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Executive Summary
0.1

Background

0.1.1

In August 2009, Jacobs were commissioned by North Yorkshire County Council
(NYCC) to undertake the communication and engagement process required for the
completion of the detailed design and submission of the planning application for the
A684 Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass, known as A684 BALB.

0.1.3

NYCC is currently in discussions with the Department for Transport (DfT) seeking
support for funding of the scheme. Subject to funding being made available by the
DfT, the Council would like to commence construction of the bypass in 2012
following the opening of the A1 upgrade scheme.

0.1.2

Users of the existing A684 regularly experience problems with traffic congestion,
road safety and access to outlying areas. The benefits of the A684 BALB bypass will
include a reduction in traffic congestion, and address environmental and road safety
problems, as well as generally improving access.

0.1.4

The initial consultation on route options for a bypass to the north of Bedale, Aiskew
and Leeming Bar was conducted in 1995. NYCC have undertaken further
Stakeholder and Public Consultation in light of the current ‘Duty to Involve’
legislation and the significant lapse of time between the initial route consultation and
the present day.

0.1.5

The main aim of the consultation was to gauge, in principle, the level of support from
Stakeholders (including elected members) and the public for a bypass of the
communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. It also offered them the
opportunity of suggesting any changes they would like to be considered as part of
the proposals.

0.1.6

The results of the consultation will play a significant role in demonstrating support for
a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar on the statutory
procedures for the scheme. For the scheme’s statutory procedures, consultation
results provide a robust audit trail of levels of support for a bypass of these
communities.

0.2

Public consultation methodology

0.2.1

The consultation aimed at engaging a wide variety of participants including:
• Statutory consultees
• Local authorities, partnerships & forums
• Businesses, stakeholders & community groups
• Local residents

0.2.2

The Jacobs Participation, Engagement and Communications team worked with
North Yorkshire County Council to develop a Communications and Engagement
Strategy to support the consultation on the proposed A684 BALB bypass. This
Strategy was structured around the elements of the ‘Duty to Involve’ legislation and
current good practice guidance from the International Association of Public
Participation.
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0.2.3

The consultation programme consisted of thee phases – Inform, Consult and
Feedback. Table 0.1 summarises the consultation activities undertaken between
August 2009 and January 2010.
Table 0-1 Timetable of consultation activities

Stage

What activities were undertaken?

Phase One:
Inform
“Updating people
and letting them
know how they
could give their
views.”

• Press releases generating a number of high profile press articles.
• Advertorials in the local newspapers (including North Yorkshire Times, the
Northern Echo, Darlington and Stockton Times and the Advertiser).
• Leaflet – given out at exhibitions and posted to over 3,500 residents.
• Poster – in local area (including libraries, shops and other services).
• Letters and telephone calls to key stakeholders and politicians.
• Creation of a dedicated website: www.northyorks.gov.uk/balb.
• Local radio interview.

(August 2009 –
October 2009)

Phase Two:
Consult
“Interactive view
seeking and
addressing
immediate
issues.”
(18th Sept 2009 –
18th Dec 2009)

Phase Three:
Feedback
“Data analysis,
letting people
know outcomes
and what
happens next.”

Public Exhibitions
• Elected members, stakeholders and the local media exhibition preview.
Several unable to make this date chose to attend one of the public
exhibitions or provided a response by other means.
• Manned Public Exhibitions in Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar including
exhibition boards, leaflets, Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs),
landscape drawings, questionnaires and a comments book. An
opportunity to discuss the proposals with a member of the team, including
the project manager and technical experts. Attended by approximately 550
people, 430 of these completed a questionnaire at the time.
• Unmanned Exhibition in Bedale Hall including exhibition boards, leaflets,
questionnaires and a comments book.
Questionnaire and Frequently Asked Questions Mail drop
• Updated questionnaire and FAQs. This provided local residents with a
response from NYCC to inform further questions or comments for
consideration.
Business surveys
• Several businesses received personal visits on exhibition days by the
consultation coordinator and gave their views.
• A day dedicated to business surveys – over 50 visited, 19 chose to
complete the questionnaire on the day and several returned the
questionnaire at a later date.
Virtual Exhibition
•
Online exhibition containing all the information presented at the public
exhibition. Providing an alternative method for the public to comment.
Engagement with key stakeholders
• One-to-one meetings with key stakeholders.
• Provision of technical information.
• Presentation by project manager.
• Question & Answer session.
• Attendance at forums (e.g. Chamber of Trade).
• Updated Frequently Asked Questions – sent to 3,500 households
following the public exhibitions.
• Personal feedback to questions.
• Press release summarising the findings and next steps.
• Preparation of the consultation report and consultation summary
documents.

(November 2009
– February 2010)
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0.3

Response level

0.3.1

The public exhibitions were attended by approximately 550 people, a total of 1370
questionnaires were completed during the consultation period and the public
considered the exhibitions to be helpful. The majority of completed questionnaires
was via the October mail drop; however a large percentage (31.4%) was obtained at
public exhibitions. During the consultation period, the team also received 44
comments through exhibition comments books and 18 letters, emails and telephone
queries from both stakeholders and members of the public. The total number of
responses was therefore 1432.

0.4

Consultation outcomes
Very substantial level of support for a bypass

0.4.1

The consultation findings demonstrate an extremely high level of support throughout
the area for the principle of a bypass through the communities of Bedale, Aiskew
and Leeming Bar.

0.4.2

Of the 1370 questionnaire respondents, 93.2% (1277) support the principle of a
bypass of these communities. Of the remaining 6.8% of respondents, 1.2% (16)
were ‘undecided’, leaving 5.6% (77) who were against the proposal.
Most frequent comments, suggested improvements and concerns

0.4.3

The highest number of comments received offered support for the bypass, including
“get on with it” or words to that effect.

0.4.4

The most frequently suggested change was to the Bridge Street / Sussex Street
junction in Bedale all connected to reducing congestion and improving vehicle
manoeuvrability. These included a change in the road layout, knocking down the
White Bear Public House on the corner of Bridge Street or installing traffic lights.

0.4.5

Although some were concerned about the potential loss of trade in Bedale following
the construction of a bypass, many thought that the inclusion of a gateway car park /
coach park in the scheme would benefit both local residents visiting the town and
trade as it would increase the likelihood of tourists stopping in Bedale.

0.4.6

Some respondents expressed concern that the bypass would not improve the
current traffic flow to Masham; several of these suggested that the bypass continue
as far as Masham. That said others felt moved to comment that they believe the
bypass will improve road safety and general traffic conditions. In particular mothers
and the elderly commented that they would feel much less anxious if a bypass were
to be constructed.

0.4.7

Representatives from the Highways Agency, Hambleton District Council (Planning
Policy and Design), Natural England (Government Team West), the Bedale &
District Chamber of Trade & Tourism, North Yorkshire Police, and Bedale Town
Council, the British Horse Society and the Cyclist’s Touring Club are just a few of
the many supporting stakeholders.

0.4.8

Only one representative from Sustrans and one from Bedale Tourist Information
Centre were against the principle of a bypass.

iii

Representation and Inclusion
0.4.9

There is enough evidence to demonstrate support for the bypass scheme from men
and women, the young, elderly, pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and
people with a disability.
Recommendations

0.4.10

The results of the consultation demonstrate a high level of support for the principle
of a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. These findings
were the result of a robust, representative and well considered consultation process.
It is therefore recommended these findings are used to inform the decision made by
the Department for Transport for scheme funding.
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1 Introduction
1.1.1

In August 2009, Jacobs were commissioned by North Yorkshire County Council
(NYCC) to undertake the communication and engagement process required for the
completion of the detailed design and submission of the planning application for the
A684 Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass, known as A684 BALB.

1.1.2

Public consultation on route options for a bypass to the north of Bedale, Aiskew and
Leeming Bar was conducted in 1995. Progression of the bypass is dependent on
finance being made available by central government and the construction of the A1
upgrading to motorway which provides the new junction for the proposed bypass. In
March 2008, the government approved the proposals for the A1 upgrading from
Dishforth to Leeming, to motorway standard, including the new junction with the
A684 at Leeming Bar. Construction of the upgrade commenced in April 2009.

1.1.4

Following approval of the A1 upgrading by the government, the Regional Transport
Board endorsed the County Council’s bid to include the A684 BALB as a regional
priority.

1.1.5

Users of the existing A684 regularly experience problems with traffic congestion,
road safety and access to outlying areas. The benefits of the A684 BALB bypass
include:
• A reduction in traffic congestion for the communities bypassed by the scheme.
For example, the average daily traffic flow on the existing A684 through the
communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar is estimated at 14,000 vehicles
per day. A bypass would remove approximately half of this traffic;
• A reduction in environmental and road safety problems on the approaches to
and through these communities;
• Improved access to the A1(M) from and between communities to the east and
west of the A1; and
• Improved access to Leeming Bar Industrial Estate.

1.1.6

NYCC is currently in discussions with the Department for Transport (DfT) seeking
support for funding of the scheme. Subject to funding being made available by the
DfT the Council would like to commence construction of the bypass in 2012
following the opening of the A1 upgrade scheme.

1.1.7

As there has been a significant lapse of time between the initial route consultation
and the present day, NYCC has undertaken Stakeholder and Public Consultation to
ensure there is still a high level of support from the communities in principle to the
proposed A684 BALB bypass; and also to determine views on the proposals as they
currently stand before commencing on the statutory procedures for the scheme.

1.1.8

This report presents the results of the A684 BALB bypass Consultation and
Engagement process. This provides a supplementary document to the planning
application, demonstrating public support for the case for DfT funding.

1.1.9

The remainder of this report is divided into the following sections:
• Section 2 – Public consultation methodology
• Section 3 – Public consultation responses
• Section 4 – Representation and inclusion in the consultation process
• Section 5 – Stakeholder Responses
• Section 6 – Conclusions
1

2

Public consultation methodology
2.1

The requirement for consultation

2.1.1

There are a number of reasons for consulting on the proposed bypass including the
following:
•

Encouraging social inclusion is an explicit component of the Government’s
policies on transport (see in particular Chapter 2 of ‘A New Deal for Transport’
DETR 1998b) and captured in WebTAG requirements (especially Unit 2.5). An
important part of the WebTAG process of strategy development and scheme
appraisal is the need to inform and involve the public either directly or through
stakeholder groups, organisations and societies. In particular, it is important that
the views of a wide range of stakeholders (strategic and public) have been
considered and that they have been given the right information to give an
informed response. It is equally important to show how stakeholder views have
been included, and if not why, in scheme development and in feedback.

•

Under the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2009 it is a
statutory requirement for all best value authorities in England to consult the
public and members of the public and interested parties on how services should
be delivered. The ‘Duty to Involve’, set out in Part 7 (section 138) requires
authorities to take appropriate steps to involve representations of local persons
in the exercise of any of their functions, where they consider it appropriate to do
so. Representations of local people are defined as those deemed by the
authority to be representative of people who may either have an interest in or be
affected by the exercise of the function.

2.1.2

Stakeholder and Public Consultation was therefore required on the proposed route
for the A864 BALB bypass put forward by NYCC and Jacobs.

2.1.3

The approach taken to stakeholder and public consultation complies with NYCC’s
Statement of Community Involvement. This can be found in Appendix A.

2.2

Aim of the consultation

2.2.1

The main aim of the public consultation was to gauge the level of support from
Stakeholders (including elected members) and the public, in principle, for a bypass
of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. It also offered them the
opportunity to suggest any changes they would like to be considered as part of the
proposals.

2.2.2

The results of the Consultation will play a significant role in offering support for a
bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar.

2.3

Stakeholders and community groups

2.3.1

The consultation aimed at engaging a wide variety of stakeholder and community
groups. To ensure a fair representation of views, Stakeholders were divided into the
following Stakeholder groups
• Statutory Consultees (E.g. Environment Agency, Natural England, English
Heritage, the British Horse Society, Sustrans, Ramblers Association)
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•
•
•

Local authorities, partnerships & forums (E.g. County, District, Town and
Parish Councils; Hambleton Strategic Partnership, Bedale & Villages Community
Plan Forum, Chamber of Trade)
Businesses, stakeholders & community groups (E.g. Golf Clubs, Public
Houses, Cafés, Restaurants, Emergency Services, Local Services (such as the
library, leisure centre and tourist information); places of worship)
Residents (E.g 3,500 households in Bedale, Aiskew, Leeming Bar, Leeming,
Burrill, Exelby, Gatenby, Londonderry and Scruton; and 23 owners / tenants /
agents from NYCC’s database)

2.3.2

We worked with existing local networks where appropriate and possible, for
example, the North Yorkshire Strategic Partnerships (NYSP) thematic groups and
partnerships. Directorates acted as ‘gatekeepers of information’ in recognition of the
potential sensitivities around groups’ timescales and preferred formats for
information.

2.3.3

Materials were available on request in alternative formats using clear, accessible
language and adhering to DDA and Plain English guidelines.

2.4

The approach taken for consultation

2.4.1

The Jacobs Participation, Engagement and Communications team worked with
North Yorkshire County Council to develop a Communications and Engagement
Strategy to help deliver the consultation on the proposed A684 BALB bypass. This
Strategy can be found in Appendix B.

2.4.2

The Communications and Engagement Strategy was structured around the
elements of the ‘Duty to Involve’ legislation, current good practice guidance from the
International Association of Public Participation and DfT requirements. The strategy
supports the principle of EDD (Educate, Deliberate, Decide) over that of DAD
(Decide, Announce, Defend) historically taken by some. Under EDD, NYCC promote
appropriate and genuine opportunities for representations of local persons to be
educated / informed about a scheme, have their say about issues and offers a
chance for feedback via a variety of communication channels.

2.4.3

Jacobs worked closely with the NYCC project and communication teams to develop
a strategy that supported the effective delivery of the key messages to the media
and consultees.

2.4.4

In advance of delivering the public consultation programme, strategic meetings were
held between NYCC and Jacobs in order to discuss the programme and agree the
routes for communications to allow the greatest degree of opportunities for local
involvement in the consultation process.

2.4.5

In line with ‘Duty to Involve’ the agreed consultation programme consisted of thee
phases – Inform, Consult and Feedback, as indicated in Table 2.1. There was a
slight overlap in these phases to ensure that people were kept informed during the
consultation, and were able to continue to provide comments once they had
received feedback. A detailed description of these activities follows.
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Table 2-1 Timetable of consultation activities

Stage

What activities were undertaken?

Phase One:
Inform
“Updating people
and letting them
know how they
could give their
views.”

• Press releases generating a number of high profile press articles.
• Advertorials in the local newspapers (including North Yorkshire Times, the
Northern Echo, Darlington and Stockton Times and the Advertiser).
• Leaflet – given out at exhibitions and posted to over 3,500 residents.
• Poster – in local area (including libraries, shops and other services).
• Letters and telephone calls to key stakeholders and politicians.
• Creation of a dedicated website: www.northyorks.gov.uk/balb.
• Local radio interview.

(August 2009 –
October 2009)

Phase Two:
Consult
“Interactive view
seeking and
addressing
immediate
issues.”
(18th Sept 2009 –
18th Dec 2009)

Phase Three:
Feedback
“Data analysis,
letting people
know outcomes
and what
happens next.”

Public Exhibitions
• Elected members, stakeholders and the local media exhibition preview.
Several unable to make this date chose to attend one of the public
exhibitions or provided an response by other means.
• Manned Public Exhibitions in Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar including
exhibition boards, leaflets, Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs),
landscape drawings, questionnaires and a comments book. An
opportunity to discuss the proposals with a member of the team, including
the project manager and technical experts. Attended by approximately 550
people, 430 of these completed a questionnaire at the time.
• Unmanned Exhibition in Bedale Hall including exhibition boards, leaflets,
questionnaires and a comments book.
Questionnaire and Frequently Asked Questions Mail drop
• Updated questionnaire and FAQs. This provided local residents with a
response from NYCC to inform further questions or comments for
consideration.
Business surveys
• Several businesses received personal visits on exhibition days by the
consultation coordinator and gave their views.
• A day dedicated to business surveys – over 50 visited, 19 chose to
complete the questionnaire on the day and several returned the
questionnaire at a later date.
Virtual Exhibition
•
Online exhibition containing all the information presented at the public
exhibition. Providing an alternative method for the public to comment.
Engagement with key stakeholders
• One-to-one meetings with key stakeholders.
• Provision of technical information.
• Presentation by project manager.
• Question & Answer session.
• Attendance at forums (e.g. Chamber of Trade).
• Updated Frequently Asked Questions – sent to 3,500 households.
following the public exhibitions.
• Personal feedback to questions.
• Press release summarising the findings and next steps.
• Preparation of the consultation report and consultation summary
documents.

(November 2009
– February 2010)

2.5

Inform

2.5.1

A combination of media liaison, a press release and paid-for advertorials created
considerable media interest and coverage which helped publicise the consultation.
An initial press release was issued at the start of the consultation period with
information on the background and the public exhibitions. An additional press
4

release was sent following an extension of the exhibition period to include an
opportunity to view the information and plans at Bedale Hall.
2.5.2

Details of the exhibitions were advertised in the North Yorkshire Times, Northern
Echo, Darlington and Stockton Times, and the Advertiser. The advertorial provided
information on the benefits of the bypass, how local people could get involved in the
consultation and gave additional points of contact for information (including the web
address, email address and telephone number). A copy of the advertorial is included
in Appendix C.

2.5.3

Various articles and letters about A684 BALB were published in the Darlington and
Stockton Times. These represented views both for and against the scheme, see
Appendix C.

2.5.4

The events were also advertised via a leaflet which was mailed out to some 3,500
households. These households included some in Bedale, Aiskew, Leeming Bar,
Leeming, Burrill, Exelby, Gatenby, Londonderry and Scruton. The leaflet provided
residents with a background to the consultation; explained how potential impacts are
being assessed; when the bypass might be built; its benefits; information on why the
bypass is needed; a scheme plan; how to find out more; how to comment on the
proposals (including exhibition venues, dates and times) and the next steps. A copy
of the leaflet is in Appendix D.

2.5.5

Posters were displayed in a number of high footfall locations around the study area
such as local businesses, libraries, tourist information centre and other community
facilities. A copy of the poster is provided in Appendix D.

2.5.6

Telephone calls were made by the NYCC Transportation and Highways Team to
key stakeholders and politicians to promote attendance at public exhibitions or
arrange an individual meeting to discuss the plans. Some also received letters.

2.5.7

All consultation materials were available on the NYCC website at
www.northyorks.gov.uk/balb. See section 2.9 for further information on the virtual
exhibition.

2.5.8

The NYCC A684 BALB Project Manager also promoted the consultation events on a
local radio interview.

