aerial photographs taken between 1984 and 2001 (Golder Associates 2006). Its
presence was confirmed by geophysical survey, where it was noted as being subsquare in plan, double ditched at least in part and measuring c. 50m across (Webb
2005). Trial excavation confirmed the presence of concentric ditches, both c. 2.5m
wide with the inner being 0.6m deep and the outer 0.9m deep (ASUD 2009, 19).
Although trial trenching in the centre of the enclosure revealed that any internal
features had been erased by modern ploughing, evidence for antler and copper
working, crop processing and domestic refuse were recovered from the ditch fills
(ibid.).
The Romano-British Enclosure is only a short distance (800m) south-west of the
Roman Villa (Site 122), and although Roman pottery was recovered from both sites,
it is currently unclear if they were both occupied at the same time.
Roman Villa (Site 122)
Although a Romanised agrarian landscape including a network of high-status villas
is believed to exist throughout Yorkshire, only 32 villas have been positively
identified (Pastscape, 14/05/2012) and of these only a handful have been
investigated in detail. As a result, their relationship with and development from the
late pre-Roman Iron Age landscape, distribution, and the origins and status of their
owners are not well understood. The concentration of villas in the east of Yorkshire
has been interpreted by some authors as being indicative of a greater appetite for
Romanisation among the local population (Roskams and Whyman 2007, 31),
although it may also reflect the distribution of available archaeological data.
Only a small number of villas have been investigated in North Yorkshire. Of these
the best known and most fully excavated is that at Beadlam, east of Helmsley. First
identified in the 1920s, Beadlam was excavated in the 1960s and 70s. The site was
well preserved and comprised stone foundations standing up to 0.9m high, a
hypocaust and the collapsed remains of a mosaic floor (Neil 1996).
Evidence for a villa at Bainesse, bisected by the modern A1 near Marne Barracks
Catterick, is based on relatively small excavations carried out in the 1960s and
1980s. However it too consisted of a stone walled building with a hypocaust,
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although no mosaic floor was present. The earliest phase of this site was dated to
the 2nd century AD based on a hand-full of sherds of pottery (Wilson 2002, 232).
Closest to Bedale is the villa at Well, Hambleton, c. 6.5km south of Bedale. Part of
a mosaic consisting of a geometric border was recovered from a villa excavated in
the 1850s and is now preserved in the parish church (Pastscape, 14/05/2012).
Other villas nearby but not in North Yorkshire include Dalton Parlours, south of
Wetherby (46km south of Bedale), which was excavated by the West Yorkshire
Archaeology Service in the 1980s (Wrathmell and Nicholson 1990).
The first evidence for the presence of the Aiskew Roman Villa (Site 122) was
identified during the evaluation, when trial trenching of linear geophysical anomalies
west of Aiskew Grange revealed the robbed out remains of a stone wall and a
number of linear ditches. Associated with the robbed wall were demolition debris
consisting of limestone rubble and mortar, fragments of hypocaust and roof tile, as
well as Roman pottery dating from the first to fourth centuries AD (ASUD 2009, 21
and Figure 33).
The trial trenching results led to a reassessment of the existing geophysical survey
and the commissioning of an additional survey to fill in the area between the current
route alignment and that proposed in 2005. The results of this additional survey
revealed a complex series of linear and curvilinear anomalies that appeared to
represent the footprint of a winged villa and a number of possible associated
structures and features (ASUD 2009, 10-12).
The revised alignment skirts the north-east edge of the overall villa complex; as
interpreted from the geophysical survey results. It does however cross diagonally
the northern half of one wing of the villa building, and for engineering reasons it is
not possible to construct the proposed route in a manner that will allow these
archaeological remains to be preserved in situ (see 9.6 below). Following
consultation with the NYCC Historic Environment Team and English Heritage, it was
agreed that archaeological excavation of the affected part of the site leading to
preservation by record would be appropriate mitigation (see Appendix 9.3 of the
Environmental Statement).

9.4

Setting of Heritage Assets

The Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance (2011) has superseded
the draft guidance (English Heritage 2008) that was used during preparation of the
ES. In the ES, setting was considered to be ‘those elements which positively
contribute to the understanding and value of the heritage asset’ (Jacobs 2010, 4).
Setting was assessed in the ES, and this information was incorporated as part of the
overall assessment of value for all heritage assets. However, using the
methodology described in the ES and the then current English Heritage Guidance
(2008) the setting of many assets, and particularly those archaeological remains
with no surface trace, was considered not to contribute to their value.
A review of these assessments for this addendum reveals that for the majority of
assets, the revised guidance does not change the contribution of setting to their
value.
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9.4.1 Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58) and Roman Villa (Site 122)
An exception to the situation described in the preceding paragraphs is the setting of
the Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58) and Roman Villa (Site 122), and to a lesser
extent of Dere Street Roman Road (Site 94). All three sites are broadly
contemporary and may have had relationships with one another, affected by local
topography and their functions.
It is likely that the Roman Villa (Site 122) was positioned to take advantage of Dere
Street, the principal route from north to south. However, the villa seems also to
have taken advantage of local topography and occupies a location where it is not
visible from the latter. Conversely, the Romano-British Enclosure and the Roman
Villa may have been intervisible depending on the contemporary ground cover. All
three sites should also be considered within the wider setting of the Romano-British
landscape of the region.
Overall, it is the geographical proximity and disposition of these assets that
contributes most to their setting, as their physical presence in the modern landscape
is ephemeral, and largely obscured by later land divisions.
Consequently, the greatest source of impact to the setting of these assets will be the
removal of a large portion of the Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58). Although this
site has no surface remains, removal will affect the setting of the Roman Villa (Site
122). However, because their geographical proximity is the largest contributor to
their setting, archaeological excavation, analysis and the dissemination of the
results will mitigate the effect by creation of a record of their relationship.

9.5

Changes in Legislation

9.5.1 National Planning Policy Framework
Since submission of the ES in 2010, government policy relating to cultural heritage
has changed twice. In March 2010 PPS5 Planning for the Historic Environment
(DCLG) replaced PPG15 (DoE 1994) and PPG16 (DoE 1990). Subsequently, PPS5
was superseded by Section 12 of NPPF in March 2012.
The NPPF recognises that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource, which
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance. Significance is
defined by the NPPF as ‘the value of a heritage asset to this and future generations
because of its heritage interest’. This significance may be related to archaeological,
architectural and artistic or historic elements, and may also derive from the setting of
the site (DCLG 2012, 56).
Under paragraph 128, applicants for planning permission are required to provide a
description of the significance of heritage assets affected and the contribution of
their setting to this, in sufficient detail to understand the potential impact of the
proposal on this.
In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take into
account:
•
•

the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
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•

the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness. (DCLG 2012, paragraph 131).