2.6

Consult: public exhibitions

2.6.1

Council members, selected stakeholders and the Local
Media were invited to a Press and Executive Members
Preview of the exhibition during the morning of the first
Public Exhibition, Friday 18th September 2009 in Bedale
Market Place. This opportunity was well received with
several local members and stakeholders in attending.
Those unable to attend chose to visit one of the public
exhibitions or provided responses by alternative means.

2.6.2

Public Exhibitions were organised to achieve a genuine
and meaningful opportunity for local residents,
stakeholders and other community members to discuss
the proposed A684 BALB bypass design.
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2.6.3

The purpose of the exhibitions was to:
• provide members of the public and interested parties with information about the
proposed A684 BALB bypass;
• provide an opportunity for members of the public to discuss any concerns with a
member of the NYCC team; and
• invite members of the public and interested parties to provide their views on the
information presented by completing the A684 BALB bypass questionnaire,
writing in the comments book or taking away further information on how they
could participate.

2.6.4

Exhibitions were held from Friday 18th September 2009 to Friday 2nd October 2009
in the areas most likely to be affected by the proposals. Dates and times were also
selected with people’s differing work and other circumstances in mind. To
encourage as many people as possible to come along, one evening and two
weekend exhibitions were provided. A list of exhibition dates, times and locations is
in Table 2.2.

2.6.5

Venues for the exhibitions were selected on the basis of their accessibility, the
potential footfall of passers by and the likelihood of attracting people to attend.

2.6.6

Exhibition display boards contained appropriate information about the A684 BALB
bypass in order to inform questions and responses. The display comprised of 7 A1
size display boards, one scale drawing of the Scheme plan, and one A3 scale
drawing of the cross section of the road and bridges.

2.6.7

Copies of the exhibition boards are
contained within Appendix D. In addition,
the team had some portfolios with
annotated drawings from environmental
field visits, photographs of local areas to
illustrate how much of the road might be
visible, two copies of the Frequently Asked
Questions document and the A684 BALB
bypass leaflet.

2.6.8

To provide their feedback on proposals all attendees were asked to complete a
questionnaire or, if they preferred, to provide their comments in the BALB
consultation comments book. Freepost envelopes were provided for those who
preferred to complete the questionnaire after the exhibition.

2.6.9

The questionnaire was the main method used to record comments and views on the
proposals for the A684 BALB bypass. It contained a variety of questions, all
designed to help the team understand more about what different groups of people
across the area think and how we might best meet the area’s needs. Respondents
were advised that they did not need to answer all questions, but told that the more
detailed information we collect, the better we will understand the views of
Stakeholders and the local community. A copy of this questionnaire can be found in
Appendix D.

2.6.10

To help demonstrate that responses were received from different types and groups
of people, respondents were also asked to provide information about their gender,
year of birth, ethnic group and whether they considered themselves to have a
disability.
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2.6.11

The public exhibitions were well attended with approximately 550 people overall
paying a visit. Attendance figures at each exhibition were obtained using a click
count and can be found in Table 2.2. These include those businesses that were
approached in the surrounding area on the same day as an exhibition.

2.6.12

As there was a high level of public interest in viewing information and giving views,
the exhibition period was extended by a further week. Exhibition boards,
questionnaires and a comments box were on display in Bedale Hall between
Saturday 3rd and Thursday 8th October 2009. Attendance figures are estimates
based on the number of completed questionnaires and feedback in the comments
book.
Table 2-2 Public Exhibition attendance figures and percentage who completed a questionnaire

Date and Time
th

Friday 18 September
2009 (10:00 – 19:00)
and
th
Saturday 19 September
2009
(10:00 – 16:00)
nd

Saturday 2 October
2009 (10:00 - 16:00)
nd

Friday 2 October 2009
(12:30 – 15:30 and
19:00 – 20:30)
rd

Saturday 3 October
th
2009 – Thursday 8
October 2009
(10:00 – 17:00, not
th
including Sunday 4 )

Exhibition Venue

Number of
Attendees
(approx)

Percentage of
attendees who
completed a
Questionnaire

390

79.0% (318)

66

60.6% (40)

61

86.9% (53)

42

45.2% (19)

559

76.9 (430)

Bedale Market Place
Exhibition

Aiskew and Leeming Bar
Primary School
Aiskew Methodist Church
Hall
Bedale Hall Unmanned
Exhibition

Total number of Attendees and percentage who
completed questionnaires at the time of attendance

2.6.13

With the exception of Bedale Hall, the exhibitions were staffed by project managers
and technical experts from NYCC and Jacobs, present to answer any questions.
Staff included technical specialists such as highways engineers, transport
specialists and members of the consultation team.

2.6.14

Each manned exhibition was staffed by a minimum of four representatives at any
time. The majority of these were technical specialists involved in the proposals.

2.6.15

If a member of staff was personally unable to answer a query, the person was
referred to the appropriate team member.

2.7

Consult: questionnaire and frequently asked questions mail drop

2.7.1

Following the exhibitions a covering letter, an updated version of the questionnaire
used at the exhibitions, a freepost envelope, and an updated version of frequently
asked questions (FAQs) were mailed out. These were mailed on 17th November
2009 to the same 3,500 households that had been sent the leaflet and letter prior to
the exhibitions. This provided local residents with a response from NYCC to inform
further questions or comments for consideration.
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2.7.2

The only update made to the questionnaire was that Question 6, asking where
respondents found out about the exhibitions, was removed as it was felt that it was
no longer relevant to the response.

2.7.3

The updated questionnaire was also downloadable form the virtual exhibition the
BALB web page (see 2.9).

2.7.4

The updated FAQs included the following questions and informative responses:
1. Will a car / coach park at the Bedale end of the bypass be included in the
scheme?
2. The bypass will not remove heavy commercial vehicles (HCV’s) travel through
Bedale to and from the Masham direction. What will be done to address
congestion at Bridge Street / Sussex Street junction?
3. Will visual screening be included in the bypass proposals?
4. Once the bypass is built will new developments be granted permission on land
next to the road?
5. How will the bypass be funded?
These FAQs can be found in Appendix D.

2.7.5

Statutory consultees were sent a tailored letter and an explanatory letter went to any
direct contacts.

2.7.6

The official closing date for consultation responses was Friday 18th December 2009.
An additional 12 questionnaires were received via post between Monday 21st and
Thursday 24th December 2009. These have been included within the analysis, to
allow for any effects of Christmas post.

2.7.7

A total of 1370 questionnaires were completed during the consultation period.

2.8

Consult: Business surveys

2.8.1

During quieter periods at the public exhibitions the consultation coordinator visited
businesses in the local area, to discuss the bypass, gain their views and ask them to
complete a questionnaire. Table 2.3 indicates the number of business responses
received during the exhibition days and the overall percentage of the responses that
were from businesses on the exhibition days.
Table 2-3 Number of business responses and businesses as a response % on exhibition days

Date and Time

th

Friday 18 September
2009 (10:00 – 19:00) &
th
Saturday 19 September
2009
(10:00 – 16:00)
nd

Saturday 2 October
2009 (10:00 - 16:00)
nd

Friday 2 October 2009
(12:30 – 15:30 and
19:00 – 20:30)
Totals

Exhibition Venue

Bedale Market Place
Exhibition

Aiskew and Leeming Bar
Primary School
Aiskew Methodist Church
Hall

Number of
Business
responses
on
exhibition
days

Percentage of
responses from
businesses on
exhibition days

35

9.0%

7

10.6%

10

16.4%

52

10.1%
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2.8.2

In addition, over 50 businesses were visited on Wednesday 23rd September 2009 to
ensure that those who may not have had time to attend an exhibition were given the
opportunity to discuss the proposals. 19 businesses chose to complete a
questionnaire at that time. Those that were unable to complete a questionnaire on
the day were left a copy to return, which several subsequently did.

2.8.3

The additional outreach to engage local businesses is represented in the total
number of respondents who represented them, that is 213 of the 1370, 15.55% of all
respondents. This is considered to be a high figure compared to a more usual
response rate of 2%.

2.9

Consult: Virtual exhibition

2.9.1

The virtual exhibition was launched on Friday 18th September 2009. All the
information from the public exhibitions, including Frequently Asked Questions
(FAQs), exhibition boards, the scheme maps and the questionnaire, were available
for viewing via the BALB web page.

2.9.2

The virtual exhibition was regularly updated during the consultation period. It
enabled stakeholders and members of the public unable to attend an exhibition to
view the information online and an offered an alternative route to have their say.

2.10

Consult: Engagement with key stakeholders

2.10.1

During the consultation period a number of one-to-one meetings with elected
members and key stakeholders were provided, to allow for open and frank
discussions around the proposals. Here, elected members and key stakeholders
were able to play an active role in the design and other aspects of the proposals.

2.10.2

During the consultation period, a number of formal meetings were held with the
following stakeholders:
• The Department for Transport
• Highways Agency
• Natural England
• English Heritage
• Hambleton District Council
• North Yorkshire Police
• The Forestry Commission
• The British Horse Society
• Local Access Forum
• A number of landowners including Field House and Sandhill Farm.
A full list of stakeholder meetings and outcomes can be found in Appendix F.

2.10.3

The NYCC project manager regularly attended meetings with the Executive
Committee to ensure they were kept up to date with the latest information on the
consultation. Members were given the key exhibition outcomes (including the
number of attendees and percentages for and against a bypass), as well as
information on the key topics arising.

2.10.4

During the development of the A684 BALB bypass proposals statutory and other
technical stakeholder groups were provided with updated information, plans and
drawings, as appropriate. For example, Network Rail and Wensleydale Railway
9

were sent the latest structure elevations; and the British Horse Society and Local
Access Forum were advised of the planned changes to verges.

2.11

Feedback

2.11.1

In order to demonstrate how views or have not have been taken on board in the final
design and why, NYCC have used a number of mechanisms to provide feedback.

2.11.2

The FAQs were updated following the exhibition to provide feedback on the
common questions and issues arising. This was posted to 3,500 households and
uploaded to the Virtual Exhibition.

2.11.3

Members of the team provided direct feedback to individual responses and queries
(including letters, emails and telephone calls).

2.11.4

A press release summarising the findings from the consultation and advertising the
next steps for the planning application will be issued once the application has been
submitted.

2.11.5

This consultation report (including the evidence base), along with a consultation
summary document detailing the key findings, is available for public viewing via a
link on the NYCC BALB bypass website or on request.
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3

Public consultation responses

3.1

Introduction

3.1.1

This section of the report presents the key findings from the feedback received from
members of the public and businesses respondents during the consultation period.
The full statistical analysis and discussion can be found in Appendix E.

3.1.2

Opportunities for people to give their views were offered and received through a
variety of avenues, including discussions at exhibitions, questionnaires (at
exhibitions, through the post and online), letters, emails, exhibition comments book
and telephone calls.

3.1.3

Under the Freedom of Information Act information on the proposed A684 BALB
bypass was sent out upon request. Stakeholders and community members were
provided with a telephone number, fax number, email address and postal address to
send queries and comments. These were listed on the A684 BALB bypass leaflet, at
the public exhibition and on the website.

3.2

Level of bypass support

3.2.1

A total of 1370 questionnaire responses were received in the post or via email.

3.2.2

Of the 1370 respondents, 93.2% (1277) support the principle of a bypass of the
communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Of the remaining 6.8% of
respondents, 1.2% (16) were ‘undecided’, leaving 5.6% (77) who were against the
proposal.
Figure 3-1 Percent in support, against and undecided

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%

Percent

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

93.2%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

5.6%
Yes

No

1.2%
Undecided

Response
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3.2.3

The results indicate that the majority of those who completed the questionnaire were
residents (87.2%). However, several of these ticked more than one box. Some
respondents fell into all five categorises. A significant proportion, at 28.3%, regularly
travels through the area.
Table 3-1 Type of respondent

Response

Frequency

A resident
Someone who regularly travels through the
area
A local worker
A local business
The representative of a local organisation

Percent

1194

87.2%

388
237
213
45

28.3%
17.3%
15.5%
3.3%

3.2.4

Both, local worker and business representation at 17.3% and 15.5% respectively are
considered to be relatively high. When combined this indicates that 32.8% of
respondents either own a business of work in the local area. 29.6% (63) of
businesses provided their business name, a full list of these can be found in
Appendix H.

3.2.5

Business respondents in particular felt they are likely to be directly impacted by a
bypass. Analysis indicates that when looking at responses from this group alone,
83.6% of business respondents offer their support to the principle of a bypass
of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Of the remaining
16.5% of respondents, 3.8% were ‘undecided’, leaving 12.7% who were against the
proposal

3.3

Matters arising in the questionnaire responses

3.3.1

People were asked what they would like to see changed or improved – or if anything
worried them. On the whole, most people were generally happy with the plans
presented.

3.3.2

Comments have been grouped in order to identify the most frequent themes. Table
3.2 ranks these in order of percentage. The text that follows provides more
information on the top six suggested changes, comments and concerns.
Table 3-2 Suggested changes, comments and concerns

Response
Supportive comments, including several 'get on with it'
Concerns and suggested changes to the Bridge
Street/Sussex Street junction in Bedale
Comment relating to the loss of trade in Bedale
Suggestion to include a gateway car / coach park
Concern over Masham traffic and/or suggestion to
continue the bypass to Masham
Think it will improve safety and traffic conditions
Environmental considerations - flooding, landscape, noise,
ecology, archaeological
Concerns over the existing level of Heavy Commercial
Vehicles travelling through Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar
Comments relating to walking, cycling or horse riding in the
local area

Frequency

Percent

109

8.0%

106
99
87

7.7%
7.2%
6.4%

85
61

6.2%
4.5%

55

4.0%

52

3.8%

36

2.6%
12

Response
Suggestions to increase traffic calming measures, change
local streets to a one way system
Delays in the programme or concern over funding
Made reference to the A1 upgrade
Weight restrictions along the existing A684 and /or in Bedale
centre
Specific suggested changes to the bypass
Concerns that it will not improve the existing congestion in
Bedale
Comments relating to the roundabouts in the proposals
Suggestions to continue the bypass to Crakehall, Patrick
Brompton and Leyburn
Calls for clear signage to promote visitors to Bedale
Other comments
No suggested changes / comments

3.3.3

Frequency

Percent

31
31
28

2.3%
2.3%
2.0%

20
18

1.5%
1.3%

14
14

1.0%
1.0%

13
11
50
742

0.9%
0.8%
3.6%
54.2%

Supportive comments, including several telling NYCC to 'get on with it'
Although not specifically asked for comments offering support 8.0% of individuals
wanted to ensure their support was heard.
“I whole heartedly support this as travel to and from my home is severely hampered
on Fridays in particular due to tourist-traffic combined with regular traffic.”
“All looks very good - the sooner the better. Totally in favour of it. It has been
needed for years.”

3.3.4

Concerns and suggested changes to the Bridge Street/Sussex Street junction
in Bedale.
7.7% of respondents either suggested a change to the Bridge Street / Sussex Street
junction in Bedale or made a comment which expressed their concern over
congestion around the junction. Common suggested changes included a change in
the road layout, knocking down the White Bear Public House on the corner of Bridge
Street or installing traffic lights.
“The cross roads at White bear corner - coming out of Sussex street is a nightmare
if trying to turn right. Car parking either side of road causes blind spots as well as
the general confusion of who has right of way”
“Knock down the White Bear pub and the derelict building behind to widen the
junction. Put traffic lights and the High Street junction problem would be
considerably reduced. This must be done without further delay.”

3.3.5

Comment relating to the loss of trade in Bedale
7.2% of respondents made a comment relating to the perceived loss of trade in
Bedale following the construction of a bypass.
“My worry is that local shops may suffer loss of trade! Don't know how this could be
rectified. We chose to live in Bedale because of good shopping facilities of a small
town, so I don't want them to close through lack of trade.”
“If it goes ahead please put in measures to help trade.”
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3.3.6

A gateway car / coach park
Several of those who were concerned about the impact on businesses suggested
the inclusion of a gateway car park / coach park in the scheme. One individual also
provided a drawing as to how he felt the car park should be set out. Overall, 6.4% of
respondents made reference to the existing parking facilities within Bedale.
“After running my family business for 60 years in Bedale my main concern if a
bypass were to go ahead is the need for a large vehicle park beyond the church
where the bypass would integrate with the A684… A much needed coach park as
Bedale is a gateway to the Yorkshire Dales and a short stay park for visitors who
stop off for toilets and a stroll around our attractive town. If the park does not go
ahead I would class the bypass as a non starter. “
“Car park needed at the roundabout north of St Gregory's church, Bedale - so that
people are encouraged to stop off and visit the town to support the local
businesses.”

3.3.7

Concern over Masham traffic and/or suggestion to continue the bypass to
Masham
6.2% of respondents expressed concern that the bypass would not improve the
current traffic flow to Masham, several of these suggested that the bypass continue
as far as Masham.
“To carry the bypass on until it joins up to the Masham Road somewhere near the
Snape and Bedale junction along from Mile House. As at Harrogate and Ripon
bypasses its only half way around as usual. “
“Only one suggestion to add to what seems to be a well presented and
comprehensive scheme - that is the Masham traffic problem, this area is not clear
and I don’t have any suggestions in solving that.”

3.3.8

Respondents think it will improve safety and traffic conditions
4.5% felt moved to comment that they believe the bypass will improve road safety
and general traffic conditions. In particular mothers and the elderly commented that
they would feel much more comfortable if a bypass were to be constructed.
“Any bypass most welcome to relieve traffic off the road (so busy and dangerous)”
“It will help Bedale get back to what it was like in the sixties, everybody will be more
comfortable. I have lived in Bedale all my life and have been in a wheelchair for over
20 years. Bedale is far too busy, I do not go into town on Saturdays for this reason.”
“No changes. Please crack on! It will make the area a better place and safer for
children walking to school.”

3.4

Other public feedback

3.5.1

In total, 18 letters/emails and 44 responses in the comments book were received
from members of the public. The majority of the offered support for the principle of
the bypass.

3.5.2

Letter and email responses mirrored those topics already discussed as several of
these respondents had also completed a questionnaire.
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3.5.3

Table 3.3 provides the most frequent themes mentioned within the consultation
book.
Table 3-3 Comments in Consultation Book

Response
Supportive comments, including several 'get on with
it'
Concerns and suggested changes to the Bridge
Street/Sussex Street junction in Bedale
Suggestion to include a gateway car / coach park
Environmental considerations - flooding, landscape, noise,
ecology, archaeological
Concern over Masham traffic and/or suggestion to
continue the bypass to Masham
Think it will improve safety and traffic conditions
Delays in the programme or concern over funding
Interested / pleased the exhibition had been extended
Comment relating to the loss of trade in Bedale
Made reference to the A1 upgrade
Other comments

Frequency

Percent

14

31.8%

6
5

13.6%
11.4%

4

9.1%

3
2
2
2
1
1
1

6.8%
4.5%
4.5%
4.5%
2.3%
2.3%
2.3%

3.5.4

Comments that were in the top six raised questionnaires are shown in bold font. A
larger percentage of people using the comments book mentioned that environmental
considerations should be given greater importance.

3.5.5

There was less concern about the loss of trade for members of public who wrote in
the comments book than those who filled out the questionnaire.

3.5.6

A full summary of all letters, emails and comments book responses can be found in
Appendix G.
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4

Representation and inclusion in the consultation process

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

This section draws on the information the statistical analysis and discussion
(Appendix E) to determine any differences in the views of various groups within the
community.

4.1.2

The greatest number of responses was received from men, between the ages of 40
and 79 those who travel by car in the area, who do not have a disability and live in
the postal code area of either DL7 / DL8. Initially this suggests that the resulting
outputs could represent the views of those who are commonly referred to as ‘the
usual suspects’; however that would not be a fair summation of the results from the
A684 BALB consultation due to the wide range of people who participated in the
consultation process and provided their views.

4.1.3

There is enough evidence in the respondent profiles discussed within this section to
demonstrate support for the bypass scheme from both male and females, the young
and elderly, pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and people with a disability.

4.2

Responses by gender

4.2.1

Of the 1370 respondents, 54.7% of participants were male and 38.3% female. The
remaining 7.0% did not specify their gender. The reasons for a higher percentage of
males responding are complex. There is tendency for households to return one
questionnaire completed by the male in the household. Equally, at exhibitions all
attendees, including those who arrived as a couple or in a group, were encouraged
to complete a questionnaire. Most often it was females who declined the offer to
complete the questionnaire. This illustrates the tendency for men to be more likely to
offer their views on ‘hard infrastructure’ change, than women.
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Figure 4-1 Gender of respondents

Gender of respondents
Not Specified
7%

Male
55%

Female
38%

4.2.2

There was little difference between the number of males and females that support
the bypass, at 94.9% and 92.0% respectively.
Table 4-1 Responses by gender

Percent

711
483
83

94.9%
92.0%
86.5%

32
33
12

4.3%
6.3%
12.5%

6
9
1

0.8%
1.7%
1.0%

749
525
96

100%
100%
100%

1277

93.2%

77

5.6%

16

1.2%

1370

100%

Percent

Frequency

Frequency

Percent

Total number
of responses

Frequency

Male
Female
Not Specified
Total
number of
respondents

Undecided

Percent

Response

No

Frequency

Yes

4.3

Responses by age group

4.3.1

Table 4.2 shows the age of respondents grouped numerically. The highest number
of responses were received from people in their 60s (20.8%), followed by
respondents in the 50s (17.2%) and in their 40s (16.7%). A large proportion of
respondents (71.3%) were between the ages of 40 and 79. This represents an age
group who regularly use the A684 and had much previous knowledge of the ‘story’
of a potential bypass. 8% of respondents were 80 and over. This is relatively high for
this age category, who can find it difficult to attend public exhibitions.
Figure 4-2 Age of respondents grouped
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Taking a closer look at responses from the age categories there is a slight difference
in the opinion from various age groups. All respondents in their 20s and over 90
years of age were in support of the principle of a bypass. In fact, 95.3% of
respondents who were 50 and over support the principle. Opinions from those in
their 40s differed, with a slightly lower than average level of support at 89.5%. The
highest percentage of those who were ‘undecided’ also fell in this age category.
Table 4-2 Response by age group

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Total no. of
responses

Percent

19 and under
20s
30s
40s
50s
60s
70s
80s
90 and over
Not Specified
Total in all
categories

Undecided

Frequency

Age Group

No
Percent

Yes
Frequency

4.3.2

12
30
84
205
227
265
218
96
6
134

92.3%
100%
95.5%
89.5%
96.6%
93.0%
98.2%
92.3%
100%
84.8%

1
0
4
19
5
19
2
6
0
21

7.7%
0.0%
4.5%
8.3%
2.1%
6.7%
0.9%
5.8%
0.0%
13.3%

0
0
0
5
3
1
2
2
0
3

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
2.2%
1.3%
0.4%
0.9%
1.9%
0.0%
1.9%

13
30
88
229
235
285
222
104
6
158

100 %
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

1277

93.2%

77

5.6%

16

1.2%

1370

100%
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4.4

Responses by disability

4.4.1

11.8% (162) of respondents considered themselves to be a disabled person under
the social model of disability. Of the remaining respondents 78.0% (1069) did not
consider themselves to have a disability and 10.1% (139) chose not to provide a
response.
Figure 4-3 Respondents that consider themselves to be a disabled person
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Not Specified
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When comparing disabled and non-disabled respondents, there was no difference in
the percentage, 93.8%, that supports the principle of the bypass. A slightly lower
number of disabled respondents are against the principle, at 4.3%, explained by the
potential bypass benefits of improved safety and access for local disabled residents.
Table 4-3 Responses by disability

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Total number
of responses

Percent

Undecided

Frequency

Yes
No
Not Specified
Total
number of
respondents

No
Percent

Consider
themselves
to be a
disabled
person

Yes
Frequency

4.4.2

152
1003
122

93.8%
93.8%
87.8%

7
54
16

4.3%
5.1%
11.5%

3
12
1

1.9%
1.1%
0.7%

162
1069
139

100%
100%
100%

1277

93.2%

77

5.6%

16

1.2%

1370

100%
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4.5

Responses by geographic location

4.5.1

94.9% (1316) of the respondents who provided a postcode lived, worked or owned a
business in the Darlington area. 67.6% (937) of responses were received from the
postcode district DL8 and the second most common was DL7, 25.1% (348). These
postcodes include those targeted for responses as they have been identified as
most affected by the proposals.
• DL7 includes the areas of Leeming Bar, Northallerton, Ainderly Steeple, Scruton,
Morton-on-Swale.
• DL8 includes the areas of Bedale, Aiskew, Patrick Brompton, Exelby, Snape and
Leyburn.

4.5.2

All of the respondents from the postcode districts in the Darlington area, excluding
DL6, DL7 and DL8, were in favour of the principle of a bypass. Only one respondent
was against the principle in DL6 and none were ‘undecided.
Table 4-4 Response by Postcode District

Postcode
District

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Total no. of
responses

Frequency

Undecided

Percent

No

Frequency

Yes

DL1
DL2
DL3
DL6
DL7
DL8
DL9
DL10
DL11
Total
respondents
in Darlington
area

1
1
1
15
331
866
4
7
1

100%
100%
100%
93.8%
95.1%
92.4%
100%
100%
100%

0
0
0
1
15
59
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
6.3%
4.3%
6.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

0
0
0
0
2
12
0
0
0

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.6%
1.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

1
1
1
16
348
937
4
7
1

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

1227

93.2%

75

5.7%

14

1.1%

1316

100%

4.5.3

Although some respondents expressed concern for the viability of Bedale’s
economy there is significant support from respondents that represent either
business or residents in the centre of Bedale (DL8 1 and DL8 2, 92.3% and 93.2%
respectively) as demonstrated in Table 4.5.

4.5.4

Although only 4 respondents replied in the DL8 4 area (Leyburn), 75% (3) of these
were against the principle of a bypass. Two of these respondents commented that
they thought improvements to Bedale, in particular the Bridge Street/Sussex Street
junction, would suffice. The other respondent did not provide a reason why they
were against the bypass

4.5.5

The DL7 0 area (Northallerton) also had a higher than average percentage of people
that are against the proposals 82.4% (70). These people live beyond the section
where the bypass joins Northallerton Road at the western end of the bypass. This
lower percentage of support may be because they fear that traffic volumes within
their area will not be addressed as a result of the construction of a bypass.
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DL7 0
DL7 1
DL7 2
DL7 4
DL7 7
DL7 8
DL7 9
DL7
unspecified
th
4 digit
DL8 1
DL8 2
DL8 4
DL8 5
DL8 7
DL8
unspecified
th
4 digit
DL7 0

Total no. of
responses
Frequency

Percent

Undecided
Percent

Percent

Frequency

No
Percent

Postcode
District

Frequency

Yes

Frequency

Table 4-5 Response by first four digits of postcode (DL7 and DL8)

70
1
1
1
1
8
244

82.4%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
99.2%

14
0
0
0
0
0
1

16.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.4%

1
0
0
0
0
0
1

1.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.4%

85
1
1
1
1
8
246

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

5
531
328
1
2
1

100%
92.3%
93.2%
25.0%
100%
100%

0
34
22
3
0
0

0.0%
5.9%
6.3%
75.0%
0.0%
0.0%

0
10
2
0
0
0

0.0%
1.7%
0.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

5
575
352
4
2
1

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

3
70

100%
82.4%

0
14

0.0%
16.5%

0
1

0.0%
1.2%

3
85

100%
100%

4.6.3

The remaining 5.1% of respondents lived in Harrogate, Leeds, Newcastle upon
Type, Ipswich, Reading, Cleveland, Doncaster and York. This demonstrates that
people outside of the immediately affected area have an interest in the proposals.
This is unsurprising as tourism is economically important here.

4.6.4

86.7% of these respondents from outside of the Darlington area were still in support
of the bypass. This represented both local business owners who lived outside of the
Darlington area and visitors to Bedale.

4.6

Responses by mode of travel

4.6.1

The results indicate that the most common way that respondents ‘often’ travelled is
by car, 85.1%. The second most common in the often category, at 32.9%, is to walk
in the local area and the third most common, at 11.8% is to catch the bus. The high
number of people travelling by car is explained by the area’s rural location and
infrequency/poor reliability of public transport is infrequent.

4.6.2

The least common response to the question was ‘equestrian’ with 23 respondents
(1.6%) travelling by horse back often or sometimes. Equestrians in the area felt that
the roads were too busy to ride safely in the area.

4.6.3

When asked whether they normally cycle in the local area 27.6% (370) responded
with ‘often’ and ‘sometimes’. Several of the remaining respondents commented that
it was too unsafe to cycle as demonstrated by the comment below:
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“We used to cycle up to Sandhill Lane but it is too busy now so we don’t bother.
Would probably consider cycling again if the Bypass is built.”

Transport mode

Figure 4-4 Percent for each transport mode
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4.6.4

The data in Table 4.6 demonstrates that there is support from a wide range of road
users in the local area. 100% of motorcyclists offer their support for the bypass,
presumably because there will be increased overtaking opportunities for them. Over
93% of those who walk, cycle and horse ride in the area also support the principle of
a bypass. The lowest percentage of support came from ‘commercial vehicle’ users;
however this was still high at 90.2%. This might be because several of these drivers
had hoped the bypass be extended to other surrounding locations such as Masham
and Leyburn.
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Table 4-6 Responses by mode of travel

Response

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Undecided

Percent

No

Frequency

Yes

Total number
of ‘often’ /
‘sometimes’
responses

Car
Walk
Cycle
Bus
Rail
Taxi
Motorcycle
Commercial
Vehicle
Equestrian
Other

1206
853
347
517
299
281
77

93.2%
93.2%
93.8%
95.2%
94.0%
94.9%
100%

72
53
22
25
19
14
0

5.56%
5.79%
5.95%
4.60%
5.97%
4.73%
0.00%

16
9
1
1
0
1
0

1.24%
0.98%
0.27%
0.18%
0.00%
0.34%
0.00%

1294
915
370
543
318
296
77

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

110
22
25

90.2%
95.7%
100%

10
1
0

8.20%
4.35%
0.00%

2
0
0

1.64%
0.00%
0.00%

122
23
25

100%
100%
100%
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5

Stakeholder responses

5.2

Introduction

5.1.1

This section indicates the responses received from key stakeholders. This includes
agreements at meetings, formal letters, emails, comments written in the consultation
comments book, stakeholder comments on questionnaires and telephone
conversations. This section also highlights some of the stakeholder responses from
local organisations identified in 4.1.5.

5.1.2

The A684 BALB consultation team engaged with stakeholders regularly throughout
the consultation. Some discussions with stakeholders ran past the close of
consultation to ensure statutory and key stakeholders were given adequate
opportunity to express their views.

5.1.3

A table with a more detailed summary of responses and meetings can be found in
Appendix F.

5.2

Stakeholders in support of the principle of the bypass

3.4.1

The representatives in Table 5.1 offered support in principle of the proposed bypass.
The table provides details of their response.
Table 5-1 Suggested changes, comments and concerns of Stakeholders

Stakeholder
Highways Agency (HA)

Response
•
•

•

Planning Policy and Design Officer,
Hambleton District Council

•
•

•

Police constable,
North Yorkshire Police

•

•

•

The team held a number of meeting with the HA
before, during and after the formal consultation
period.
The HA has no objections principle to the BALB
bypass proposals.
NYCC and HA have agreed the interrelationships
and shared issues between the A1 Motorway
upgrade schemes and the A684 Bedale, Aiskew
& Leeming Bar bypass. The team continue to
work with the HA.

Offers support for road safety benefits and
reduction in traffic levels.
Concerns over the visual impact on the
countryside and potential impact of
bypassing local shops and services in terms
of loss of passing trade.
Keen to work with NYCC to ensure the
proposed BALB scheme will be able to
accommodate a suitable access point for a
future gateway car park.
Asked that consideration to be given to a
‘motorway style’ observation location where the
police could park their vehicle for police
enforcement.
It has been agreed that this might be a
suggestion for the detailed design phase but for
the purpose of the planning application it would
not affect the red line boundary at this stage.
The team will continue to engage with North
Yorkshire Police about the potential for a police
observation point
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Stakeholder
Government Team (West),
Natural England (Yorkshire and
Humber)

Response
•
•
•

Secretary and Chair,
Bedale & District Chamber of Trade &
Tourism
Representative from Bedale Town
Council
Representative from the British Horse
Society

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Owner of Fairfield Farm

•

•

Exelby Services Ltd (Mr M Exelby,
AECOM and Hansom Architects)

•
•
•

•
The Ministry of Defence

•

Representative from Bedale Village
and Community Forum

•
•

No objection, in principle, to the proposed
bypass.
Expects to be involved in proposals for
mitigation to include the creation of
replacement, compensatory habitats.
Would like to see early sight of Landscape
and Ecological Mitigation Plans.
Would like to see brown signage to promote
as Georgian market town.
Keen for the development of a car park to
prevent loss of trade.
Offered support for the scheme on
completing a questionnaire
Only suggestion was to improve parking.
Team have been in discussion with BHS
since 2006.
Meeting held 22/12/2009 to discuss
equestrian routes. Agreed that the
equestrian provision would only be
necessary to the east of the A1.
Following meeting Jacobs’ project manager
continued to liaise with the BHS
representative and inform them of updates
to proposals. The principal bridleway route
was moved to the north side, this provides a
segregated NMU facility.
Owner had been concerned about the loss of
three areas of land shaded on the plan issued.
The team advised that these would only be
required temporarily during construction but will
revert back to the owners following construction.
Advised that land will be designed to be more
visually pleasing and the slope will be graded so
it can be reused as farmland. Whilst the owner
remained concerned about the loss of land for
mounding, he is now better informed regarding
the compromise that NYCC are attempting to
achieve.
Regular liaison with Exelby Services over their
proposals to relocate their fuel servicers from
Londonderry to Leeming Bar.
It was agreed at an early stage that Exelby wish
to work with NYCC and the Highways Agency to
achieve a mutually acceptable solution.
In order to address complaints received from
adjacent property owners following public
consultation the team have redesigned the
Leases Road junction by introducing a 5-way
roundabout.
AECOM have prepared schematic proposals for
a modified roundabout at BALB/Leases road
junction which has been agreed in principle.
MoD have no safeguarding concerns with the
new balancing pond design or concerns
regarding the layout of the road bridge or street
lighting.

Offered support for the scheme on
completing a questionnaire
No suggested changes
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Stakeholder

Response

Technical Director of the Shire Group
of IDBs

•

Local worker at Yorkshire Ambulance
NHS Trust

•

Two representatives from St.
Gregory’s Church
A local worker from Bedale Post Office

•
•
•
•
•

Representative from the Cyclist’s
Touring Club North Yorkshire

•
•

Unknown Local Councillor

•

Two representatives from Bedale
Tourist Information Centre

•
•

Email to the team stating “Bedale and Upper
Swale IDB has no adverse comment on the
proposal so far.”
Offered support for the scheme on
completing a questionnaire
Only comment was that they felt the scheme
should be extended to Masham.
Offered support for the scheme on
completing a questionnaire
Requested a screen of trees to reduce noise
impact on Church.
Offered support for the scheme on
completing a questionnaire
Only comment was that they felt the scheme
should be extended to Masham.
Offered their support for the scheme.
Requested the provision of a light controlled
crossing for non-motorised users at the low
street area (point 7 on scheme map).
A Local Councillor who did not provide their
details offered their support for the scheme
and there only comment was: “Proper
landscaping must be carried out. North
Yorkshire is one of the most tree denuded
parts of England - worst example is A61 to
Ripon.”
Two in favour of a bypass
One comments “The sooner the better, just
get on with it.”

5.3

Stakeholders against the principle of the bypass

5.3.1

Only two stakeholder representatives said they were against the principle of the
bypass. These were from Sustrans and the Bedale Tourist Information Centre.

5.3.2

The Sustrans representative returned a questionnaire, received 27/11/2009 which
indicated they were against the principle of a bypass. They commented.
“No bypass. Less car reliance required not more roads!”

5.3.3

Although two representatives from the Bedale Tourist Information Centre were in
support of the principle another worker was against the principle of a bypass:
“It is not going to remove the heavy traffic - it will carry onto Leyburn.
Tourism is a worry.”
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6

Conclusions

6.1

Support for a bypass

6.1.1

It is considered that there is a very substantial level of support throughout the area
for the principle of a bypass through the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and
Leeming Bar compared to objections.

6.1.2

Of the 1370 questionnaire respondents, 93.2% (1277) support the principle of a
bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Of the remaining
6.8% of respondents, 1.2% (16) was ‘undecided’, leaving 5.6% (77) who were
against the proposal.

6.1.3

The majority of comments via letters and emails mirrored those in the questionnaire
and comments books.

6.1.4

People were clear about the benefits the bypass can deliver in relation to improved
road safety, area access and a number said this relieved many current anxieties.

6.1.5

There are a considerable number of stakeholder organisations that support the
scheme (demonstrated in Section 5).

6.1.6

Only two stakeholder representatives were against the scheme. Sustrans felt that
funding to promote alternative modes to the car should be prioritised before road
building. One representative of the Bedale Tourist Centre had concerns about
impacts of the bypass on local trade though colleagues did not share this view.