Great weight is to be given to the preservation of designated heritage assets.
Where development will lead to substantial harm or total loss of significance, local
planning authorities are instructed that they should refuse consent, unless it can be
demonstrated that it is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that
outweigh that harm or loss (DCLG 2012, paragraph 132).
The NPPF also states that ‘Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological
interest that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments,
should be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets’
(Paragraph 139). This is of particular relevance to the Roman Villa (Site 122), which
despite a statement from English Heritage that they did not intend to Schedule it,
could potentially be of comparable value to similar statutorily protected sites such
that at Beadlam (see 9.3.2 above).
Under paragraph 135, the impact of a proposed development on the significance of
undesignated heritage assets is to be taken into account in determining planning
applications, with a balanced judgement to be made with regards to the scale of any
harm or loss, and the significance of the asset.
Paragraph 138 recognises that not all elements of a Conservation Area or World
Heritage Site will necessarily contribute to its significance. Where development will
result in the loss of a structure which positively contributes to the significance of
such a site, this should be treated as substantial or less than substantial harm as
appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element affected and
its contribution to the significance of the designated asset as a whole (DCLG 2012,
paragraph 138).
Where a heritage asset will be wholly or partially lost, local planning authorities are
instructed to require developers to record and advance understanding of the
significance of the heritage assets in a manner proportionate to their importance and
the impact. This evidence should then be made publicly accessible through deposit
with the relevant Historic Environment Record (DCLG 2012, paragraph 141).
9.5.2 Relationship Between the Environmental Statement and NPPF
Following a review of the ES it is considered that the Cultural Heritage chapter and
supporting Appendices satisfy the requirements of the NPPF (Paragraph 128), in
terms of the sources of information used (desk-based assessment and detailed field
evaluations) and the level of detail provided.
The Cultural Heritage Chapter of the ES and its supporting Appendices provide a
detailed description of the significance (value) of the heritage assets affected by the
proposed development including their setting, as well as an assessment of the
magnitude and significance (or the degree of ‘harm’) likely to result from such
impacts. These assessments were prepared in line with the guidance provided in
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), Volume 11, Section 3 Part 2,
‘Cultural Heritage’ (HA 208/07). DMRB was used because it provides a robust and
widely accepted methodology for the assessment of impact on heritage assets,
specifically tailored to linear infrastructure projects.
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9.5.3 Local Planning Policy
The status of current Regional and Local planning policy is discussed in Chapter 17
of this Addendum.

9.6

Options Considered

Although no longer a specific objective of heritage planning guidance, the
preservation of archaeological remains in situ through either avoidance or design is
considered the best option to mitigate impacts on archaeological remains. Where
preservation in situ is not possible, then preservation by record through the creation
of a detailed archive and the dissemination of the information gained through reports
and other means is often appropriate.
Prior to the submission of the 2010 ES, the Preferred Route was re-examined to
identify further improvements to both the alignment and environmental mitigation,
based on public engagement, environmental assessment and buildability /
sustainability considerations. This resulted in the following changes:
•

Horizontal realignment of the western section between Bridge 1 and the A1(M)
due to the need to avoid the “Settlement Hole” (adjacent to chainage 2100 –
2200; south-west of Thoroughway House) and to ensure structural integrity of
the bypass.

As a result of this and in order to maintain the vertical profile of the proposed route
relative to the junction with the A1, it is not possible to construct it in such a way as
to enable the preservation in situ of the affected parts of the Roman Villa (Site 122)
and the Rectilinear Ditched Enclosure (Site 58). Following consultation with the
NYCC Historic Environment Team and English Heritage, it was agreed that
preservation by record would be the appropriate mitigation for the affected parts of
both sites.

9.7

Proposed Mitigation Measures

As required under Schedule 4, Part II of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations (1999), the
ES set out in general terms the proposed measures to mitigate impacts on Cultural
Heritage assets including archaeological remains (Jacobs 2010, 9.4.22 to 33 and
Table 2 9.2 and 9.3).
Where impacts on heritage assets cannot be avoided, it is accepted that it is often
possible to reduce the significance of impact through the use of measures designed
to achieve ‘preservation by record’. This is the process by which a permanent
record of the affected archaeological remains are made, reducing the loss of
information that could contribute to our understanding of them and thereby
minimising the magnitude and therefore the significance of impact.
For the Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58) and Roman Villa (Site 122), a
combination of detailed excavation and strip and record1 excavation was proposed,
with a programme of photographic survey to record their condition and setting
before construction (Jacobs 2010, Table 2.9.2).

1

A methodology where topsoil is stripped over a relatively large defined area using methods designed to maximise
archaeological visibility. Any archaeological remains identified are then mapped and a scope for sample excavation
agreed with the Curator.

BALB ES Addendum v2.doc

20

As noted above (9.5.1) paragraph 139 of NPPF states that archaeological assets
considered to be ‘demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments,
should be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets.’ To that
end, the recording methodology and measures applied should be capable of
providing sufficient information to mitigate the harm to the asset resulting from
construction of the proposed development. This is of particular relevance to the
Roman Villa (Site 122), could potentially be of comparable value to similar statutorily
protected sites such that at Beadlam (see 9.3.2 above).
The proposed detailed excavation and strip and record works at the Roman Villa
(Site 122) will result in a detailed record of the deposits, features and structures that
make it up, as well as finds and palaeoenvironmental data that will allow analysis to
be conducted. Such analysis should allow a detailed picture of the construction,
development and history of the site and the people who lived and worked within it to
be prepared. In addition, it is possible that it will be able to provide information of
significance to studies of the Romano-British settlement and economy at a regional
and potentially national level. The application of similar methods at the RomanoBritish Enclosure (Site 58) combined with its proximity to Site 122 could potentially
answer questions about the relationship between the traditional British and
Romanised rural economies.
The decision has been taken in consultation with the NYCC Historic Environment
Team and English Heritage, to investigate relatively small but potentially important
areas of both sites that extend beyond the footprint of the proposed development.
This should allow the as full an understanding as possible of the archaeological
remains to be made.
The ultimate aim of the proposed mitigation is to make the results of the mitigation
works publicly available so that the information gained can be made as widely
available as possible. This will maximise the benefit to both scholars and the wider
public by increasing our knowledge of the archaeology and history at a local,
regional and potentially national level. It is intended that his will be achieved
through the publication of an academic monograph and journal papers, as well as
popular publications and other sources.

9.8

Work to Inform the Design of Detailed Mitigation Measures

The next stage of work will be to prepare a detailed Written Scheme of Investigation
(WSI) for the archaeological mitigation works. This will draw on the mitigation
proposals presented in the ES, supported by further consultations with the NYCC
Historic Environment Team and English Heritage. A number of actions to inform the
design of detailed mitigation measures are also proposed following consultations
with these parties and are described in the following paragraphs.
9.8.1 Additional Desk-Based Study
To provide a fuller picture of the national and regional setting of the Romano-British
Enclosure (Site 58) and the Roman Villa (Site 122), a detailed desk-based study
concentrating on these two sites will be prepared. This will draw on published and
unpublished sources of information sources, including archaeological ‘grey literature’
reports. The principal aim of this is to provide a detailed background to these sites,
against which the results of the mitigation excavations can be assessed.
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This work will include detailed comparison of contemporary enclosure and villa sites,
including examination of layouts, finds and features. It will also pay particular
attention to comparable sites from north Yorkshire in order to examine their regional
context.
9.8.2 Review of Geophysical Survey Data for the Roman Villa (Site 122)
The Roman villa (Site 122) has been subject to three separate geophysical surveys:
•
•
•

2005 – Gradiometer of the original bypass route corridor by Archaeological
Services WYAS (Webb 2005);
2009 – Gradiometer survey of the realigned proposed route by Archaeological
Services University of Durham (ASUD 2009, Areas 14.1 to14.8), and
2009 – Gradiometer survey of the land between the two routes by
Archaeological Services University of Durham (ASUD 2009, Areas 14.9 and
14.10).

Following consultation with the English Heritage Regional Science Advisor, it is
proposed that if possible, all of the available geophysical survey data be collected
and re-processed. This may provide a clearer image of the archaeological remains
and allow a more detailed and accurate interpretation of the anomalies to be made.
This process would also be combined with a re-examination of the earthwork survey
results, to further examine the relationship between the geophysical anomalies and
surface features (Jacobs 2009c).
This would be of benefit in the design and planning of the detailed mitigation
measures for Site 122, and would feed directly into production of the WSI for this
work.
9.8.3 Additional Trial Trenching of the Roman Villa (Site 122)
Following discussion with the NYCC Historic Environment Team and English
Heritage, it was agreed that additional trial trenching was required at the Roman
Villa to address a gap in information following the original evaluation (ASUD 2009).
Due to a combination of the location of trial trench 18 relative to the villa and
programme pressure which prevented its extension, there is a lack of knowledge
about the interior of the building. Although fragments of hypocaust tile were
recovered during the evaluation, it was not possible to investigate the interior of the
building. This in turn makes it difficult to be specific about the scale of excavation
required in the proposed WSI.
To address this, a single trial trench is proposed. To minimise unnecessary
disturbance of the archaeological remains ahead of the proposed full excavation, it
is intended that this trench be relatively small (in the order of 5m by 2m) and
positioned carefully to ensure it falls east of Trench 18 and within the structure
defined by the robbed out wall (ASUD 2009).
The precise location, dimensions and method of excavation of the proposed trial
trench will be discussed and agreed with the NYCC Historic Environment Team and
English Heritage, and a WSI detailing the methodology to be used for excavation,
recording, assessment and reporting prepared. A decision on the location and
extent of the trial trench will also be informed by the results of re-processing of the
geophysical survey data (see 9.8.2 above).
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9.8.4

Areas for Detailed Excavation

After consultation with NYCC Historic Environment Team and English Heritage in
April 2012, it was agreed that in order to adequately understand the affected parts of
the Roman villa (Site 122) and Romano-British Enclosure (Site 58), it would be
necessary for some excavation to take place outside the boundary of the proposed
route.
This is because excavation of only those parts that lie within the proposed
development boundary would potentially lead to an incomplete understanding of
their remains. In turn, this could have detrimental consequences on the
effectiveness of the mitigation, particularly the Roman villa with its potentially
complex and significant archaeological remains. Similarly, although most of the
known extent of the Romano-British Enclosure lies within the footprint of the
proposed development, a small area including what appears to be an entrance is
outside the proposed development boundary.
Provision will be made as part of the design of the Compulsory Purchase Order
boundary, for temporary land access to allow sufficient excavation of these sites.

9.9

Conclusion

The conclusions made in the ES remain valid.
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10

Nature Conservation
10.1 Introduction
The Nature Conservation chapter (Chapter 10) of the ES for the proposed Bedale
Aiskew and Leeming Bar Bypass was written in March 2010. The chapter
presented detailed baseline information for the following ecological receptors:
•
Habitats;
•
Amphibians;
•
Bats;
•
Badgers;
•
Breeding Birds/Barn Owls;
•
Otters;
•
Water voles;
•
Reptiles, and;
•
Aquatic Invertebrates.
Baseline data on the above receptors was used to determine potential impacts of
the proposed scheme and inform appropriate mitigation/enhancement measure
commensurate with the magnitude/significance of the potential impacts. This
chapter should be read in conjunction with Chapter 10 of the ES with the associated
appendices
10.1.1 Scope of Nature Conservation addendum
A walkover survey of the bypass route was undertaken in March 2012. The study
area encompassed habitats within the proposed route alignment and 100m either
side of this alignment. The purpose of the walkover survey was to record any
significant change to the habitats with in the study area and identify any implications
this has for the impact assessment and mitigation strategy presented in Chapter 10
of the ES.

10.2 Baseline
The following section provides a brief summary of the baseline data recorded in
2009, which is presented in detail in the ES, with a qualitative assessment on the
current baseline updated in 2012 and how this might influence the presence of
protected species within the study area.
Baseline data for habitats and protected species are presented in Section 10.3 of
the 2010 ES. Specifically, baseline data for habitats and protected species are
presented in Section 10.3(e) and 10.3(d) respectively.
10.2.1 Habitats
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
Habitats within study area were recorded and mapped in May 2009. The following
habitat types were recorded within the study area;
• broadleaved woodland;
• species-poor hedgerows (with trees)
• species-rich hedgerows;
• semi-improved grassland;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

marshy grassland;
standing water;
running water;
inundation vegetation
scattered scrub
dense continuous scrub;
improved grassland; and,
arable.