6.1.7

Supporters generally felt that the bypass would be particularly successful if the
opportunity is also taken to deliver other improvements at the same time.

6.1.8

The most commonly mentioned topics in this respect were: providing appropriate
parking, addressing potential impact on businesses, the need to relieve traffic
congestion, improvements to the Bridge Street/Sussex Street junction, and reducing
the number of heavy goods vehicles going to and from Masham.

6.2

How the consultation aims were met

6.2.1

The main aim of the public consultation was to gauge the level of support from
Stakeholders (including elected members) and the public, in principle, for a bypass
of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Also to offer them the
opportunity to suggest any changes they would like to be considered as part of the
proposals. The public consultation was successful in achieving this aim and there
were high levels of interest.

6.2.2

Related aims included gaining understanding:
• about any worries and concerns that can be addressed; and
• the views of objectors and how they might be addressed.

6.2.3

It can be seen from the outputs that all of these aims were achieved. In many
cases, NYCC built on its relationships with other organisations, including the
Highways Agency and the Chamber of Trade to immediately discuss and identify
ways of addressing issues and concerns raised. Examples included the out of
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6.2.4

hours movement of heavy goods vehicles related to the A1 upgrade and facilitating
partnership working going forward to promote Bedale and its attractions.
The public exhibitions were attended by approximately 550 people, a total of 1370
questionnaires were completed during the consultation period and the public
considered the exhibitions to be helpful. The majority of these had been received
during the mail drop; however a large percentage (31.4%) had been obtained at a
public exhibition. During the consultation period, the team also received 44
comments in exhibition comments book and 18 letters, emails and telephone
queries from both stakeholders and members of the public. The total number of
responses was therefore 1432.

6.2.5

Analysis of respondents’ demographic profile shows that the greatest number of
responses was received from men, between the ages of 40 and 79, those who travel
by car in the area, who do not have a disability and live in the postal code area of
either DL7 / DL8.

6.2.6

However it is considered that the resulting outputs do not just represent the views of
those who are commonly referred to as ‘the usual suspects. There is enough
evidence (demonstrated in Section 4) to demonstrate support for the bypass
scheme from a reasonably representative profile of local people including both men
and women, the young, elderly, pedestrians, cyclists, public transport users and
people with a disability.

6.3

Recommendations

6.3.1

The results of the consultation demonstrate a high level of support for the principle
of a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. These findings
were a result of a robust, representative and well considered consultation process. It
is therefore recommended these findings are used to inform the submission to the
DfT for scheme funding.
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Appendix A

Statement of Community Involvement

Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass (BALB)
“NYCC aims to encourage more people to get involved so that decisions
may be balanced and take into account the views of the whole community.
To ensure a more open planning process, and to involve local people in helping to plan for
the future of their communities, it is acknowledged that people need to be actively involved
in the early stages of policy preparation and in taking decisions on planning applications”1

Introduction
This Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) outlines the approach that was undertaken in supporting
the communication and engagement process required for completion of detailed design, submission of the
planning application, and planned activities for the ultimate construction, for North Yorkshire County
Council’s A684 Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar bypass (BALB).
Public consultation on route options for a bypass to the north of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar was
conducted in 1995. Progression of the bypass is dependent on finance being made available by central
government and the construction of the A1 upgrading to motorway which provides the new junction for the
proposed bypass.
In March 2008, the government approved the proposals for the A1 upgrading from Dishforth to Leeming, to
motorway standard, including the new junction with the A684 at Leeming Bar. Construction of the upgrading
commenced in April 2009. Following approval of the A1 upgrading by the government, the Regional
Transport Board endorsed the County Council’s bid to include the A684 Bedale, Aiskew, and Leeming Bar
bypass (BALB) as a regional priority. The County Council is currently in discussions with the Department for
Transport (DfT) seeking support for funding of the scheme. Subject to funding being made available by the
DfT we would like to commence construction of the bypass in 2012 following the opening of the A1 upgrade
scheme.
As there has been a significant lapse of time between the initial route consultation and the present day we
consider it is appropriate ensure there is still a high level of support from the communities in principle, to the
proposal to provide a bypass and to also determine views on the proposals as they currently stand before
commencing on the statutory procedures for the scheme.
This SCI sets out the principles behind our approach, the stakeholders we involved, and the methods of
communication used to involve them.

1

North Yorkshire County Council. (2006). Minerals and Waste Development Framework Statement of Community Involvement. Adopted
July 2006.
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Principles behind our approach
Our communication and engagement approach is structured closely around elements of the ‘Duty to Involve’
legislation and current good practice. Our approach follows the principles detailed below:

Principle

Objectives
•

Follow best practice
guidance and
consultation
legislation

•

•

Listen to stakeholder
and community
concerns

•
•

Listen to and understand people’s issues and concerns
Provide responses to concerns wherever possible and appropriate (e.g.
via ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ documents, or within the wider
‘feedback’ stage)

•

Tell the story so far and bring people up to date on the historical context
of the Scheme
Inform people of the proposed route and design features
Promote the benefits of the Scheme to affected communities and other
stakeholders and reiterate the positive aspects of the Scheme
Be honest and show people the potential issues and risks identified,
including ‘the unpalatable truth’ (e.g. in terms of compulsory land
purchase)
Provide a timetable for works (e.g. especially for construction impacts)
Keep key stakeholders and the local communities updated throughout
the process and to minimise public challenge by eliminating ‘surprises’
through clear and regular communication

•
•

Educate, explain
and ensure
understanding

•

•
•

•
•

Manage expectations
•

•

Encourage
involvement and
participation

Follow government best practice guidance and comply with ‘Duty to
Involve’ legislation
Ensure DfT requirements are met in order provide a fair, transparent
and accessible communication and engagement process with a strong
audit trail of what was done, why and when, and what the outcomes
were
Adhere to IAP2 (International Association for Public Participation)
principles

•
•

Make stakeholders aware of the limits of what we can and can’t do (e.g.
in terms of economic and environmental constraints)
Make clear the extent to which stakeholders can influence the route and
design (e.g. the alignment has been altered following discussions with
landowners)
Make clear how stakeholders can participate in the process and how we
will use that information (e.g. to influence some of the softer design
features)
Encourage participation in engagement events from all stakeholders
and interested parties, including those deemed ‘hard to reach’;
Encourage public support for the Scheme and avoid adverse reactions
by enhancing supportive relationships for the benefit of all;
Provide feedback at appropriate stages to demonstrate how we have
taken or not taken views on board with explanations.
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Methods of communication
External communication
A number of communication methods and engagement techniques will be used throughout the process to
communicate with external stakeholders and communities. Materials will be available on request in
alternative formats that use clear, accessible language and will adhere to DDA and Plain English guidelines.
•
•
•

The NYCC website will be regularly updated with information, downloadable documents, web forms
and links to other useful pages;
Briefing sessions and small group meetings with local members;
Distribution of materials to both provide and collect information, including leaflets, questionnaire
postcards, parish newsletters, Frequently Asked Questions fact sheets, website text, display boards
for exhibitions.

Media involvement
The effective management of media relations is vital in ensuring clear and consistent messages are
communicated with stakeholders and communities, and to ensure they are kept updated of progress and
opportunities to participate in upcoming events.
•

•
•

Press releases will be used during the ‘Inform’ period, alongside leaflets and website text, to raise
awareness of the Scheme and the upcoming ‘Consult’ period where stakeholders and communities
will have an opportunity to discuss any issues in detail. The publications concerned are likely to be
local papers covering the area directly impacted by the Scheme, as well as the North Yorkshire
Times for a County wide coverage (given the high profile nature of the Scheme for NYCC).
Advertorials will be used 1-2 weeks prior to the public exhibitions at the start of the ‘Consult’ period
to act as a reminder of exhibition times and locations and to encourage attendance
The use of other forms of electronic media should be considered in line with DCLG guidance which
addresses the decline in newspaper readership and increase in use of online media resources (e.g.
Facebook).

Type of community involvement
Activities undertaken

Stage
What?

Phase One:

Inform

(Aug – Sept 2009)

Phase Two:

Consult

(Mid Sept – mid Dec

Why?

Communications and
Engagement Plan produced

• To determine communication roles and
responsibilities
• To set objectives for the consultation
• To document the proposed approach

‘Inform’ materials produced and
disseminated:
• Leaflet (postal drop to all affected
residents)
• Poster (advertising exhibitions)
• Advertorials in local press
(advertising exhibitions)
• Press release

• Introduction to the Scheme
• Provision of information and awareness
raising
• Management of expectations stakeholders and communities informed
about the extent to which their inputs
can affect the Scheme
• Invitations to upcoming events to
encourage attendance
• To publicise future opportunities for
participation

Media briefing session:
• Press and executive member
exhibition preview
• Presentation by project manager
• Q&A session

• Opportunity for media to ask questions
and reduce likelihood of
misrepresentation in the press
• Helps flush out any underlying issues
within the community
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Activities undertaken

Stage
2009)

Phase Three:

Feedback

(Mid Nov 2009 – Jan
2010)

What?

Why?

Public exhibitions:
th
th
• Bedale (Fri 18 , Sat 19 Oct),
Leeming Bar (Sat 26th Oct),
nd
Aiskew (Fri 2 Nov)
• Exhibition boards (detailing
Scheme plan, background,
benefits, next steps)
• Questionnaires (undertaken with
public at exhibitions, plus local
businesses in surrounding area)

• Builds on the awareness raising and
information provision of ‘Inform’ stage to
maximise number of informed
responses and discussions
• Commencement of 12 week
consultation period

Other stakeholder engagement
activities:
• One-to-one meetings with
members
• Telephone calls to Town and
Parish Councils regarding
Scheme, benefits and
consultation programme
• Provision of technical information
to statutory and other technical
stakeholder groups

• Ongoing awareness raising and
collation of responses from businesses
and wider stakeholder groups, via a
range of methods to best suit those
stakeholders

Unmanned exhibitions:
• Exhibition boards, questionnaires
and a comments box on display
rd
th
in Bedale library (3 Oct – 8 Oct
2009)

•

• Key stats / exhibition summary
document (detailing number of
exhibition attendees, completed
questionnaires, percentage
support for Scheme, percentage
of business responses)
• Updated Frequently Asked
Questions document on website
• Personal feedback to individual
responses (emails, telephone
calls)
• Press release (summarising
findings from ‘consult’ stage and
advertising next steps for
planning application)
• Final consultation report (full
report illustrating robust evidence
base)

• To demonstrate how we have taken
views on board in the final design or
explanations of why we haven’t /
couldn’t take views on board
• Outcome from ‘feedback’ stage is
robust evidence base demonstrating
stakeholder and community support for
the Scheme as required for DfT funding
approval
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Relevant communities and stakeholder groups
North Yorkshire County Council’s consultees can be split into two broad groups:
1. Specified Consultation Bodies including, for example:
• Regional government
• seven District and Borough Councils in North Yorkshire
• adjoining local planning authorities
• Parish Councils
• Regional Development Agency
2. General Consultation Bodies including, for example, the following types of groups and organisations:
• Voluntary
• Ethnic minority
• Religious
• Disability
• Environment
• Amenity
• Business and land interests
• Community
• Relevant people within the county council (including members)
• The general public
The following categories were used in the stakeholder database for the BALB Scheme:

Stakeholder
category

Stakeholder details / examples

Residents

•
•

3500 households from NYCC’s address database
23 owners / tenants / agents from NYCC’s address database

Statutory consultees

•

E.g. Environment Agency, Natural England, English Heritage

Local authorities,
partnerships &
forums

•
•

County, District, Town and Parish Councils
Partnerships / Forums: e.g. Hambleton Strategic Partnership,
Bedale & Villages Community Plan Forum

Businesses,
stakeholders &
community groups

This stakeholder category was reviewed and updated throughout the
consultation process.
• Education: e.g. secondary and primary schools, colleges
• Recreation: e.g. Bedale Leisure Centre, British Horse Society, golf
clubs
• Business: e.g. Chamber of Trade, local businesses, restaurants
• Services: e.g. emergency services, libraries, tourist information,
medical practices
• Environmental: e.g. Forestry Commission, local groups
• Hard-to-reach: e.g. churches, local societies, Help the Aged,
mother & toddler / under 5’s groups

Existing local networks were utilised where appropriate, for example, the NYSP (North Yorkshire Strategic
Partnerships) thematic groups and partnerships. Directorates acted as ‘gatekeepers of information’ in
recognition of the potential sensitivities around groups’ timescales and preferred formats for information.
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Summary of the type of planning application
A detailed planning submission will be made to North Yorkshire County Council under the provisions of the
Town and Country Planning Act. As is required, the application will be accompanied by a full Environmental
Impact Assessment, planning supporting statement and design and access statement. The Environmental
Assessment will address a range of issues that fall to be considered as part of the overall decision making
process and will propose appropriate and robust mitigation measures to ensure that the impacts are
satisfactorily ameliorated.

Reporting back on representations received and how we will take views
on board
We will produce a consultation report that will be available as a summary document for public viewing that
identifies:
•
•
•

What people told us
Who told us (is it representative?)
What they liked and disliked about the scheme

Views will be passed onto the technical team for consideration and appraisal in design, landscaping and
other softer issues and measures.
We will then feedback to the public via a variety of communication channels i.e. media, posters, stakeholder
and community network groups (NYSP)- how their views were taken on board and also why we could not
where appropriate.

Resource implications
Following the IAP2 principles, means that there will be a requirement for NYCC and Jacobs resources to
attend exhibitions, analyse data and report on that data. Undertaking the EDD (Educate, Deliberate and
Decide) consultation can be resource intensive, but we believe that the benefits outweigh any time or cost
implications, given the size and importance of the Scheme.
In order to adhere to best practice and guidance NYCC have used Jacobs PEC (Participation Engagement
and Communication) Team to advise on the community communications strategy and implementation of this
work.
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Appendix B

Communications & Engagement Strategy

A684 Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar (BALB) Bypass
Communications & Engagement Strategy
1.

Introduction

This Communication and Engagement Strategy outlines the approach to be taken in supporting the
communication and engagement process required for completion of detailed design, submission of the
Planning Application, and ultimately construction, for North Yorkshire County Council’s Bedale, Aiskew and
Leeming Bar (BALB) Bypass. This document includes the following sections:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Background to the Scheme;
Communication Aims and Objectives;
Key Messages and Benefits;
Potential Issues and Risks;
Our three phased Communications and Engagement Approach (Inform / Engage, Consult / Involve, and
Feedback);
Internal and External Communication;
Media Involvement;
Appendix 1 contains a Communications and Engagement Timetable and Action Plan detailing key
events and proposed actions;

This Communication and Engagement Strategy (including its appendices) is a live document that will be
regularly reviewed and amended / updated as required.

2.

Background

Public consultation on route options for a Bypass to the north of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar was
conducted in 1995. Progression of the bypass is dependent on finance being made available by central
government and the construction of the A1 upgrading to motorway which provides the new junction for the
proposed bypass.
In March 2008, the government approved the proposals for the A1 upgrading from Dishforth to Leeming, to
motorway standard, including the new junction with the A684 at Leeming Bar. Construction of the upgrading
commenced in April 2009. Following approval of the A1 upgrading by the government, the Regional
Transport Board endorsed the County Council’s bid to include the A684 Bedale, Aiskew, Leeming Bar
Bypass (BALB) as a regional priority. The County Council is currently in discussions with the Department for
Transport seeking support for funding of the scheme.
Subject to funding being made available by the Department for Transport we would like to commence
construction of the bypass in 2012 following the opening of the A1 upgrade scheme.
As there has been a significant lapse of time between the initial route consultation and the present day we
consider it is appropriate ensure there is still a high level of support from the communities in principle, to the
proposal to provide a bypass and to also determine views on the proposals as they currently stand before
commencing on the statutory procedures for the scheme.
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3.

Communication Aims and Objectives

Our Communication and Engagement approach as set out in this Strategy will:

Follow best practice
guidance and
consultation legislation

• Follow Government best practice guidance and comply with ‘Duty to
Involve’ legislation;
• Ensure DfT requirements are met in order provide a fair, transparent
and accessible communication and engagement process with a
strong audit trail of what was done, why and when, and what the
outcomes were;
• Adhere to IAP2 (International Association for Public Participation)
principles;

Listen to stakeholder
and community
concerns

• Listen to and understand people’s issues and concerns;
• Provide responses to concerns wherever possible and appropriate
(e.g. via ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ documents, or within the wider
‘Feedback’ stage);

Educate, explain and
ensure understanding

• Tell the story of the project so far and bring people up to date on the
historical context of the Scheme;
• Inform people of the proposed route and design features
• Promote the benefits of the Scheme to affected communities and
other stakeholders and reiterate the positive aspects of the Scheme;
• Be honest and show people the potential issues and risks identified,
including ‘the unpalatable truth’ (e.g. in terms of compulsory land
purchase);
• Provide a timetable for works (e.g. especially for construction
impacts);
• Keep key stakeholders and the local communities updated throughout
the process and to minimise public challenge by eliminating
‘surprises’ through clear and regular communication;

Manage expectations

• Make stakeholders aware of the limits of what we can and can’t do
(e.g. in terms of economic and environmental constraints);
• Make clear the extent to which stakeholders can influence the route
and design (e.g. the alignment has been altered following discussions
with landowners);
• Make clear how stakeholders can participate in the process and how
we will use that information (e.g. to influence some of the softer
design features);

Encourage involvement
and participation

• Encourage participation in engagement events from all stakeholders
and interested parties, including those deemed ‘hard to reach’;
• Encourage public support for the Scheme and avoid adverse
reactions by enhancing supportive relationships for the benefit of all;
• Provide feedback at appropriate stages to demonstrate how we have
taken or not taken views on board with explanations.
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4.

Key Messages and Benefits

The Scheme would provide the following benefits:
•
•
•
•

5.

Reduce traffic congestion in the communities bypassed by the proposed scheme. The average daily
traffic flows on the A684 through the communities is approximately 14,000 vehicles per day. A bypass
would remove approximately half of this traffic;
Reduce environmental and road safety problems on the approaches to and through the communities of
Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar;
Improve access to the A1(M) from and between communities to the east and west of the A1;
Improve access to Leeming Bar Industrial Estate.