Habitat types listed in bold are either listed as “Priority Habitats” listed on the UK
Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) or the Hambleton Local BAP (LBAP).
Figures10.2a and 10.2b of the 2010 ES illustrated the habitats present within the
study area.
(b) 2012 Update
The range and type of habitats recorded within the study area in 2009 remains the
same as those identified in 2012. Changes to the 2009 baseline are generally
limited to those attributable to crop rotations or minor changes to field boundaries
through removal of short lengths of hedgerows to make larger fields or other
common agricultural practices. In addition habitat removal to accommodate a new
junction with the A1(M) has been undertaken since the 2009 baseline surveys. Also
as part of the A1(M) improvement scheme a new balancing pond has been created
to the north east of Aiskew Grange.
It is considered that the overall evaluation habitats in the study area are analogous
with those presented in the 2010 ES. In addition the assessment of potential
impacts on habitats presented in the ES is considered appropriate.
10.2.2 Amphibians
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
Amphibian surveys were carried out between March and June 2009 to determine
their status of great crested newt (GCN) with in the study area.
In total eight ponds were surveyed for amphibians. Three species of amphibian were
recorded in the study area with varying degrees of frequency. Common toad and
common frog were recorded in all ponds throughout the study area, with smooth
newt recorded in less abundance, recorded in only three of the eight ponds
surveyed. No great crested newts were recorded in the study area. Figures10.2a
and 10.2b of the 2010 ES illustrated the locations of ponds surveyed for amphibians.
(b) 2012 Update
Given the limited change to terrestrial and aquatic habitats in the study area it is
considered unlikely that GCN would have colonised the study area since 2009. This
assumption is supplemented by the relative isolation of habitats in the study area
caused by features such as Bedale Beck and the A1(M), which also limits the
potential for amphibian colonisation.
Taking the above into consideration the overall evaluation of the value of the study
area to amphibians are analogous with those presented in the 2010 ES. In addition
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the assessment of potential impacts on amphibians presented in the ES is
considered appropriate.
10.2.3 Bats
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
Data on general bat activity in the study area was gathered via set transects
covering the entire study area. Transects incorporated features bats would use for
commuting or suitable bat foraging habitats. In line with BCT guidance surveys
were carried out in June, July and August 2009.
In total, six bat species were recorded in the study area, these were:
•
•
•
•
•
•

common pipistrelle;
soprano pipistrelle;
brown long-eared;
noctule;
Daubenton’s, and,
unidentified Myotis Spp.

The roosts previously identified at Aiskew Grange and Fairfield Farm were subject to
dusk emergence/dawn swarming surveys to determine their current status in July
and August 2008. Presence of roosting common pipistrelles was confirmed at both
locations.
No tree roosts were identified during the roost assessment surveys or through
emergence/dawn swarming surveys; this may be a reflection of the transient nature
of this type of roost. Figures10.3 – 10.5 of the 2010 ES illustrated the bat activity
within the study area.
(b) 2012 Update
Given the limited change to habitats in the study area it is considered unlikely that
the range of bat species recorded in the study area in 2009 will change significantly.
Taking this into consideration the overall evaluation of the value of the study area to
bats are analogous with those presented in the 2010 ES. In addition the assessment
of potential impacts on bats presented in the ES is considered appropriate.
It is should be noted that Table 10.11 of the ES outlines a commitment to undertake
additional surveys of potential bat roost sites affected by the scheme in Rectory
Wood and Sand Hill Plantation. These surveys are likely to involve a combination of
close inspection surveys through tree climbing and inspection of suitable features
using an endoscope. Depending on the results of the inspection surveys
emergence/dawn re-entry surveys may be required to determine the status of the
potential roost site. Surveys should be carried out at least six months prior to
construction.
10.2.4 Breeding Birds
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
Breeding bird surveys were undertaken May, June and July 2009. In total, 36 bird
species were recorded within and immediately adjacent to the proposed scheme, of
which 14 were key bird species (key bird species are those which are listed under:
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (Schedule 1 Part 1) (WCA1i), Joint Nature
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Conservation Committee Red List Species (JNCC Red list), Joint Nature
Conservation Committee Amber List Species (JNCC Amber list), United Kingdom
Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP). Figures10.6a/b and 10.7a/b of the 2010 ES
illustrated breeding bird activity within the study area.
(b) 2012 Update
Given the limited change to habitats in the study area it is considered unlikely that
the range of breeding bird species recorded in the study area in 2009 will change
significantly. Taking this into consideration the overall evaluation of the value of the
study area to breeding birds are analogous with those presented in the 2010 ES. In
addition the assessment of potential impacts on breeding birds presented in the ES
is considered appropriate.
10.2.5 Badgers
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
Five badger setts were recorded in the study area during the 2009 badger surveys,
two of which were categorised as main setts, indicating that at least two or more
social groups utilise the study area. None of the setts recorded were directly under
the footprint of the scheme.
(b) 2012 Update
A full badger survey was not undertaken at the time of the walkover survey in March
2012. However all setts recorded in 2009 were revisited and any change to their
status was noted. Any additional badger setts were also noted if encountered as an
incidental result of undertaking the walkover survey.
In brief no additional badger setts to those recorded in 2009 were noted during the
walkover survey. The activity level at all previously identified badger setts remained
consistent with the activity recorded in 2009.
Taking into consideration the consistent level of activity at each previously recorded
badger sett since 2009 the overall evaluation of the value of the study area to
badger is analogous with that presented in the 2010 ES. In addition the assessment
of potential effects on badger presented in the ES is considered appropriate.
New Badger setts can be created in a single night and existing setts can be
expanded to cover a greater area. Therefore a badger survey of the route corridor
and 100m either side of the scheme’s alignment should be undertaken at least 6
months prior to the construction of the scheme. In addition the pre-construction
measures identified in Table 10.15 of the ES should be adhered to.
Figures10.10a/b of the 2010 ES illustrated the badger activity within the study area.
10.2.6 Otter
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
For the purposes of the ES field surveys for otter were undertaken in May and
August 2009. In accordance with guidance contained within the DMRB Vol.10, the
study area extended up to 2km from the nearest extent of the Scheme.
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Evidence of otter activity was recorded on Rand and Bedale Beck. Notably two
couches were recorded on Rand Beck and two holts were recorded on Bedale Beck.
Sprainting sites and footprints were also recorded on watercourses throughout the
Study area.
(b) 2012 Update
A full otter survey was not undertaken during the walkover survey. However otter
activity 100m upstream and downstream of the schemes crossing point over Bedale
Beck was noted. The level of Otter activity Bedale Beck appeared consistent with
that recorded during 2009. A small number of sprainting sites were identified and
several location were otter footprint were evident were noted. Activity at holts/lying
up sites identified on Bedale Beck in 2009 remain active. No additional holts or lying
up sites were identified.
Taking into consideration the consistent level of otter activity of the overall
evaluation of the value of the study area to otter is analogous with those presented
in the 2010 ES. In addition the assessment of potential effects on otter presented in
the ES is considered appropriate.
As stated in Table 10.12 of the ES pre-construction surveys on Bedale Beck to
update information on otter activity, particularly to ensure that new resting places
have not become established along the Scheme alignment, should be undertaken in
advance of vegetation clearance. Figures10.8a/b of the 2010 ES illustrated the otter
activity in the study area.
10.2.7 Water Vole
(a) 2009 Baseline Information
For the purpose of the 2010 ES field Surveys for water voles were carried out in
August 2009. Positive evidence of water vole were recorded on sections of Bedale
Beck and Terry House Drain over 200m downstream of the crossing point of the
bypass. The tall emergent vegetation on the banks of these watercourses provides
suitable refuge and foraging resources for water vole. In addition, these linear
features are key features water voles use for dispersal, linking to water vole colonies
outside the study area but within the same catchment. As such, these watercourses
should be considered to be of value for water vole. Figures10.8a/b of the 2010 ES
illustrated the water vole activity in the study area.
(b) 2012 Update
During the 2012 walkover survey no suitable water vole habitat was identified 100m
upstream or downstream of the alignment crossing points at Bedale Beck or Terry
House Drain.
Therefore as stated in the 2010 ES “No direct impacts on water voles are
considered likely to occur during the construction or operation of the Scheme,
therefore no specific mitigation or enhancement measures were proposed”.

10.3

Conclusion

As noted in the survey findings above, the baseline ecological conditions remain
analogous with those described in the ES. The conclusions made in the ES remain
valid.
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11

Landscape and Visual Amenity
A site survey was conducted by David Barker (Technical Director) and Helen Pope
(Senior Landscape Architect) on Friday 4th May 2012. The aim of the survey was to
identify any change to existing views from receptors that were considered in the
previous landscape and visual assessment. The survey also aimed to identify any
additional receptors that were not previously considered.
A car was used to drive between visual receptors, except for a section of Public
Right of Way to the northern edge of Aiskew. At each visual receptor, the previous
visual impact tables were read in order to help identify any potential changes since
they were written.
It was found that the views from the vast majority of visual receptors had not
undergone any significant change since the previous assessment. However,
potential new receptors were identified at Aiskew and the Leeming Bar Industrial
Estate. No views were identified from the A1M during the site survey.
Aiskew
At the entrance to Aiskew Bank Farm, on Back Lane, there are two recently
constructed substantial two-storey properties with potentially direct and elevated
rear views towards the proposed scheme. There is also a plot with planning
permission for the construction of a further similar property on the opposite side of
the entrance to the farm, though this would be exposed to more restricted and less
elevated views. These are situated approximately 500m from the proposed road.
The existing properties would be of high sensitivity. The magnitude of change
without mitigation would be similar to other elevated properties to the east such as
Receptor B9. There is likely to be a major adverse magnitude of change in the view
during the construction phase and the winter of 2014. By 2029, winter views would
remain subject to a major adverse magnitude of change, but this would decrease to
moderate adverse during summer months due to the growth of existing vegetation.
Mitigation in the form of tree and hedgerow planting alongside the by-pass would
reduce the adverse visual effects such that by 2029 winter views would be subject to
a moderate adverse effect, resulting in a moderate adverse visual impact. During
summer months by 2029 the magnitude of change would have reduced to minor
adverse, still resulting in a moderate adverse visual impact.
The plot with planning permission would also be of high sensitivity, but would not be
subject to such direct views of the by-pass, being set at a slightly lower elevation
and with more restricted views to the north. Visual impacts would be akin to those
felt at Receptor B8. Without mitigation there is likely to be a minor adverse
magnitude of change in the view from the construction phase through to 2029.
However, the aforementioned mitigation planting would reduce the adverse visual
effects such that by 2029 summertime views would be subject to a negligible
magnitude of change. This would result in moderate adverse visual impacts from the
construction phase through to 2014. By 2029 this would have reduced to a slight
adverse visual impact.

Leeming Bar Industrial Estate

BALB ES Addendum v2.doc

29

To the north of Leeming Bar Industrial Estate, on Conygarth Way, there are several
recently-constructed industrial units and a distribution warehouse. Two visual
receptors were identified in the original assessment, these being a public footpath
along Conygarth Way (Receptor C19) and the users of the industrial estate itself
(Receptor D9).
The views from the footpath were described as being generally contained by the
industrial estate and this is now even more the case due to the recently constructed
units. However, views of the enlarged Leases Road roundabout would remain from
the eastern end of the path and there would be no change to the predicted visual
effects at this location.
Views from the industrial estate itself were originally identified from external roads
and footways with few views from offices. Views were limited due to the rising land
to the north and would include the A1M and link road. Visual effects would be
experienced at the newly constructed industrial units, but they in turn would screen
views from the units to the south. Despite the closer proximity of the new units to the
proposed scheme, views of the road to the north east would be restricted by
topography and vegetation and there would be no change to the levels of effect
predicted in the original assessment.
To the west of Leeming Bar Industrial Estate, a large warehouse facility has been
constructed in land adjacent to the A1M. This has large blank facades with no
identified views towards the scheme.