Potential Issues and Risks

A number of issues have been identified as potential problems or risks that our Communications and
Engagement approach needs to cater for:
•

•

•
•
•

•

There was a high level of political and public support when route option consultation was undertaken for
the original Scheme in 1995, however the same high level of support cannot simply be assumed for the
development of the current Scheme – the communication and engagement activities must demonstrate
and provide robust evidence of current support;
Political representatives may be targeted by objectors seeking to cause further concern. Elected
members will need to be able to anticipate constituents’ questions; therefore it is essential to ensure that
all elected members, especially local MPs, are properly informed in a timely way. County Councillors
play a very important role in proactively supporting the bypass therefore it is crucial they feel full
informed and involved throughout the scheme development;
The Communication and engagement process could come under public criticism due to the tight
timescale in which the Scheme and consultation is being implemented. The Strategy needs to ensure
that the North Yorkshire County Council 12 week consultation period is adhered to;
Stakeholders will be asked what their preferred communication method is and whether they have any
specialist requirements. The Strategy will take this into account when gathering opinions and inviting
stakeholders and communities to engagement events;
Potential criticisms and media risks should be predicted (as far as possible) and addressed in media,
online and literature communications, by preparing agreed verbal responses and advance planning of
how to deal with crisis / negative situations. The Strategy will ensure that we convey a professional
public image by ensuring that all members of the team are aligned in the messages being communicated
and that we don’t contradict ourselves;
In order to ensure that all responses are captured and logged correctly, a central representative of the
Jacobs communications team will be responsible for maintaining the stakeholder database and
communications log.
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6.

Our Communications & Engagement Approach

Our communication and engagement approach is structured closely around elements of the ‘Duty to Involve’
legislation and current good practice:

Phase One:

Inform2

(August 2009 –
September 2009)

Phase Two:

Consult

(Mid September 2009 –
Mid December 2009)
Phase Three:

Feedback

(Mid September 2009 –
Mid December 2009)

7.

• Communications and Engagement Strategy is defined, and objectives
for the consultation are set.
• Introduction to the Scheme, provision of information and awareness
raising.
• Stakeholders and communities are informed about the extent to which
their inputs can affect the Scheme; expectations are managed.
• The programme of consultation and future opportunities for
participation is publicised, and stakeholders and communities are
invited to engagement events.
• Builds on the awareness raising and information provision of ‘Inform /
Engage’ phase to maximise number of informed responses from and
discussions with stakeholders and communities.
• Engage, involve and encourage active participation by stakeholders,
local communities and the wider public.
• To demonstrate how we have taken views on board in the final design
or explanations of why we haven’t / couldn’t take views on board.
• Outcome from the ‘Feedback’ phase is a robust evidence base
demonstrating the stakeholder and community support for the Scheme
as required for DfT funding approval.

Internal Communication

Internal communication is as important as external communication, and this Strategy ensures there is clarity
and understanding of what is happening where and why amongst internal stakeholders. This will help avoid
confusion, delay, misunderstandings and duplication of effort. The following elements have been discussed
and built into the Timeline and Action Plan (see Appendix 1 of this document):
•
•
•
•

Internal reporting structures, roles and responsibilities (e.g. interim reports based on questionnaire
data analysis to be submitted by Jacobs to NYCC);
Media and other spokespersons (e.g. NYCC Communications team to manage press releases and
advertorials);
Document and text reviewing (all text for consultation materials, exhibition boards, correspondence,
website text and media should be reviewed by Jacobs Communications team before it is sent to
NYCC for approval, print and distribution);
Reports on progress to the BALB Project Board

2

Please note that this is not the Inform descriptor of DCLG Duty to Involve but describes a stage that is bringing people
up to a knowledge base where they can make a decision in the consult phase
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The following organogram illustrates the internal communications roles for Jacobs and NYCC team
members.

North Yorkshire
County Council
Elwyn Williams
Project Manager

Rebecca Gibson
Project Communications and
Engagement Co-ordinator

Helen Knisis
Communications team
Simon Jones
Michelle Johnson
Website team

Jacobs
Andrew Finch
Project Manager

Nicky Leggatt
Communications and
Engagement Lead

Jennie Leggatt
Communications and
Engagement Co-ordinator

Mel Tadhunter
James Page
Communications and
Engagement Support

North Yorkshire County Council
Print team

8.

External Communication

A number of communication methods and engagement techniques will be used throughout the process to
communicate with external stakeholders and communities. Materials will be available on request in
alternative formats that use clear, accessible language and will adhere to DDA and Plain English guidelines.
•
•
•

9.

The NYCC Website will be regularly updated with information, downloadable documents, web forms
and links to other useful pages;
Briefing sessions and small group meetings with local members;
Distribution of materials to both provide and collect information, including Leaflets, Questionnaire
postcards, Parish newsletters, Frequently Asked Questions fact sheets, website text, display boards
for exhibitions.

Media Involvement

The effective management of media relations is vital in ensuring clear and consistent messages are
communicated with stakeholders and communities, and to ensure they are kept updated of progress and
opportunities to participate in upcoming events.
• Press releases will be used during the ‘Inform’ period, alongside leaflets and website text, to raise
awareness of the Scheme and the upcoming ‘Consult’ period where stakeholders and communities
will have an opportunity to discuss any issues in detail. The publications concerned are likely to be
local papers covering the area directly impacted by the Scheme, as well as the North Yorkshire
Times for a County wide coverage (given the high profile nature of the Scheme for NYCC).
• Advertorials will be used 1-2 weeks prior to the public exhibitions at the start of the ‘Consult’ period
to act as a reminder of exhibition times and locations and to encourage attendance
• The use of other forms of Electronic Media should be considered in line with DCLG guidance which
addresses the decline in newspaper readership and increase in use of online media resources (e.g.
Facebook).
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Appendix 1:

Communication and Engagement Timetable and Action Plan
September 2009 – January 2010
w/c date

Activity
Completed deliverables
(as of 09/09/09)

07/09/09

th

Next steps meeting (9
Sept 09) to discuss
communications moving
forward and exhibition
boards
Produce a working Action
Plan (to track immediate
upcoming actions) and
circulate to team

Exhibition Boards

Details

•
•
•
•

Leaflet
Poster
Advertorial
Press Release

•
•
•

Debrief on progress so far
Exhibitions (boards and resourcing)
Questionnaires

•

To be updated and reissued weekly
during busy periods of activity

Actions

Issue latest Comms and
Engagement Strategy (with
full Action Plan) - MT
MT to circulate

Ensure strap line / title
consistent across all boards

•
•

Draft, finalise and approve text
Design boards with approved text and
images

Welcome Board [A1 portrait]

Board 1: Background to the scheme [A1
portrait]

Board 2a: Benefits
(including economic)
[A1 portrait]

Board 2b: Mitigation of impacts
(environmental, visual landscape,
archaeological) [A1 portrait]

Photos to be supplied to be
used as additional supporting
information (in a folder at the
exhibition)
See blue sections below for
individual board detail and
specific actions
Alter wording as discussed
and reverse colours at bottom
of page 10/09/09
MT Sent Draft Design to
RG/MH 11/09/09. Board
approved by RG 11/09/09.
Text to be supplied by AF and
EW 10/09/09.
CW to re-word text to include
information on route /
alternative options. JL to
review and send onto RG.
Once comments received SB
to amend Draft Design and
JL/MT to send onto NYCC
14/09/09
Text to be supplied by RJ
supported by AF 10/09/09
RG requested changes, CW
to amend and send through.
RG approved 11/09/09.
Updated Draft Design, JL
sent to RG/MH 14/09/09
Text to be supplied by SB
10/09/09 – including
environmental survey info,
impacts on animals
Sent text to client 11/09/09.
Changes requested by RG
11/09/09. Changes made and
text approved by RG
11/09/09. Draft Design sent to
RG/MH 14/09/09
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w/c date

Activity

Details

Actions
Additional supporting
information in form of A0
plans to be supplied by SB for
landscape impacts (by
14/09/09)

Board 3: Scheme Plan [A0 landscape]

Amend as discussed
- highlight bypass in orange
- Both bridges in corner
inserts with tree lines
- Add scale
- remove key, retain
numbering
- remove design styling
(approved by HK)
SB made changes detailed
above. Draft Design to sent to
client 14/09/09
Text and graphics to be
supplied by RJ supported by
SB 10/09/09

Board 4: How will the traffic change? [A1
portrait]

3 boxes with leaders
illustrating:
- current traffic flow
- traffic on opening A1
- traffic on opening BALB
bypass
Sent Draft Design to client
11/09/09. SB to highlight the
Bypass in orange 14/09/09.
Re-sent Draft Design
14/09/09.
Broad dates in terms of
seasons for before, now,
future in different colours by
SB 10/09/09

Media briefing /
exhibition preview
(short presentation by EW
and Q&A session an hour
before exhibitions open to
public, to talk through
scheme background,
benefits and consultation
programme)

Board 5: Where are we now? [A1 portrait]

Draft Design sent to RG/MH
11/09/09. Changes requested
by RG. Changes made and
revised Draft Design sent
11/09/09. Board approved by
RG 11/09/09
Text for concluding board to
be supplied by JL and EW
10/09/09

Board 6: What happens next? [A1 portrait]

Text sent to RG/MH 11/09/09.
Changes requested by RG
and EW. 11/09/09. SB
amended 14/09/09. Draft
Design sent 14/09/09.
Andrew Darling and Elaine
Williams to issue invitations to
Press (by 11/09/09, 1 week
notice)

•
•

Allows media to ask questions and
prevent misinformation in the press (but
doesn’t guarantee publicity)
Useful tool for flushing out anything
simmering in the local community

EW to invite Executive
Member (by 11/09/09, 1 week
notice)
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w/c date
14/09/09

Activity
Exhibition Boards cont.

Details
•

Finalise design of boards

•

Stakeholders can complete 2
questionnaires if required (one
organisational, one personal point of
view)
Qualitative information rather than yes/no
answers can give more scope for
valuable comments and better evidence
for the DfT
To be undertaken door-to-door with local
businesses whilst exhibitions are being
held – can record detailed business /
organisational comments (e.g. including
detail about scheme in relation to links to
Hambleton District car parking work)

•
Questionnaire
•

•
Stakeholder engagement
activities (e.g.
Stakeholder Meeting)

21/09/09

•
•

One to one meetings with Members have
been undertaken (EW)
Messages left with Town and Parish
Councils regarding the scheme and
consultation programme (EW)
More detailed technical information has
been provided to statutory and other
more technical stakeholders (RG)

Public Exhibitions
Bedale Fri 18/09/09
Bedale Sat 19/09/09

Staffing arrangements:
• NYCC: EW and MH attending both shifts
• Jacobs: JL, JP and AF attending both
shifts

Stakeholder database

• Update stakeholder database with
business that have already completed
questionnaires.

Welcome Board [A1 portrait]

Exhibition Boards

Board 3: Scheme Plan [A0 landscape]

Board 4: How will the traffic change? [A1
portrait]

Public Exhibitions
Leeming Bar Sat 26/09/09

Staffing arrangements:
• NYCC: EW and MH attending
• Jacobs: JL, JP and AF attending

Actions

Send final boards to EW for
presentation to Directors
(14/09/09 or 15/09/09)
Amend draft questionnaire
text
• Add ‘Equestrian’ option to
Q3
• Ask ‘Usual’ and ‘Leisure’
forms of transport (2
columns of tick box options)
for Q3
• Include ‘Disability’ in
Equality Monitoring section
• Add space for comments
• Change address to freepost
address
Design Questionnaire using
approved text (by 16/09/09)
Ensure print room have
enough Freepost envelopes
Post Questionnaires with
FAQ (with brief reminder of
scheme incorporated) and
black and white copy of route
plan
Stakeholder Meetings not to
be held at this stage – we can
shift the emphasis on the
questionnaire to ensure
business / organisational
views are captured.
Staff attending exhibitions to
undertake door-to-door
questionnaires with local
businesses, and distribute
leaflets on-street in locality
JP to update.
Add a sash with exhibition
here today. This will be
attached the railings at

Aiskew & Leeming Primary
School. A1 size poster to
be attached to the two
unused exhibition boards

19.09.09 EW requested
changes to plan – dual
carriageway added and
footway / cycle path shaded
yellow to east of bypass
23.09.09 Update board with
traffic flow figures from R
Jones.

No new traffic figures so
update not required.
Staff attending exhibitions to
undertake door-to-door
questionnaires with local

43

w/c date

Activity

Details

Actions

businesses, and distribute
leaflets on-street in locality.
JP to create some car parking
and exhibition here today
signs with arrows.

Unmanned Exhibition of
plans in Bedale Library

•

Display plans with name and phone
number that public can contact for
further information

JL to arrange that plans to be
displayed at static exhibition
rd
th
(3 October – Thursday 8
October).
JP to create a comments box
and print questionnaires.
JP to input questionnaires
from Bedale Mark Place
Exhibitions and comments
received via email.

Data Input

Ongoing input of questionnaire responses
and emails.

Public Exhibitions
Aiskew Fri 02/10/09

Staffing arrangements:
• NYCC: EW and MH attending both shifts
• Jacobs: JL, JP and Debbie attending
both shifts

Unmanned Exhibition of
plans in Bedale Library
Press release for
unmanned exhibition

28/09/09

05/10/09

•

Display plans with name and phone
number that public can contact for
further information

•

JL to liaise with Andrew Darling at North
Yorkshire

Set-up of Unmanned
exhibition
Bedale Hall Sat 03/10/09

Jacobs: JL and JP to set-up unmanned
exhibition

Data Input

Ongoing input of questionnaire responses
and emails.

Unmanned exhibition
Bedale Hall Sat 03/10/09 –
Thursday

• To be stocked by Library staff.
• To be dismantled by David Loughlin and
delivered to Jacobs, North Yorkshire.

JL / JP to provide project
team with a summary of no.
of attendees, no. of those
who are in favour of bypass,
no. of business attended, no.
of business who completed a
questionnaire / one-to-one
interview.
Staff attending exhibitions to
undertake door-to-door
questionnaires with local
businesses, and distribute
leaflets on-street in locality
JL to finalise plans for
unmanned exhibition.
JL to write press release.
JL and JP to take all
materials and to leave
additional
questionnaires/envelopes
with Bedale Library to restock
exhibition.
JP to input questionnaires
from Leeming Bar Exhibition
and comments received via
email.
JL / JP to provide project
team with a summary of no.
of attendees, no. of those
who are in favour of bypass,
no. of business attended, no.
of business who completed a
questionnaire / one-to-one
interview.
JL to ring to check up on
exhibition and to arrange
collection details.
JL to ensure that DL collects
materials.
PB to send completed
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w/c date

Activity
Data Input

12/10/09

19/10/09
and
26/10/09

02/11/09
until
29/01/10

Details
Ongoing input of questionnaire responses
and emails.

Summary of comments
relating to the A1
Upgrade
Summary of Business
comments

To be produced for EW’s A1 meeting on
06/10/09

Data Input

Ongoing input of questionnaire responses
and emails.

Key stats document
Exhibitions and door-todoor surveys

To summarise the following information for
each date:
No. of attendees
No. and percentage of completed
questionnaires
No. and percentage of respondents
who said ‘yes’, ‘no’ or ‘undecided’
when asked whether they support
the proposed bypass.
No. and percentage of business
respondents
No. and percentage of business
respondents who said ‘yes’, ‘no’ or
‘undecided.
Revise original PDF questionnaire for
submission onto website.
To contain most common and difficult
questions received to date.
Revise original PDF questionnaire for
website.
Produce word version of Questionnaire for
website.
To contain most common and difficult
questions received to date.
Ongoing input of questionnaire responses
and emails.

Questionnaire for
website
Frequently Asked
Questions
Questionnaire for
website
Word Questionnaire for
website
Frequently Asked
Questions
Data Input

To be produced for EW’s meeting

Individual Feedback

List of respondents who need feedback/

Data input and analysis

Ongoing data input and analysis.

Production of Interim
Report

To include summary of responses received
up until 20/11/09 (4 weeks before
consultation period ends)
To include summary of responses received
up until the end of the consultation period
(18/12/09)
Ongoing preparation for final consultation
report.

Produce a final summary
of responses document /
fact sheet
Prepare Draft
Consultation Report
(including robust
evidence base)
Summary of

NYCC to write (summary of consultation

Actions

questionnaires and
comments to JP.
JP to input questionnaires
from Aiskew Exhibition and
comments received via email.
JL / JP to provide project
team with a summary of no.
of attendees, no. of those
who are in favour of bypass,
no. of business attended, no.
of business who completed a
questionnaire / one-to-one
interview.
JL / JP to summarise
comments received to date
that relate to the A1 Upgrade.
JL / JP to summarise
business comments received
to date.
JP to input questionnaires
and comments received via
email.
JP to undertake initial
analysis to develop key stats
document.

JL / JP to revise
questionnaire.
JL / JP to draft an initial list
for NYCC to review.
JL / JP to revise
questionnaire.
JL / JP to produce word
version of questionnaire
AF to draft answers to FAQs
for NYCC to review.
JP to input questionnaires
and comments received via
email.
JP to produce and JL to
review.
JP to input questionnaires
and comments received via
email.
JL / JP to produce.
JL / JP to produce.
JL / JP to prepare and issue
draft template document.
JL to provide NYCC with
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w/c date

Activity

Consultation press
release

Details

findings and next steps for Planning
Application

Actions

Draft text.
NYCC to write press release.

Lessons learnt:
• Ensure following correct NYCC corporate design guidelines, templates and styles (website version)
• Require upfront action planning with regular updates to track where we are (weekly updates and
reissues during busy periods of consultation delivery)
• Reduce cc lists on emails
NYCC: RG (primary coordinator) and MH (technical inputs) as immediate contacts, they then copy to EW
and HK (and wider team) as required
Jacobs: JL and MT as immediate contacts – to coordinate SB and document versions.
•
•

Make people aware if we know team members are going to be on holiday or unavailable on particular
days.
Text to be approved in word document format prior to designs being worked up.
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Appendix C

Local media coverage

Advertorial in the North Yorkshire Times, Northern Echo, Darlington & Stockton
Times, and the Advertiser.

47

Letter sent into the Darlington & Stockton Times, Friday, September 25, 2009

#

48

Article in the Darlington & Stockton Times, Friday, October 2, 2009
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Appendix D

Exhibition materials

Consultation leaflet – front cover

50

Consultation leaflet – inside flap

51

Consultation leaflet – back cover

52

53

Exhibition Poster

54

Exhibition board 1a - Welcome to the exhibition

55

Exhibition board 1b - Background to the scheme

56

Exhibition board 2a – Benefits

57

Exhibition board 2b - Managing the impacts on the environment

58

Exhibition board 3 - Scheme Plan (Scale drawing) – West of A1

59

Exhibition board 3 - Scheme Plan (Scale drawing) – East of A1

60

Exhibition board 4 - How will traffic change

61

Exhibition board 5 - Where stage are we at now?

62

Exhibition board 6 - Thank you for attending the A684 BALB bypass public exhibition.
What happens next?