11.1

Conclusion

Since the ES was written, there are three new properties that would experience
visual impacts as a result of the scheme. However, the impacts are consistent with
those already reported in the ES, and the conclusions made in the ES remain valid.
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12

Materials
The information in this chapter of the ES remains valid, and no update is required in
this addendum.
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13

All Travellers
Since the ES was written, the provision for non-motorised users (NMUs) to cross the
scheme in two locations has been amended.
The first of these changes has been agreed with the British Horse Society and the
Local Access Forum, and addresses potential concerns in relation to NMUs crossing
the bypass in the Low Street Area. A pegasus crossing is now included in the
design, between the A1 and Leases Road. The route will also combine with the
existing National Cycle Network Route 71. The inclusion of the pegasus crossing
reduces the length of the diversionary route that was previously proposed for NMUs,
and removes the need for an NMU crossing of the bypass adjacent to the
Wensleydale Railway.
On the south side of the proposed bypass, close to Low Street, the NMU route will
remain segregated from the highway. The location where the NMU route joins Low
Street, south of the bypass, has been adjusted to be north of Ashville. This has
been agreed with the residents of Ashville, and does nothing to change the findings
of the assessment reported in the Environmental Statement.
At the western end of the proposed scheme, an additional NMU crossing facility is
proposed to the north of the roundabout, in the vicinity of Bedale Golf Club; although
this provision will not be segregated from the carriageway, it will provide a point
where NMU’s can cross the carriageway with improved visibility.

13.1

Conclusion

The new proposals are considered to be an improvement on those considered in the
ES. As the ES found that there would be no severance of NMU routes, this finding
remains valid with the current design changes.
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14

Assessment of Cumulative Effects
The information in this chapter of the ES remains valid, and no update is required in
this addendum.
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15

Outline Environmental Management Plan
The information in this chapter of the ES remains valid, and no update is required in
this addendum.
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16

Conclusions
The significances of impacts reported in the ES remain valid for all topics.
Topic-specific conclusions are provided in the individual chapters of this addendum
for those topics where additional work has been carried out.
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17

Changes to Planning Policy
17.1 National Policy and Other Material Considerations
On 27th March 2012, national planning guidance in the form of topic based PPGs
and PPSs was superseded by a single National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
The NPPF provides a definition of sustainable development and makes a
presumption in favour of ‘approving development proposals that accord with the
development plan without delay’. Notwithstanding transitional provisions relating to
the validity of Development Plans adopted after 2004, if there is no up to date
Development Plan in place or where the existing Development Plan provides no
guidance, all decisions in relation to development management must accord with the
NPPF.
As Hambleton District already has an up-to-date Local Plan, the introduction of the
NPPF has limited material impact on the determination of this application.
The NPPF provides guidance on the built environment, development in the
countryside, economic issues, the historic environment, protecting the natural
environment, protection of water resources and combating the risk of flooding and
combating climate change. Where the previous PPG/PPS is referred to within the
Environmental Statement, this is now superseded by the relevant part of the NPPF.

17.2 Regional Policy
In May 2010 the Government stated its intention to abolish Regional Planning in
order to ensure that the focus of Local Plans reflects local circumstances and needs.
Letters from the Secretary of State advised Local Planning Authorities that the
Government’s intention to abolish Regional Spatial Strategies is a material
consideration to which regard must be had in the decision- and plan-making
process.
Royal Ascent to the Localism Bill was received in November 2011 giving rise to the
Localism Act. The Act confirms the Government’s intention to abolish regional
planning bodies and Regional Spatial Strategies. Although some parts of the
Localism Act have already come into force, the policies of the Yorkshire and
Humber Plan remain in force until such time as the abolition is confirmed by an
Order to revoke it.
Environmental Impact Assessments relating to the revocation of the Yorkshire and
Humber Plan have now been completed. If RSS is formally revoked during the
determination of this application the presence of an up to date Local Plan means
that this change would have limited weight in the decision-making process.

17.3 Local Development Frameworks
Local Development Frameworks which have been produced in line with the
requirements of the 2004 Town and Country Planning Act and which are well
advanced in the production of Development Plan Documents provide the framework
for local decision making.
The Development Plan for Hambleton District currently consists of:
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•
•
•
•

The Yorkshire and Humber Regional Spatial Strategy, 2008
Hambleton Core Strategy, 2007
Hambleton LDF Development Policies, 2008
Hambleton Allocations with Proposals Map, 2010. This DPD has been
adopted by the Council but is subject to legal challenge.

The relevant Development Plan policies therefore remain as set out in the
Supporting Statement provided with the original application documents.
In addition to National and Local Strategies and Policies, consideration has also
been given to the objectives of the North Yorkshire Local Transport Plan. The
proposed A684 Bedale – Aiskew – Leeming Bar bypass scheme has been identified
in successive North Yorkshire Local Transport Plans as a priority road improvement
scheme to provide a direct link onto a new grade separated junction with the A1(M)
with the objective of achieving improved safety.

17.4 Summary
There have been important changes within the planning system since the
application was submitted in 2010. These include the Government’s intention to
abolish Regional Spatial Strategy and the replacement of national planning policy
documents with a single streamlined NPPF. The introduction of the NPPF and the
intention to remove RSS as part of the development plan strengthens even further
the status of the Local Plan as the principal document for determining planning
applications. As the Hambleton District Local Plan remains up to date and the
policies unchanged since the application was submitted, it is concluded that the
national and regional policy changes has a limited material impact on the
determination of the planning application.
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Appendix A

Environmental Masterplan

The Environmental Masterplan has been updated as a result of the design changes
identified in Chapter 2, and as a result of changes to the red line boundary to include
working areas for the construction period.
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Appendix B

Outline Landscape and Ecology Management Plan

Following submission of the ES, NYCC asked for clarification of the nature
conservation mitigation. This clarification was provided in August 2010. More
recently, NYCC have requested more details on the long term monitoring and
management of the mitigation areas. This detail is provided on the following pages.
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Habitat
Type

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

Ref

Details of Proposal

Area to
be
created

Woodl
and

A Native woodland planting
along bypass
embankments to link in with
existing habitats along
Bedale Beck and Rectory
Wood. Soils and
transplanted vegetation
from the lost area of
Rectory Wood would be reused where possible.

5ha

Ch 160600

B Native woodland planting
adjacent to Sand Hill
Plantation to compensate
for loss of woodland.
Planting would aim to link in
with existing planting along
farm track and Bedale
Beck. Soils and
transplanted woodland
vegetation from the area of
Sand Hill Plantation lost
through construction would
be re-used where possible
C Scrub planting around
balancing pond

0.3ha

Ch 1000
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0.3ha

ch
11001300

Mitigation
for 0.7ha of
seminatural
broad
leaved
woodland
to be lost
from
Rectory
Wood
Mitigation
for
0.0036ha of
broadleaved
plantation
to be lost
from Sand
Hill
Plantation

Additional
4.3ha

0

0.3ha

Additional
0.296ha

Bats, birds,
badgers,
invertebrates

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

Woodland, Woodland Edges, Proposed
Hedgerow and Native Shrubs
Woodland Objective - To ensure the successful
establishment of woodland dominated by tree
species appropriate to the location. Composition,
age and structural diversity to perform the
intended function (i.e. screening / landscape
integration) by ensuring sufficient density, height
and widths are maintained, and that areas are
managed in sympathy with adjacent / nearby
woodland.
Woodland Edge Objective - To maintain
vegetation dominated by tree and shrub species
appropriate to the location or as already existing
on site with a species composition, age and
structural diversity forming, or clearly capable of
forming, a stable and visually appropriate edge
to the woodland.
Native Shrub Objective- To maintain low
maintenance, biodiversity enhancing native
shrub cover to areas within the site.
Maintenance to ensure shrub planting does not
encroach onto adjacent highway areas.
Hedgerows Objective - To maintain low

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

D Woodland planting around
balancing pond

0.06ha

ch 4650

0

0.06ha

E Off-site woodland creation
through regeneration and
planting, by agreement with
the landowner. We believe
that the farmer will be in
favour of the proposals,
because of the potential for
environmental stewardship
payments.
F An additional 10m wide
strip of dense tree and
shrub planting is proposed
on the south side of the
bypass to link in with
existing hedgerows in the
area
G Planting to link in with
existing hedgerows in the
area
H Planting to link in with
existing hedgerows in the
area
I Planting to provide habitat
linkages with linear features
(hedgerows and mature
trees) along Leases Road
J Planting to provide habitat
linkages with linear features
(hedgerows and mature

8.6ha

Grid Ref
SE 266
886

0

8.6ha

Habitat
Type

Species
Affected

Ref

Details of Proposal

Trees /
Shrubs
/
Hedge
rows
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0.3ha

ch 1000
to 1300

0.03ha

ch 2100

0.5ha

1ha

0.6ha

ch
22002450
ch
27003100
ch
31003300

Mitigation
for 2.7km of
hedgerows
lost

Additional
4.9km of
hedgerow
planting
within
scheme
boundary.
10m-wide
strip of
planting is
of extra
width this is an
enhance
ment.

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

maintenance, biodiversity enhancing hedgerows,
trimmed and shaped to a constant height and
width appropriate for future growth, and which
maximise foraging and breeding resources for
birds, bats and invertebrates.

Bats, birds,
badger,
invertebrates

Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Check stakes and ties (2 per year)
 Maintain 500mm radius clear of weeds/grass (3
per year)
 Straighten trees and refirm around root (3 per
year)
 Remove damaged branches (1 per year and as
required following adverse weather)
 Replace losses (1 per year)
 Hand weed (within shelters) (1 per year)
 Watering (as required)
Years 2 – 5
 Check stakes and ties (2 per year in years 2- 5
then remove in year 5 if required, with advice
of Employer’s Agent)
 Maintain 500mm radius clear of weeds/grass (3
per year reducing to 2 per year in years 4 and
5)
 Straighten trees and refirm around root (3 per
year reducing to 2 per year in years 4 and 5)
 Remove damaged branches (2 per year and as
required following adverse weather)
 Replace losses (1 per year)
 Hand weed (within shelters) (3 per year

Habitat
Type

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Ref

Details of Proposal

reducing to 2 per year in years 4 and 5)
 Watering (as required)

trees) along Low Street
K Hedgerow planting along
the majority of the scheme

L Off-site hedgerow planting,
by agreement with the
landowner. We believe that
the farmers will be in favour
of the proposals, because
of the potential for
environmental stewardship
payments
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Species
Affected

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

7.6km

995m

Boundar
y of the
scheme
plus
transloc
ated
hedgero
ws.
Ham
Hall
Lane;
south of
West
House
Farm;
interveni
ng field
boundar
ies
close to
Station
Road;
and
elsewhe
re to
filter
views
from
identifie

Years 6 – 25
Anticipated management of the planting in years
6-25. The objective of this phase of the
management period is to ensure the continued
thriving of vegetation.

Off-site
hedgerow
planting
suggeste
d for
landscape
and visual
amenity
reasons,
will also
provide
habitat
enhance
ments

 Remove stakes and ties (year 6,7 or 8 if
required, with advice of Employer’s Agent)
 Pruning / arboriculture works to promote health,
form and safety (approx 1 visit per year in
years 10-25)
 Weed control – herbicide / hand weed to base
as required (approx 1 per year in years 6 – 10)
 Woodland and native shrub planting – selective
thinning of poorly formed or weak individual
plants to promote healthy growth of stronger
planting (thin by approx 10% in years 6,8,10
and 25)
 Broadcast ground flora seed mix / plug plant
woodland groundcover species in woodland
areas (approx years 6,8,10 and 25)
 Additional shrub / under storey planting within
woodland plots if required or as necessary
(approx year 10,18 and 25)
 Selective group / pocket thinning (approx years
15 and 25)
 Assessment of climax / seed trees (approx
years 15 and 25)

Habitat
Type

Area to
be
created

Location

Ref

Details of Proposal

d
receptor
s in
Aiskew

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

Individual Trees
Objective - To ensure the successful
establishment of trees appropriate to the location
and the continued survival of existing trees
retained within and outside of the development
area identifiable as individual trees separate from
other woody vegetation.
All tree works to be completed by a qualified
arboriculturalist and in accordance with current
British Standards and best practice.
Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Check stakes and ties (2 per year)
 Maintain 500mm radius clear of weeds/grass (3
per year)
 Top up mulch (1 per year)
 Remove damaged branches (2 per year and as
required following adverse weather)
 Replace losses (1 per year)
 Hand weed (base of stem) (3 per year)
 Watering (as required)
Years 2 – 5
 Check stakes and ties (2 per year in years 2- 5
then remove in year 5 if required, with advice
of Employer’s Agent)
 Maintain 500mm radius clear of weeds/grass (3
per year reducing to 2 per year in years 4 and
5)
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Habitat
Type

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

Ref

Details of Proposal

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

 Top up mulch (1 per year)
 Remove damaged branches (2 per year and as
required following adverse weather)
 Replace losses (1 per year)
 Hand weed (base of stem) (3 per year reducing
to 2 per year in years 4 and 5)
 Watering (as required)

Grassland

M Marshy grassland adjacent
to Scurf Beck around
balancing pond

0.4ha

ch
11001300

N Wildflower grassland
around balancing pond

0.3ha

ch
11001300

O Wildflower grassland
creation on the west side of
the scheme

0.3ha
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ch
14501600

Mitigation
for loss of:
0.01ha
amenity
grassland;
5.8ha
improved
grassland;
and
0.1ha semiimproved
natural
grassland.