63

Questionnaire – page 1

64

Questionnaire – page 2

65

Questionnaire – page 3

66

Questionnaire – page 4
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Updated Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)
November 2009

Bedale Aiskew Leeming Bar (BALB) bypass
Frequently Asked Questions

Will a car/coach park at the Bedale end of the bypass be included in the scheme?
Hambleton District Council have allocated a site to the north west of Bedale for a car and
coach park and associated facilities in its local development framework. The proposal is
located adjacent to the new roundabout identified at the western end of the County Council’s
BALB scheme and is expected to provide approximately 200 parking spaces and up to 10
coach parking spaces. The County Council and Hambleton District Council are working
together to ensure that the proposed BALB scheme will be able to accommodate a suitable
access point for a future gateway car and coach park should funding become available. At the
present time there are no funds available to provide a car park or the access to it.
The bypass will not remove heavy commercial vehicles (HCVs) travelling through
Bedale to and from the Masham direction. What will be done to address congestion at
the Bridge Street / Sussex Street junction?
HCVs travelling through Bedale to and from the road to Masham will still continue to use the
Bridge Street / Sussex Street junction. However there will be a significant reduction in overall
traffic using the junction with the bypass in place. This will reduce the conflicts at the junction
and reduce congestion and delays.
Will visual screening be included in the bypass proposals?
An environmental impact assessment is being carried out. Detailed proposals regarding
visual, noise and other environmental mitigation measures will be included where considered
appropriate. These details will be identified and included in the planning application for the
scheme.
Once the bypass is built will new developments be granted permission on land next to
the road?
The allocation of land for development will be controlled through the Hambleton District
Council local development framework (LDF). Consultation on the draft LDF is currently being
carried out and is available to view online at: www.hambleton.gov.uk/ldf
How will the bypass be funded?
The majority of funding for the bypass will come from the Department for Transport (DfT) with
a contribution from North Yorkshire County Council. Discussions with the DfT are in progress
and the scheme is well placed to compete with other demands for road funding. However, the
DfT have not yet committed funding for the scheme.
BALB bypass project team, North Yorkshire County Council, County Hall, Northallerton,
North Yorkshire, DL7 8AD
Email:

BALB@northyorks.gov.uk, Tel: 0845 8727374, Fax: 01609 77983
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Appendix E

Statistical analysis and discussion

Introduction
A total of 1370 questionnaire responses were received and are included in the analysis sections
following.
The questionnaire sought the core of its information via closed questions, giving respondents a
choice of a number of defined responses.
For the purposes of statistical analysis the qualitative responses provided for Question 2 have
been categorised into themes to allow for an indication of how frequently comments were made.
All of the responses have been entered into an excel spreadsheet database and coded in order to
allow analysis to be undertaken.
Original copies of the completed questionnaires from members of the public are held by NYCC.
Question 1: Level of Bypass Support
“In principle, do you support a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming
Bar? (please tick)”
This was a closed question and asked respondents to tick “Yes” or “No”. Several wrote comments
which indicated they were undecided.
A summary of responses is displayed in Figure 4.1
Support for the principle of a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar

Response

Frequency

Yes

1277

No

77

Undecided

16

Total

1370

Percent
93.2%
5.6%
1.2%
100%
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Percent in support, against and undecided

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%

Percent

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%

93.2%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

5.6%
Yes

No

1.2%
Undecided

Response

The results indicate that 93.2% of respondents support the principle of a bypass of the
communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Of the remaining 6.8% of respondents, 1.2%
were ‘undecided’, leaving 5.6% who were against the proposal.
Question 2: Suggested changes, comments and concerns
“Are there any changes that you would like to be considered as part of the proposals and
what are your reasons for suggesting them?”
The table below shows the most frequent themes mentioned when asked for suggested changes
and reasons behind these, ranked in order of percentage. When respondents were asked this
question several also provided more general comments and concerns relating to road use in the
local area. The themes listed therefore include both suggested changes to the proposals and
frequently occurring comments / concerns.
Suggested changes, comments and concerns

Response
Supportive comments, including several 'get
on with it'
Concerns and suggested changes to the
Bridge Street/Sussex Street junction in Bedale
Comment relating to the loss of trade in
Bedale
Suggestion to include a gateway car / coach
park
Concern over Masham traffic and/or

Frequency

Percent

109

8.0%

106

7.7%

99

7.2%

87
85

6.4%
6.2%
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Response
suggestion to continue the bypass to Masham
Think it will improve safety and traffic
conditions
Environmental considerations - flooding,
landscape, noise, ecology, archaeological
Concerns over the existing level of Heavy
Commercial Vehicles travelling through Bedale,
Aiskew and Leeming Bar
Comments relating to walking, cycling or horse
riding in the local area
Suggestions to increase traffic calming measures,
change local streets to a one way system
Delays in the programme or concern over funding
Made reference to the A1 upgrade
Weight restrictions along the existing A684 and /or
in Bedale centre
Specific suggested changes to the bypass
Concerns that it will not improve the existing
congestion in Bedale
Comments relating to the roundabouts in the
proposals
Suggestions to continue the bypass to Crakehall,
Patrick Brompton and Leyburn
Calls for clear signage to promote visitors to
Bedale
Other comments
No suggested changes / comments

Frequency

Percent

61

4.5%

55

4.0%

52

3.8%

36

2.6%

31
31
28

2.3%
2.3%
2.0%

20
18

1.5%
1.3%

14

1.0%

14

1.0%

13

0.9%

11
50
742

0.8%
3.6%
54.2%

The table above indicates that the top five suggested changes, comments and concerns are:
1. Supportive comments – although not specifically asked for comments offering support 8.0% of
individuals wanted to ensure their support was heard.
• “Get it done!”
• “I whole heartedly support this as travel to and from my home is severely hampered on
Friday'
s in particular due to tourist-traffic combined with regular traffic.”
• “It would be fantastic”
• “The proposals meet my expectations - well done!”
• “This is long overdue. From what I have seen so far all seems acceptable.”
• “All looks very good - the sooner the better. Totally in favour of. It has been needed for
years.”
2. 7.7% of respondents either suggested a change to the Bridge Street / Sussex Street junction in
Bedale or made a comment which expressed their concern over congestion around the junction.
Common suggested changes included a change in the road layout, knocking down the White Bear
Public House on the corner of Bridge Street or installing traffic lights.
• “The cross roads at White bear corner - coming out of Sussex street is a nightmare if
trying to turn right. Car parking either side of road causes blind spots as well as the
general confusion of who has right of way.”
• “Knock down the White Bear pub and the derelict building behind to widen the junction.
Put traffic lights and the High Street junction problem would be considerably reduced.
This must be done without further delay.”
• “Would like to see traffic signals at the White Bear junction.””
• “Bridge Street corner is a nightmare.”
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•
•
3.

"Support bypass as long as it helps to relieve congestion at the junction. Something to
bring whole family to the area."
“Priority is the junction at the top of Bridge Street.”

7.2% of respondents made a comment relating to the perceived loss of trade in Bedale following
the construction of a bypass.
• “Concerned about losing any passing trade.” (local business)
• “My worry is that local shops may suffer loss of trade! Don't know how this could be
rectified. We chose to live in Bedale because of good shopping facilities of a small town,
so I don't want them to close through lack of trade.”
• “Only concern is the impact on businesses.” (local business)
• “If it goes ahead please put in measures to help trade.”
• “I would prefer the traffic routes through the centre. I'd say that approximately 40% of our
trade is passing trade.” (local business)
• “It will seriously affect businesses in Bedale. Visitors will bypass Bedale altogether.”

4. Several of those who were concerned about the impact on businesses suggested the inclusion of
a gateway car park / coach park in the scheme. One individual also provided a drawing as to how
he felt the car park should be set out. Overall, 6.4% of respondents made reference the existing
parking facilities within Bedale.
• “After running my family business for 60 years in Bedale my main concern if a bypass
were to go ahead is the need for a large vehicle park beyond the church where the
bypass would integrate with the A684… A much needed coach park as Bedale is a
gateway to the Yorkshire Dales and a short stay park for visitors who stop off for toilets
and a stroll around our attractive town. If the park does not go ahead I would class the
bypass as a non starter. “
• “Car park needed at the roundabout north of St Gregory's church, Bedale - so that people
are encouraged to stop off and visit the town to support the local businesses.”
• “Needs a car park at the northern end of the town. To encourage people to stop more
comfortably in the town and come off bypass.”
• “A Car park, I doesn't want town to loose tourism/trade.”
• “Only if there is a car park at the Golf Club end of the Bypass.”
• “Inclusion of a car park at the Bedale end - to encourage people to stop, park, walk into
Bedale and spend money in the shops, cafes and restaurants.”
5.

6.2% of respondents expressed concern that the bypass would not improve the current traffic flow
to Masham, several of these suggested that the bypass continue as far as Masham.
• “To carry the bypass on until it joins up to the Masham Road somewhere near the snape
and Bedale junction along from Mile House. As at Harrogate and Ripon bypasses its only
half way around as usual.“
• “Only one suggestion to add to what seems to be a well presented and comprehensive
scheme - that is the Masham traffic problem, this area is not clear and I don’t have any
suggestions in solving that.”
• “Route around Bedale to Masham needed - heavy congestion/heavy traffic in Bedale”
• “I think the bypass should be extended through to the Masham Road. Lorries should be
excluded from coming through the town.”
• “Extend the bypass to remove HGVs travelling through Bedale to/from the Masham
junction - without this, the proposals/plans will only solve half a problem.”
• “A link from the Masham Road would have been desirable to avoid heavy vehicles using
Bedale town centre.”

6.

4.5% of respondents commented that they think it will improve safety and traffic conditions in the
area. In particular mothers and the elderly commented that they would feel much more comfortable
if a bypass were to be constructed.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

“Any bypass most welcome to relieve traffic off the road (so busy and dangerous)”
“It will help Bedale get back to what it was like in the sixties, everybody will be more
comfortable. I have lived in Bedale all my life and have been in a wheelchair for over 20
years. Bedale is far too busy, I do not go into town on Saturdays for this reason.”
“I whole heartedly support this as travel to and from my home is severly hampered on
Friday's in particular due to tourist-traffic combined with regular traffic. Even a slight
disruption in flow of traffic means I can't leave my home due to blocked streets.”
“We would like to see all the heavy vehicles out of Bedale as it is dangerous crossing the
road.”
“No changes. Please crack on! It will make the area a better place and safer for children
walking to school.”
“Bring the work as far forward as possible. To improve the quality of our environment and
safety of travelling around Aiskew/Bedale.”

Question 3: Type of respondent
“Are you answering this questionnaire as… (please tick all that apply)”
Respondents were given the following choices:
a) A resident
b) A local worker
c) A local business
d) Someone who regularly travels through the area
e) The representative of a local organisation
The table below shows the type of respondent’s who completed the questionnaire, rank in order of
percentage.
Type of respondent

Response
A resident
Someone who regularly travels through the
area
A local worker
A local business
The representative of a local organisation

Frequency

Percent

1194

87.2%

388
237
213
45

28.3%
17.3%
15.5%
3.3%

The results indicate that the majority of those who completed the questionnaire were residents
(87.2%). However, several of these ticked more than one box. Some respondents fell into all five
categorises. A significant proportion, at 28.3%, regularly travels through the area.
Both, local worker and business representation at 17.3% and 15.5% respectively are considered to
be relatively high. When combined this indicates that 32.8% of respondents either own a business
of work in the local area. 29.6% (63) of businesses provided their business name.
The results indicate that 83.6% of business respondents support the principle of a bypass of the
communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar. Of the remaining 16.5% of respondents, 3.8%
were ‘undecided’, leaving 12.7% who were against the proposal.
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Business support for the principle of a bypass of the communities of Bedale, Aiskew and Leeming Bar

Response

Frequency

Yes

178

No

27

Undecided

8

Total

1370

Percent
83.6%
12.7%
3.8%
100%

3.3% of respondents all respondents considered themselves as representatives of a local
organisation. Of these 45 representatives, 15 provided information of the organisation.
Question 4: Mode of travel
“How do you normally travel? (please tick all that apply)”
Respondents were given the following choices:
a) Car
b) Walk
c) Cycle
d) Bus
e) Rail
f) Taxi
g) Motorcycle
h) Commercial Vehicle (please detail)
i) Equestrian
j) Other (please detail)
The table below shows the type of respondent’s who completed the questionnaire, rank in order of
percentage.
Mode of travel

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Frequency

Percent

Not Specified

Frequency

Car
Walk
Cycle
Bus
Rail
Taxi
Motorcycle
Commercial
Vehicle
Equestrian
Other

Never

Percent

Response

Sometimes

Frequency

Often

1166
506
112
162
31
26
31

85.1%
36.9%
8.2%
11.8%
2.3%
1.9%
2.3%

128
409
258
381
287
270
46

9.3%
29.9%
18.8%
27.9%
20.9%
19.7%
3.4%

11
67
329
282
311
344
518

0.8%
4.9%
24.0%
20.6%
27.7%
25.1%
37.8%

65
388
671
545
741
730
775

4.7%
28.3%
49.0%
39.8%
54.1%
53.3%
56.8%

91

6.6%

31

2.3%

470

34.3%

778

56.8%

10
18

0.7%
1.3%

13
7

0.9%
0.5%

543
180

39.6%
13.1%

804
1165

58.7%
85.0%
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Transport mode

Percent for each transport mode

Car
Walk
Cycle
Rail
Taxi
Motorcycle

Commercial Vehicle
Equestrian
Other
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Percent
Often
Sometimes
Never / Not Specified

The results indicate that the most common way that respondents ‘often’ travelled is by car, 85.1%.
The second most common in the often category, at 32.9%, is to walk in the local area and the third
most common, at 11.8% is to catch the bus. The high number of people travelling by car is
explained by the area’s rural location and infrequency/poor reliability of public transport is
infrequent.
The least common response to the question was ‘equestrian’ with 23 respondents (1.6%) travelling
by horse back often or sometimes. Equestrians in the area felt that the roads were too busy to ride
safely in the area.
When asked whether they normally cycle in the local area 27.6% (370) responded with ‘often’ and
‘sometimes’. Several of the remaining respondents commented that it was too unsafe to cycle.
“We used to cycle up to Sandhill Lane but it is too busy now so we don’t bother. Would probably
consider cycling again if the Bypass is built.”
“Would not cycle to Bedale as too dangerous.”
“Would cycle if it were less dangerous.”
8.9% (122) of respondents ‘often’ or ‘sometimes’ travel in the area by commercial vehicle. Off
these respondents, the most common mode of travel was van and HGV / Wagon.
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Type of respondent

Response
Van
HGV / Wagon
Tractor / Agricultural
Pick-up truck / Landrover
Coach / mini-bus
RAF Transport
Not Specified
Total number of respondents

Frequency

Percent

30
9
7
5
3
1
67
122

2.2%
0.7%
0.5%
0.4%
0.2%
0.1%
4.9%
8.9%

25 respondents named ‘other’ modes of transport. These included ambulance, running, aeroplane,
motorhome, caravan, mobility scooter, non-commercial van and non-commercial tractor.
Question 5: Post code
“Please give your postcode”
95.7% (1311) of respondents to the questionnaire provided a business or residential postcode,
1.2% (17) gave both a business/organisation and residential postcode and 3.1% (42) chose not to
respond. This means that a total of 1345 postcodes were provided.
Darlington respondents by Postcode District

Postcode District
DL1
DL2
DL3
DL6
DL7
DL8
DL9
DL10
DL11
Total respondents in Darlington area

Frequency

Percent

1
1
1
16
348
937
4
7
1
1316

0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
1.2%
25.1%
67.6%
0.3%
0.5%
0.1%
94.9%

Postcode area of respondents outside of Darlimngton

Postcode District
Harrogate (HG)
York (YO)
Leeds (LS)
Cleveland (TS)
Reading (RG)
Ipswich (IP)
Newcastle upon Tyne (NE)
Doncaster (DN)
Not Specified
Total respondents in outside the Darlington
area

Frequency

Percent
12
6
3
3
2
1
1
1
42

0.9%
0.4%
0.2%
0.2%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
3.0%

71

5.1%
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94.9% (1316) of the respondents who provided a postcode lived, worked or owned a business in
the Darlington area. 67.6% (937) of responses were received from the postcode district DL8 and
the second most common was DL7, 25.1% (348). These postcodes include those targeted for
responses as they have been identified as most affected by the proposals.
• DL7 includes the areas of Leeming Bar, Northallerton, Ainderly Steeple, Scruton, Mortonon-Swale.
• DL8 includes the areas of Bedale, Aiskew, Patrick Brompton, Exelby, Snape and
Leyburn.
The remaining 5.1% of respondents lived in Harrogate, Leeds, Newcastle upon Type, Ipswich,
Reading, Cleveland, Doncaster and York. This demonstrates that people outside of the
immediately affected area have an interest in the proposals. This is unsurprising as tourism is
economically important here.
Question 6: How respondents found out about the exhibitions
“Where did you find out about the exhibitions? (Please tick all that apply)”
Number of ways respondents found out about exhibitions

Number of ways
One way (e.g. just via leaflet drop)
Two ways (e.g. via leaflet mailed and in
newspaper)
Three ways (e.g. via leaflet mailed, in the
newspaper and on a poster)
Four ways (e.g. via leaflet mailed, in the
newspaper, on a poster and word of mouth)
Total respondents

Frequency

Percent

370

73.1%

118

23.3%

16

3.2%

2
506

0.4%
100%

506 respondents chose to provide information on how they found out about public exhibitions.
Respondents who completed the questionnaire received via the post were not asked this question
as the public exhibitions had already passed.
26.9% of respondents found out about the exhibition by more than one method.
Where exhibitions found out about exhibitions?

Number of ways
Leaflet mailed to me
Newspaper
Other
Word of mouth (friends / family)
Poster
NYCC website
Total number of responses

Frequency
282
180
96
64
30
10
662

Percent
42.6%
27.2%
14.5%
9.7%
4.5%
1.5%
100%
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How did respondents find out about the exhibitions
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The majority of respondents, 42.6%, found out about the public exhibitions from the leaflet mailed
to them in September 2009.
27.2% of respondents found out about the exhibitions via the newspaper. 136 respondents listed
the newspapers in which they had seen a mention of the exhibitions. Of these, the most frequent
mentioned were
• Darlington and Stockton Times, 52.2%
• North Yorkshire Advertiser , 21.3%
• North Yorkshire News, 12.5%
What newspapers did respondents fin out about the exhibitions in?

Newspaper
Darlington & Stockton Times
North Yorkshire Advertiser
North Yorkshire News
Northern Eco
North Yorkshire Times
Ripon Gazette
Total number of responses

Frequency
71
29
17
10
7
2
136

Percent
52.2%
21.3%
12.5%
7.4%
5.1%
1.5%
100%

Of the 14.5% who listed other methods of finding out about the exhibitions the following ways of
finding out were listed.
• Council meeting
• Renaissance meeting
• Passing by / shopping in the area
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Unaware – approached by a member of the team
Via email update
Leaflet in the library
Local radio interview
Enquired at Tourist Information
Directly from land agents / consultants
Rang county council

Question 7: Obtaining the questionnaire
“Where did you obtain this questionnaire? (Please tick)”
How was the questionnaire obtained?

How questionnaire was obtained

Frequency

In the Post
At a Public Exhibition
Other
From the NYCC website
Total number of responses

Percent

861
430
71
8
1370

62.8%
31.4%
5.2%
0.6%
100%

How was the questionnaire obtained?

70.0%
60.0%

Percent

50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

In the Post

At a Public
Exhibition

Other

From the NYCC
website

Method questionnaire obtained

The majority of respondents, 62.8%, obtained the questionnaire in the post and 31.4% at a public
exhibition. Of this 31.4% the most of the respondents obtained the questionnaire from the Bedale
Market Place exhibition.
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Which exhibition was the questionnaire obtained from?

How questionnaire was obtained

Frequency

Bedale Market Place Exhibition
Aiskew and Leeming Bar Primary School
Aiskew Methodist Church Hall
Bedale Hall Unmanned Exhibition

Percent

318
53
40
19
430

Total number of responses

74.0%
12.3%
9.3%
4.4%
100%

5.2% obtained the questionnaire from another source, these were either received during a face-toface interviews or passed on by the respondents own organisation, workplace or friend.
8 respondents chose to complete the online version of the questionnaire.
Equality Monitoring Question: Gender
“What is your gender?”
The table that follows shows the gender of respondents numerically. 54.7% of participants were
male and 38.3% female. The remaining 7.0% did not specify their gender.
Gender of respondents

How questionnaire was obtained

Frequency

Male
Female
Not Specified
Total number of responses

Percent

749
525
96
1370

54.7%
38.3%
7.0%
100%

Gender of respondents

Gender of respondents
Not Specified
7%

Female
38%

Male
55%
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The reasons for a higher percentage of males responding are complex. There is tendency for
households to have returned one questionnaire completed by the male in the household.
Equally, at exhibitions all attendees, including those who arrived as a couple or in a group, were
encouraged to complete a questionnaire. Most often it was females who declined the offer to
complete the questionnaire. This demonstrates a tendency for men to be more likely to offer their
views on ‘hard infrastructure’ change, than women.
Equality Monitoring Question: Year of birth?
“What is your year of birth?”
Respondents were asked to give their year of birth. These have been converted into respondent
ages, as of 31 December 2009 and then grouped into the following categories.
• 19 years of age and under (19 and under)
• 20 – 29 years of age (20s)
• 30 – 39 years of age (30s)
• 40 – 49 years of age (40s)
• 50 – 59 years of age (50s)
• 60 – 69 years of age (60s)
• 70 – 79 years of age (70s)
• 80 – 89 years of age (80s)
• 90 years of age and over (90 and over)
The table below shows the age of respondents grouped numerically.
Age of respondents grouped

Year of birth
19 years of age and under
20s
30s
40s
50s
60s
70s
80s
90 and over
Not Specified
Total

Frequency
13
30
88
229
235
285
222
104
6
158
1370

Percent
0.9%
2.2%
6.4%
16.7%
17.2%
20.8%
16.2%
7.6%
0.4%
11.5%
100%
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Age Group

The highest number of responses were received from people in their 60s (20.8%), followed by
respondents in the 50s (17.2%) and in their 40s (16.7%).
A large proportion of respondents (71.3%) were between the ages of 40 and 79. This represents
an age group who regularly use the A684 and had much previous knowledge of the ‘story’ of a
potential bypass. Their comments to members of the consultation team demonstrated a good
understanding, especially when supported by up to date information provided at the public
exhibitions, of the negative implications of ‘doing nothing’.
Responses from those aged 39 years of age and under were relatively low. This low level of
interest may be due to a lack of perceived urgency since they have only ever known the traffic
conditions as they are. This group has no real baseline to compare it to, or aspire towards.
8% of respondents were 80 and over. This is relatively high for this age category, who may have
found it difficult to attend the public exhibitions or return the questionnaire.
11.5% of respondents chose not to specify their age.
Equality Monitoring Question: Ethnic group
“What is your ethnic group?”
Respondents were asked to choose their ethnic group from the following options:
• White
• Mixed / Multiple ethnic groups
• Asian / British Asian
• Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
• Not Specified
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91.8% of respondents were white in ethnic origin. Only 0.4% were from one of the other ethnic
group categories. The two respondents that selected the ‘other’ option reported their ethnic group
was “not known”. In total 7.7% of respondents chose not to complete the ethnic group section.
Ethnic group of respondents

Ethnic group

Frequency

White
Mixed / Multiple ethnic groups
Asian / British Asian
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
Other ethnic group
Not Specified
Total number of respondents

Percent

1258
2
2
1
2
105
1370

91.8%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
7.7%
100%

Equality Monitoring Question: Disability
“The Social Model of Disability says that disability is caused by the way society is
organised, rather than by a person’s impairment or difference. It is social 'barriers' which
cause disability and these can be attitudes as well as physical barriers.
Do you consider yourself to be a disabled person under the social model of disability?”
This was a closed question and asked respondents to tick “Yes” or “No”.
11.8% of respondents considered themselves to be a disabled person under the social model of
disability. Of the remaining respondents 78.0% did not consider themselves to have a disability and
10.1% chose not to provide a response.
Respondents that consider themselves to be a disabled person

Consider themselves to be a disabled person
Yes
No
Not Specified
Total number of respondents

Frequency
162
1069
139
1370

Percent
11.8%
78.0%
10.1%
100.0%
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Respondents that consider themselves to be a disabled person

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%

Percent

50.0%
78.0%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

11.8%
Yes

10.1%
No

Not Specified

Considered a disabled person

Respondents who answered ‘yes’ were asked to select the type of impairment which applies to
them.
“Please state the type of impairment which applies to you. People may experience more than one
type of impairment, in which case you may indicate more than one. If none of the categories apply,
please mark ‘other’ and specify the type of impairment.
• Physical impairment; such as difficulty using your arms or mobility issues which means
using a wheelchair or crutches.
• Sensory impairment, such as being blind / having serious visual impairment or being deaf
/ having a hearing impairment.
• Learning disability / difficulty, (such as Down’s syndrome or dyslexia) or cognitive
impairment (such as autistic spectrum disorder).
• Long-standing illness or health condition such as cancer, HIV, diabetes, chronic heart
disease, or epilepsy.
• Other (please specify)”
Some of the 162 respondents had more than one disability therefore 202 responses were given in
total. Of these 202 responses, 45.7% had a long-standing illness or health condition, 35.8% had a
physical impairment, 27.2% had a sensory impairment, 1.9% had a learning disability / difficulty
and 14.2% did not specify the type of disability.
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Type of impairment

Type of impairment

Frequency

Long-standing illness or health condition
Physical impairment
Sensory impairment
Learning disability / difficulty
Other
Total number of responses

Percent

74
58
44
3
23
202

45.7%
35.8%
27.2%
1.9%
14.2%
100%

Type of impairment
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Sensory
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Other

Method questionnaire obtained
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Appendix F

Stakeholder responses

Stakeholder

Meetings / Correspondence

Highways
Agency

Regular meetings with the HA to discuss progress with A1 construction and linkages between the A1 scheme and BALB scheme.
•
Meeting held 28/07/2009 to discuss A1 / BALB co-ordination HA representative present.
•
Meeting held 18/08/2009 to discuss changes to A1 required for BALB. HA representative present.
•
Meeting held on 06/10/2009. It was agreed that the HA would make slight modifications the Western Roundabout and the HA will construct three
lanes between the roundabouts to accommodate the BALB scheme. In relation to the eastern roundabout the NYCC have the potential to modify
the road markings accordingly as part of the BALB scheme construction. The Highways Agency was happy that these agreements would reduce
the costs to the public and reduce the disruption to road users of the motorway junction during the construction of the BALB scheme.
•
Letter sent to NYCC Project Manager on 21/01/2009 informing that in principle the Highways Agency have no objections to the proposed street
lighting. The letter details potential conflicts with the current A1 scheme so that the team can reconsider the detail of its lighting proposals
•
Final meeting held 02/02/2010 to consolidate the common understanding of the interrelationships and shared issues between the A1 Motorway
upgrade schemes and the A684 Bedale, Aiskew & Leeming Bar bypass. The team distributed a small booklet to all attendees with information
regarding the BALB proposals and presented an overview of the scheme.

Hambleton
District
Council

The Hambleton District Council (HDC) Planning Policy & Design Officer visited the public exhibition in Bedale Market Place on 18/09/2009. The
officer completed a questionnaire which offered support for the proposals and subsequently wrote two formal responses, via letter, to the consultation
team.
The second of these letters, states: “…Hambleton District Council has been engaged in discussions with North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC)
regarding the A684 BALB scheme and is generally supportive of it.”
“There are many benefits to be gained from the A684 BALB proposal which Hambleton District Council remains supportive of. These include:
•
a reduction in traffic levels through the settlements along the existing A684 route;
•
improved road safety in terms of a reduction in large heavy vehicles negotiating tight junctions – pedestrians and other road users will benefit
from this; and
•
Improved accessibility to the upgraded A1 from the east and west, between communities in the area and to/from Leeming Bar Industrial Estate.”
HDC raised two issues for consideration in their response:
1. HDC offers their support for the positive benefits of the BALB scheme in terms of reducing traffic levels within the relevant settlements and
the increase in road safety. However, they expressed concern over the adverse visual impact on the countryside of the road itself.
2. HDC mentions the common concerns raised over the impact that traffic ‘bypassing’ Bedale might have on local shops and services in terms
of a loss of passing trade. HDC has a proposal in its LDF (Proposal BC1) which provides for a Gateway Car and Coach Park to encourage
those using the proposed A684 BALB route to stop and visit Bedale and asks that NYCC to facilitate the provision of this LDF proposal in its
detailed A684 BALB scheme. Hambleton District Council believes that this proposal is crucial in mitigating any adverse economic impact of
the proposed A684 BALB route on Bedale and that it will also assist in achieving the aims of the Bedale Renaissance Market Town Delivery
Plan.
The project managers met with a representative from Hambleton District Council on 12/01/2010 to discuss the bypass landscaping. Following

86

Stakeholder

Meetings / Correspondence
discussions both parties were happy that the scheme does not compromise the potential car park at the north end of Bedale.
NYCC has been working with HDC to ensure that the proposed BALB scheme will be able to accommodate a suitable access point for a future
gateway car and coach park should funding become available. At the present time there are no funds available to provide a car park or the access to
it.

North
Yorkshire
Police

A police constable from North Yorkshire Police sent the team an email, which asked that consideration be given to a ‘motorway style’ location
where police could park their vehicle for police enforcement.
A meeting was held on 15/12/2009 to inform North Yorkshire Police of the current proposals and to seek any initial comments that might be
incorporated into the design prior to the planning application.
The discussion centred around the possibility of introducing a police monitoring position on the long straight west of the A1 in the vicinity of Sand Hill
Farm. It was agreed that this might be a suggestion for the detailed design phase but for the purpose of the planning application it would not be
necessary to modify the bypass design at this stage.
Following the meeting the team continued to engage with North Yorkshire Police about the potential for a police observation hump.

Bedale Town
Council

A representative from Bedale Town Council completed the questionnaire at the Public Exhibition in Bedale on 18/09/2009. They offered support for
the scheme and their only suggestion was to improve parking in the local area.
“Car/coach park behind Bedale Church off the bypass. Use old A684 at Bedale end as coach parking. There is insufficient parking in Bedale to
enable visitors to stop off in Bedale town.”

British Horse
Society

Initial contact with BHS in 2006. BHS requested a grass verge alongside the bypass and non-motorised user traffic lights installed at the junctions of
the bypass and the A1(M) interchange. It was agreed in 2007 that 3 metre verges will be provided either side of the carriageway and informed that
the decision for non-motorised crossing needs to be decided by the Highways Agency.
Meeting held 22/12/2009 to discuss equestrian routes. Agreed that the equestrian provision would only be necessary to the east of the A1.
Following meeting Jacobs’ project manager continued to liaise with the BHS representative and inform them of updates to proposals. The principal
bridleway route was moved to the north side, this provides a segregated NMU facility.

Fairfield Farm

The Jacobs’ project manager telephoned owner on 17/02/09 on behalf of NYCC in relation to concerns over Section 16; Power of local authorities to
obtain particulars of persons interested in land’.
Owner had been concerned about the loss of three areas of land shaded on the plan issued. The team advised that these would only be required
temporarily during construction but will revert back to the owners following construction. Advised that land will be designed to be more visually
pleasing and the slope will be graded so it can be reused as farmland.
Whilst the owner remained concerned about the loss of land for mounding, he is now better informed regarding the compromise that NYCC are
attempting to achieve.
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Exelby
Services Ltd
(Mr M Exelby,
AECOM and
Hansom
Architects)

Regular liaison with Exelby Services.
•
Meeting held 19/05/2009 to consider the impact of the proposal to relocate the Exelby services from Londonderry to Coneygarth/Leeming Bar on
the BALB bypass proposals. Exelby prepared to give assurance that Planning Application for the relocation will show a reservation outside the
built environment to allow for any future re-alignment if the BALB bypass. It was agreed that Exelby wish to work with NYCC and the Highways
Agency to achieve a mutually acceptable solution.
•
Meeting held 08/09/2009 to discuss and update Exelby (represented by AECOM and Hansom Architects) on the progress with design and
access.
•
Meeting held 24/11/2009 to discuss Exelby’s proposals (represented by AECOM and Hansom Architects).to relocate their fuel services from
Londonderry to Leeming Bar. To appraise complaints received from adjacent property owners following public consultation and consider the
proposals for a Public Highway into the proposed site. Agreed that there is an opportunity to address resident concerns by redesign the Leases
Road junction by introducing a 5-way roundabout.
•
Discussions with AECOM relating to the design of the BALB roundabout throughout December 2009 and January 2010. The end result of
discussion was a proposed fifth arm to the Leases Road (North car park). AECOM have prepared schematic proposals for a modified
roundabout at BALB/Leases road junction which has been agreed in principle.

The Ministry of
Defence

Regular telephone and email correspondence with the Ministry of Defence in relation to the balancing pond design to ensure regularly update and
happy with design. The MOD sent an email on 26/02/2010 confirming they have no safeguarding concerns with the new balancing pond design or
concerns regarding the layout of the road bridge or street lighting.

Bedale Village
and
Community
Forum
Shire Group of
Internal
Drainage
Boards
Yorkshire
Ambulance
NHS Trust
St. Gregory’s
Church

A representative of the Bedale Village and Community Forum who received a copy of the questionnaire directly from Bruton Knowles (land agents)
offers his support for the bypass:
“Absolutely. No suggested changes at present.”
The Technical Director of the Shire Group of Internal Drainage Boards sent the team an email, which thanked NYCC for the letter and Questionnaire
dated November. They offered there support for the scheme commenting:
“Bedale and Upper Swale IDB has no adverse comment on the proposal so far.”
Local worker at the Yorkshire Ambulance NHS Trust attended the public exhibition on 18/09/2009 and completed a questionnaire to show their
support for the principles of a bypass. Suggested changes were:
“In principle is the key matter. Scheme is only 3/4 present as the western end terminates prematurely and should link up with Masham road”
Two representatives of St. Gregory’s Church provided a joint response to a questionnaire, received 15/10/2009. This offered their support for the
bypass. Their only comments were:
“We feel a screen of trees a distance from the roundabout could help deaden the noise for our Church and the Bedale area as traffic will increase
over the years.”

Bedale Post
Office

A local worker in Bedale Post Office was approached to complete a questionnaire on 18/10/2009. They offered their support for the scheme and
commented “The sooner the better."
Their only suggested change was:
“Take it further to join the Masham Road.
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Cyclist’s
Touring Club
North
Yorkshire
Unknown
Local
Councillor
Bedale Tourist
Information
Centre

•
•

Offer the support for the scheme.
Sent an email 08/01/2010 requesting the provision of a light controlled crossing for non-motorised users at the low street area (point 7 on
scheme map).

A questionnaire was received in the post from a Local Councillor who did not provide their details. They offered their support for the scheme and
there only comment was:
“Proper landscaping must be carried out. North Yorkshire is one of the most tree denuded parts of England - worst example is A61 to Ripon.”
Three representatives of the Bedale Tourist Information Centre completed the questionnaire.
Two of these offered support for the principle of a bypass, one commenting
“The sooner the better, just get on with it!”
The third representative was against the principle of a bypass:
“It is not going to remove the heavy traffic - it will carry onto Leyburn.
Tourism is a worry.”

Natural
England

A representative of the Government Team (West) from Natural England (Yorkshire & Humber) responded to the consultation letter sent to Natural
England in September 2009. This confirmed that Natural England had no objection, in principle, to the proposed bypass. However, it pointed out that
Natural England had expected to be involved in the proposals for mitigation to include the creation of replacement, compensatory habitats including
areas of native broadleaved woodland, to make up for the loss of part of Rectory Wood. In addition, early sight of the revised Landscape and
Ecological Mitigation Plans were requested to ensure that the mitigation measures being proposed helped to meet specific requirements arising from
our earlier objections and concerns that we had with this road scheme.
Malcolm Barnett (NYCC Landscape), Julia Casterton (NYCC Ecology) and Simon White (Jacobs Environment) met with David Carter of Natural
England to discuss the landscaping and landscape impacts.

English
Heritage

Sarah Brooks (Jacobs Environment) made contact with English Heritage to confirm that the BALB scheme does not include the car park scheme
review for Bedale.
Sarah Brooks received a response from English Heritage confirming that there were no issues.
Roman Villa – Lucie Hawkins (NYCC Archaeology) e-mailed to confirm agreement with English Heritage position. Mitigation measures agreed.