All
grassland
areas
created
would
have
higher
ecological
value
than the
grassland
that is lost
to the

Invertebrates
, birds, bats,
reptiles

Years 6 – 25
 Remove stakes and ties (year 6,7 or 8 if
required, with advice of Employer’s Agent)
 Pruning / arboriculture works to promote health,
form and safety (Approx 1 visit per year in
years 10-25)
 Weed control – herbicide / hand weed to base
as required (approx 1 per year in years 6 – 10)
Highway grass verge seed mix
Objective – Establish permanent areas of low
maintenance grassland which provide visual
interest. Furthermore, all areas of road verge are
to be maintained to allow the function of the road
corridor.
Cutting method to be Contractor’s choice
approved by Employer’s Agent and to general
recognised best practice.
Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Establishment 2 cuts

Habitat
Type

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

Ref

Details of Proposal

Ponds

Wetlan
d

P Wildflower grassland
around balancing pond

0.45ha

Q Marshy grassland around
balancing pond

0.4ha

R Habitat creation around
balancing pond

0.64ha

S Balancing ponds - primary
function is for drainage, but
they will have a secondary
biodiversity function

To be
confirme
d by
detailed
design
6ha

T Off-site wetland creation in
proposed flood storage
area, by agreement with
the landowner. We believe
that the farmer will be in
favour of the proposals,
because of the potential for
environmental stewardship
payments

ch
34003750
ch
34003750
ch 4600

footprint
of the
scheme

ch 1150,
3600
and
4600

0

Grid Ref
SE 264
889

0

Size to be
confirmed
by
detailed
design
6ha

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

Years 2 – 5
 Mow grass areas (8 per year)
 Strimming, tidying edges etc (3 per year)
 Selective weed control in grass (1 per year)

Amphibians,
waterfowl,
bats,
invertebrates
Amphibians

Years 6 – 25
 Mown grass areas (8 per year)
 Strimming, tidying edges etc (3 per year)
 Selective weed control in grass (every
alternative year or as required)
Low maintenance grass mix
Objective – Establish permanent areas of low
maintenance grassland which provide visual
interest.
Cutting method to be Contractor’s choice
approved by Employer’s Agent and to general
recognised best practice. Note – nylon filament
rotary cutters and other mechanical tools not to
be used around tree stems.
Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Establishment cuts (4 if autumn seeding, 3 if
spring seeding)
Years 2 – 5 and years 6 - 25
 Two cuts per year
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Habitat
Type
Ref

Details of Proposal

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

Wildflower grass mix
Objective - To establish permanent areas of
grass and herb species appropriate to the
location with a species composition and diversity
capable of being maintained by an average of
one to two cuts per year, or that through
appropriate management will be encouraged to
naturally develop biodiversity interest over time,
including valuable habitat for invertebrates.
Cutting method to be Contractor’s choice
approved by Employer’s Agent and to general
recognised best practice. Note – nylon filament
rotary cutters and other mechanical tools not to
be used around tree stems. Arisings to be
removed from site.
Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Establishment cuts (4 if autumn seeding, 3 if
spring seeding)
Years 2 – 5 and years 6 - 25
 Two cuts per year
Grassland around balancing ponds
Objective - To establish a healthy sward of pond
edge grasses and herbs which provide
ecological diversity including valuable habitat for
invertebrates. Grass and herb species to be
maintained as appropriate to the location and as
necessary to ensure the efficient working of the
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Habitat
Type
Ref

Details of Proposal

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

drainage regime.
Cutting method to be Contractor’s choice
approved by Employer’s Agent and to general
recognised best practice.
Year 1 (Defects Period)
 Establishment cuts (4 if autumn seeding, 3 if
spring seeding)
Years 2 – 5 and years 6 - 25
 Two cuts per year
Marginal planting
Objective - To establish a healthy, functioning
wetland with species maintained as appropriate
to the location and as necessary to ensure
efficient working of the drainage regime. To
provide ecological diversity including valuable
habitat for invertebrates.
Year 1 (Defects Period) and Years 2 - 25
 Weed control through handweeding and spot
treatment (3 per year)
 Litter, detritus and dead vegetation clearance
(3 per year)
Ecological fencing and tunnels
Objective - To ensure ecological fencing and
tunnels remain in a functioning state at all times
and are kept free of litter and detritus.
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Habitat
Type
Ref

Details of Proposal

Area to
be
created

Location

Provided as
Mitigation

Provided
as
Enhancement

Species
Affected

NOTE – Brief description of anticipated
maintenance requirements indicated below. Full
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan and
Specification to be completed following detailed
design and approved by NYCC Landscape
architect and Ecologists.
NOTE – Final plant species and mixes to be
selected at detail design stage and approved by
NYCC Landscape architect

Year 1 (Defects Period) and Years 2 - 25
 Check fencing and tunnels and repair/ replace
as necessary (1 per year)
 Litter and detritus clearance (1 per year)

BALB ES Addendum v2.doc

Appendix C

Cultural Heritage References

Bibliography to 2010 Environmental Statement
Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979
Archaeological Services University of Durham 2009, A684 Bedale, Aiskew and
Leeming Bar Bypass, North Yorkshire: Archaeological Evaluation Works, Report No.
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Figures

Figure1.2.b has been updated to show the updated traffic model outputs for the
opening year.
Figures 2.2a and 2.2b have been updated as a result of design changes.
Figures 2.3 to 2.10 are the various sheets of the Environmental Masterplan. These
have been updated and included in Appendix A of this addendum.
All of the other figures in the ES remain unchanged.
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