Bedale and
District
Chamber of
Trade and
Tourism

Secretary of the Bedale and District Chamber of Trade and Tourism contacted the team via email on the 14/09/2009 asking the NYCC Project
Manager to attend the a Chamber Meeting to discuss the scheme. The representative explained some of the Chamber’s concerns:
“I know brown signage to indicate that Bedale is a historical Georgian market town would be essential to point visitors to Bedale, as would be Thorp
Perrow Aboretum who has expressed concerns that if they do not have a tourist sign, then it'
ll have a negative effect on their visitor numbers.”
th

Separately the Chair of the Chamber, visited the public exhibition in Bedale Market Place on 19 September 2009. The chair completed a
questionnaire which offered support for the proposals and made the following additional comments:
“Without the car park it will kill Bedale. The security of funding is a big issue.”
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The Forestry
Commission

Local Access
Forum
(Rachel
Connolly) and
NYCC’s Public
Rights of Way
officer (Aidan
Rayner)
Land Agents Jessops
Hills
Strutt & Parker
Bell & Ingram
Smith Gore
Landowners

The Forestry Commission (Vince Carter) contacted NYCC (Mark Hugill) to talk about Rectory wood & Sand hill plantation surveys undertaken and
information available.
Andrew Finch (Jacobs Project Manager) spoke to Vince Carter at the Forestry Commission who confirmed that they had no objection to the proposed
scheme. Vince Carter advised that the Commission are only a statutory consultee for Ancient Woodland which did not apply to any of the affected
woodland. He commented that Rectory Wood and Sandhill Plantation are two “fairly minor pieces of woodland and only a matter of local concern.”
Elwyn Williams (NYCC Project Manager) received a letter from Rachel Connolly of the Local Access Forum in which it was stated that it might be
acceptable not to provide the enhanced 3m verges east of Leases Road.
th

Elwyn Williams, Mark Hugill and Aidan Rayner (NYCC), and Andrew Finch (Jacobs Project Manager) met with Rachael Connolly on 7 January 2010
at County Hall. Rachael Connolly confirmed her broad agreement with the proposals discussed with Jeni Gilbert of tye British Horse Society at the
nd
meeting held on 22 December 2009 in Leeds.

Andrew Finch (Jacobs PM) had discussions with several land agents to discuss potential landowner issues including compensation, land swap /
purchase, environmental mitigation and accommodation works

Several discussions were held with landowners as part of the consultation process. Most had attended the publicexhibitions as well as being
involved through land entry requirements for the topographical and archaeological surveys:
1. Les, Aiskew Bank Farm
2. Beresford-Peirse, Sand Hill Farm
3. Wilkinson, Aiskew Grange
4. Ellam, Micklebrack
5. Smith, Fairfield Farm
6. Taylor, Argyle House
7. Bowe, land at Low Street
8. Raine, Morton Flatts Farm
9. Wilkinson, Holmfield Farm
10. Ross/Twibill, Field House Farm equestrian centre
11. Gilroy, Broadacres
Andrew Finch (Javobs PM) continued discussions with landowners in an attempt to minimise potential objections by suitable mitigation measures and
to discuss compensation, land swap / purchase, environmental mitigation and accommodation works.
A separate Agricultural Impact Assessment was undertaken by Patrick Stephenson of Agricultural Planning & Consultancy Services (APCS)

Sand Hill
Farm
Network Rail

Andrew Finch (Jacobs PM) had three meetings at Sandhill Farm with the landowner Sir Henry Beresford-Peirse, the tenant farmer Andrew
Richardson, and the land agent John Hills. A number of modifications were made to the design to mitigate the impact of the scheme upon the farm
which were discussed at the third meeting and received broad consensus.
Initial structures elevations were sent to Network Rail.
John Smith (NYCC Bridge and Structures Manager) assumed responsibility for ongoing consultation.
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Wensleydale
Railway

Initial structures elevations were sent to Wensleydale Railway.
Andrew Finch (Jacobs PM) met with Kevin Powell (Wensleydale Railway General Manager) and discussed the broad principles of the scheme.
Kevin Powell was supportive of the scheme because it provide good access to Leeming Bar Station and the two overbridge proposals meant that
there was no significant impact on the operation of the railway.
John Smith (NYCC Bridge and Structures Manager) assumed responsibility for ongoing consultation.

Department
for Transport

The Major Scheme Business Case was submitted to Department for Transport (DfT) in December 2008. A sequence of further queries were raised
by DfT and responded to by Jacobs on behalf of NYCC right through until March 2010.

Councillor
Barker

Elwyn Williams (NYCC PM) requested that Jacobs look in detail at adopting part of the Leases Road Link. This had been verbally raised as an issue
by Cllr Arthur Barker.
Elwyn Willams and Andrew Finch (Jacobs PM) met with Cllr Barker on2nd March 2010 and described the proposals in the Leases Road Link area of
the scheme. Cllr Barker was satisfied that the case for minimising environmental impact and the alternative permanent use of the Highways
Agency’s link as an NMU facility fully justified the Council’s proposed design.
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Appendix G
Date
Received

Public comments and queries

Type of
response

Reference
no.
Subject / comment

Outcome

Comments only

14/09/2009

Email

Email A

14/09/2009

Email

Email B

18/09/2009

Letter A

Letter A

25/09/2009

Email B

Email C

26/09/2009

Letter

Letter B

Proposed Bedale Bypass: Offered support for the bypass for
four reasons. Offered support for the proposals for three
reasons. First, Bedale can re-brand itself as a genuine market
town once traffic volumes are reduced. Second, it will allow the
town to prosper. Third, trade will not be lost providing parking
on the edges of town is provided. Four, health benefits due to
reduction in traffic.
Offered support for the bypass for three main reasons. First,
Emergency services are currently being slowed when passing
through Aiskew and Bedale. Second, the road structure of the
existing A684 is not stable enough for traffic levels. Third, the
old bridge (dated 1928) over the Bedale Beck has not been
constructed to take the ever increasing weight of vehicles.
Concerned with parking in the Bedale area and unhappy about
parking meters. The respondent felt that the effects of a Bypass
on the community and economy within Bedale have not been
fully considered. It was suggested that the white bear be
demonised to make way for a roundabout.
Bedale bypass: Concerned about the trucks travelling to
Masham. Specifically those having to travel through Bedale and
take an awkward right hand turn onto Sussex Street or
continuing to use the A684 through Bedale, Leeming Bar and
Aiskew.
Thanked the team for the leaflet and map. They had three
comments. Firstly, suggested that the team ensure that all the
archaeological surveys are carried out prior to its construction.
Secondly, the respondent suggested a car/bus park to enable
current parking areas to revert back to their original standards.
Finally, they highlighted that heavy goods traffic will not reduce
to Masham as a result of the bypass.

Comments only

Comments only

E-mailed 25/09/2009 with information on future
exhibitions being held

Thanked for letter on 8 October and advised a
members of the team will contact. Letter sent on
27 January advising that an archaeologist
commissioned and will be undertaking surveys,
a site has been allocated by Hambleton District
Council for the car park and an explanation that
the decision to introduce traffic signals at
Sussex Street/ Market Place has been deferred
until after the outcome of the bypass is known.
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Date
Received

Type of
response

Reference
no.
Subject / comment

26/09/2009

Letter B

Letter C

Not against the proposed bypass but expressed concern about
the traffic coming from the A1 through Aiskew, Bridge Street
and Sussex Street on to the Masham road. They were
particularly concerned about the parents and children of the
three schools and a college concentrated in the area.

27/09/2009

Email

Email D

Comment on the BALB: Include a safe bicycle path

18/10/2009

Email

Email E

25/10/2009

Email

Email F

24/11/2009

Letter

Letter D

13/10/2009

Email

Email G

Bypass Funidng Enquiry: I recently read in the D & S
newspaper an article regarding the funding of Bedale Bypass.
Could you please let me know where I can find out more
information over the funding of this bypass project?
Bedale bypass consultation. Crakehall resident who was
disappointed that it did not include Crakehall.
Agrees that the bypass will benefit traffic on the A684 through
Leeming Bar, but thinks an alternative solution should be
sought for Aiskew and Bedale. Perhaps a one-way system up
Bridge Street and down Emgate.
Bedale Bypass Enquiry: requested further information on how
he could respond.

02/11/2009

Email

Email H

Bedale A684 Bypass at Field House

06/11/2009

Email

Email I

Requested information on the A684 Bedale/Aiskew/Leeming
Bar Bypass

Outcome

Thanked for letter on 30 September and
advised a member of the team will contact.
Provided with an explanation of traffic flow
figures - will reduce by approximately 80%.
Informed that the decision to introduce traffic
signals at Sussex Street/ Market Place has
been deferred until after the outcome of the
bypass is known. Explained that NYCC
understand the concerns about traffic around
schools and colleges and advised NYCC will
continue to monitor accident levels within
Bedale and consider further measures if found
to be necessary.
Forwarded to Andrew Finch, Mark Hugill and
Jennie Leggatt on 28/09/2009
Forwarded to Elwyn Williams, Mark Hugill,
Andrew Finch and Jennie Leggatt on
19/10/2009. Info provided in letter & leaflet
Rebecca Gibson responded on 26/10/2009
No response required - accompanied
questionnaire - questionniare input and
included in analysis.
Passed to Jennie Leggatt on the 13/10/2009.
Jennie Leggatt called on 13/10/2009 directing
him to the BALB website. In addition a leaflet
has been sent out to the gentleman. Gentleman
was happy – no further action required.
Forwarded onto Elwyn Williams, Mark Hugill,
Andrew Finch and Jennie Leggatt on
3/11/2009. Andrew Finch attempting to arrange
a meeting through the land agents, Jessops.
One meeting date cancelled by landowner.
Information Posted out on 09/11/2009 due to
the PDF'
S being too big to be sent via e-mail
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Date
Received

09/11/2009

Type of
response

Email

Reference
no.
Subject / comment

17/11/2009

Email

Email K

Requested information on the A684 Bedale/Aiskew/Leeming
Bar Bypass

Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book A
Comments
Book B
Comments
Book C
Comments
Book D
Comments
Book E

This scheme is long overdue

Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book F
Comments
Book G
Comments
Book H
Comments
Book I
Comments
Book J
Comments
Book K
Comments
Book L

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book M
Comments
Book N

3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09

3.10.09
3.10.09

Email J

Outcome

Forwarded to Mark Hugill 10/11/2009. Andrew
Finch responded.
Forwarded to Mark Hugill on 18/11/2009.
Responded to 18/11/2009 with link to North
Yorkshire Website/BALB Details
No response required

Interesting exhibition - shame it'
s still a long way off before
completion
Good scheme

No response required

Not good for Bedale, the bypass is going to take what little
visitors we have.
I live in Bedale and I think we have to move with the times. I
think the bypass won'
t matter, as people will always shop out of
Bedale as everything is so expensive here.
Definitely a good idea to extend the display.

No response required

No response required

Early days still but much needed.

No response required

Necessary for the future.

No response required

Long overdue and unfortunate that it is still not guaranteed to
go ahead.
This does not remove the problem of the junction at Bridge
Street - Sussex Street crossover
But we still need traffic lights at the junction in Bedale - we all
voted for this 4 years ago.
On the whole a good scheme. Bedale would benefit from
additional car parking in/on the fringes of the town to encourage
more visitors into what will be a quieter, more pleasant
shopping/eating environment.
Good scheme, go ahead.

No response required

As above but Bedale will not be without problems if junctions
don'
t improve!

No response required

No response required

No response required
No response required
No response required

No response required
No response required
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Date
Received

3.10.09

Type of
response

Reference
no.
Subject / comment

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book O
Comments
Book P

3.10.09

Comments
Book

Comments
Book Q

3.10.09

Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book R
Comments
Book S
Comments
Book T
Comments
Book U
Comments
Book V
Comments
Book W
Comments
Book X

3.10.09

Comments
Book

Comments
Book Y

18.09 /
19.09
18.09 /
19.09

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book Z
Comments
Book A2

18.09 /
19.09

Comments
Book

Comments
Book B2

3.10.09

3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09
3.10.09

Outcome

Good scheme, not before time.

No response required

Definitely in favour, but agree with above comments on Bridge
St - Sussex St junction. It astonishes me that there hasn'
t been
more collisions there.
Here is trusting that it comes about this time! But note that a
further need for more parking and a decision on future of
junction at Bridge/Sussex Street.
Very interesting. I womder what will happen to North end of
Low Street with AI(M)?
A badly needed and long overdue road.

No response required
No response required
No response required
No response required

The sooner the better for all

No response required

As above

No response required

Though sooner it happens the better.

No response required

Very much needed, the sooner the better.

No response required

I have some concerns regarding the visual impact of lights,
signs and embankment on distant views of Bedale Church
(Grade 1 listed) and St Gregory'
s. These buildings are
prominent when approaching from Leyburn, the church being a
very significant landmark.
Excellent scheme but how will heavy traffic travelling to
Masham proceed from Bedale - there will still be congestion at
the crossing junction in the centre.
Will there be somewhere to park where the new road joins
Leyburn road for tourists to come back into Bedale?
Lives in property bordering Aiskew and was interested in how
high the road would be in the landscape. Satisfied that the
impact would not be too great.
Good idea. Will be better for Aiskew. We were in a traffic jam
on Saturday

No response required

No response required
No response required – no details left
No response required
No response required
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Date
Received

Type of
response

Reference
no.
Subject / comment

18.09 /
19.09

Comments
Book

Comments
BookC2

18.09 /
19.09

Comments
Book

Comments
Book D2

18.09 /
19.09
18.09 /
19.09

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book E2
Comments
Book F2

02.10.09

Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book G2
Comments
Book H2
Comments
Book I2
Comments
Book J2

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book K2
Comments
Book L2

Comments
Book
Comments
Book

Comments
Book M2
Comments
Book N2

19.09.09
19.09.09
19.09.09

19.09.09
02.10.09

02.10.09
02.10.09

People living to the South West will continue to have access
problems. Needs a link to the Masham Road. Traffic flows to
and from the Dales will continue to travel the ‘wrong way’.
Will there be car parking at North End of Bedale near to
bypass. What will happen to traffic going to Masham all heavy
goods will have to come through town centre to get to Masham
I do a lot of tooing and fro-ing. Bypass will make a massive
difference. Massively improve safety
Car park at Leyburn end and decent footpaths to help trade and
take people to the church.
Adequate signs; market town; signs for services/facilities
Local working groups (community plan forum)
Please work with us to promote the economy/tourism and
attract visitors.
Will Back Lane – Aiskew close permanently?
Requested information from Elwyn in respect of the ~A1
upgrade near Aiskew
Asked Elwyn for a breakdown between dual carriageway and
single carriageway vehicles per day.
Left her details (BHS) at PM’s request.

Outcome

No response required

No response required
No response required
No response required

Provided information
Responded
Passed onto PM who visited BHS.

Left his details in connection with questions over car parking
arrangements, signage and urging us to work with the
community plan forum.

Responded

Left details about noise levels, requesting to know what they
are and how they will be screened.
Spoke to Elwyn and asked that we check with our records to
ensure they are on them and to kept in the information loop.
They are land owners of land associated with Aiskew Bank
Farm and dealings seem to have been with tenants.
living at Aiskew Bank Farm, Back Lane also asked to be
contacted to confirm they want to be consulted
Has concerns about views from her house and garden and
traffic noise. Concerned that the value of her house will fall and
wanted low noise surfacing and tree screening

Responded
Responded

Responded
Responded
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Appendix H

List of business and organisation representatives
The table below lists the business organisations that provided a response
during the consultation period.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Business Name
Aiskew Bank Farm
Aiskew Bank Farm
Aunt Sally'
s
Bedale Bathrooms
Bedale Golf Club
Bedale News
Bedale Pet Shop
Bedale Tourist Information
BIB Insurance Brokers
Big Sheep and Little Cow Farm
Bluestone Solutions Ltd
Butterwell Farm, Patrick Brompton
C. Asquith Butcher, Bedale
Chambers & Panetti’s Café Bistro
Co-op, Market Place
Darwins - Estate Agents, Auctioneers and
Chartered Surveyors - 50 years
Dovetail Interiors
Elm Tree Press Ltd
Fairfield Farm
Fairfield Farm
Field House Equestrian Centre
Field House, DL7 0RJ
Floral Elegance
Food Weighouse
Forrest House Vet Centre
Garners of Bedale
Garners of Bedale (Fruit, Vegetables and Dairy
Products)
George Dawkins and Sons
Golden Tortoise
Green Dragon Public House
Henley'
s Bar
Holmfield Farm
Holmfield Farm
House and Home, Bedale
Hyperion wall and floor
Images Clothes Shop
Indulgence
J B Cockborn (Butchers) 12 Market Place
K R Jameson Ltd, Haulage company
K R Jameson Ltd, Haulage company
Keith Meynell Carpets
Keith Mungham
Kitchings Furniture
Mayaws, Newsagents
Mill'
s Pharmacy
Min1 Eveningwear
Motorchoice Car Shop
Nickery Nook

Post Code
DL8 1AN
DL8 1AN
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1EQ
Not Specified
DL8 1ED
Not Specified
DL8 2AT
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1AW
DL8 2AD
DL8 1LN
DL8 1HE
DL8 1AF
DL8 1YA
DL8 2AD
DL8 2AD
DL8 1AL
DL7 9BP
DL7 9DD
DL7 0RJ
DL7 0RJ
DL8 1AF
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1AF
DL8 1ED
DL8 2EP
DL8 1AL
DL8 2AN
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1EQ
DL7 9LQ
DL7 9LQ
DL8 1EQ
DL8 2DS
DL7 9BH
DL8 1ED
DL8 1E
YO51 9NP
YO51 9NP
DL8 1AN
DL8 1YA.
DL8 2AD
DL8 11H
DL8 1AB
DL8 2AJ
DL7 9AP
DL8 1YA
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49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63

Business Name
North Yorkshire Business Systems Ltd
Paul Rutter
Red House Gallery
Red House Gallery
Scarth & Sons, Painting and Decorators
Silverdale jewellers
Sue'
s Barber Shop
The Corner House Hotel
The Millings
The Millings
The Platinum Group
Thompsons of Bedale
Three Coopers
Wagon and Horses
Yorkshire Ambulance NHS Trust

Post Code
DL7 0T1
DL8 2BJ
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1ER
DL8 1DD
DL8 1AF
DL8 1EQ
DL7 9AN
DL8 1AF
DL8 1AP
DL8 1AW
DL8 1EQ
DL8 1AL
DL8 1EQ
DL8 2TF

The table below lists the organisations that were represented by an individual
during the consultation period.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Organisation Name
Bedale Tourism Information Centre
Bedale Tourism Information Centre
Bedale Town Council
Chair of the Chamber of Trade
Chamber of Leeming Bar Parish Council
Finghall Parish Council
Hambleton District Council Planning
Department
Hambleton District Council Planning
Department
North Yorkshire Police
Scruton Parish Council
St. Gregory'
s Church, Bedale
St. Gregory'
s Church, Bedale
Town Councillor
Village and Community Forum
Yorkshire Ambulance NHS Trust

Post Code
DL8 1NJ
DL8 1UJ
DL8 2UA
Not Specified
DL7 9AH
DL8 5
DL6 2UU
YO7 1F1
DL6 2QD
DL7 0
Not Specified
Not Specified
DL8 1
DL8 1AB
DL8 2TF
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