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The Heritage Statement.
1.1

This statement is prepared for Mr Steve Hill of North Yorkshire County
Council in support of a schedule of repairs proposed to Skeeby Bridge,
Skeeby, Richmond. The proposal includes works of repair of an extensive
nature to the grade II listed bridge and therefore a heritage statement is
required.

1.2

The report is prepared in line with the revised NPPF guidance of July 2018,
notably section 16, Paragraphs 189 to 192 regarding proposals affecting
heritage assets and paragraphs 193 to 196 on consideration of potential
impacts on the heritage asset. .

1.3

The statement will identify the application site and its heritage status, describe
the heritage asset subject to the proposal detailing its history, character and
appearance and set out the extent of the asset and its context. A comment on
the statutory heritage protection of the bridge will be included setting out the
statutory status of the listed bridge itself. A general appraisal of the immediate
surroundings, important views of the structure and its place within the
landscape will be discussed in this section.

1.4

A statement of the significance of the asset will follow and a reasoned
justification for the works and detailed description of them will be provided.

1.5

Analysis of the impact of the proposal on the listed bridge will follow
examining the impact on the fabric and structure of the bridge itself, the
potential alteration to the character of the bridge and the impact on its setting.
This appraisal will focus on the heritage impacts of the proposal but should be
considered along with other financial and technical appraisals of the proposed
work. A conclusion will provide a recommendation on the works. Appendices
include the statutory designation of the bridge and details of the nearby listed
buildings within the wider context of the bridge.
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The Application Site – Location.
2.1

The village of Skeeby lies approximately 3 kms northeast of the centre of
Richmond in North Yorkshire on the A6108 road between Richmond and
Scotch Corner. It is a small linear settlement set along the road with just less
than 200 dwellings and no services being without a shop, school, post office or
pub. The bridge lies to the northeast on the Scotch Corner side of the village
some 100m distant from the developed area and at approximately 83m AOD.
It crosses a small tributary to the
River Swale known upstream as
Gilling Beck and downstream as
Skeeby Beck. A second minor
stream passes beneath the bridge and
joins Skeeby Beck immediately to
the east of the bridge. The setting of
both the bridge and the village is in
open rolling countryside and the
surroundings include the agricultural
buildings and associated domestic
dwellings of Skeeby Grange and
Barnacres Farm set in the pastoral
landscape of the area.

2.2

At the bridging point Skeeby Beck is a relatively small stream however it lies
in a wide, flat bottomed valley which has historically been prone to winter
flooding and this provides the reason for the form of the bridge. Skeeby
Bridge is a relatively long structure for the size of water course it crosses
appearing almost as a causeway in some views due to the length of the
approaching embankments and their height above the surrounding fields. The
large masonry embankment on the north side of the beck is punctuated by a
low flood arch which usually remains dry. This is blocked on the downstream
elevation with drainage pipes passing through the masonry to allow water
through, but remains open on the upstream side. The effect of the raised
approach is to reduce the steepness of approach to Skeeby village from the
valley bottom and from the bridge itself wide views both up and down the
valley are gained. The length of the bridge reduces the prominence of it
crown almost to the point of non-existence however it is just possible to
discern the high point between the two main river arches.
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2.3

John Speede’s map of 1610 shows Skeeby along with the two minor becks
crossed by the bridge however as no roads are indicated on his maps only the
assumption that a crossing place must have been provided can suggest a bridge
in this location. An enclosure map held in the North Yorkshire County
Archives shows the roads heading north east from Richmond and includes
Skeeby as a destination. Although this plan appears to be undated it can be
attributed to the 1760’s as at this time it is known that attempts were made to
enclose High East Field and Low East Field, both of which are shown on the
map, and that to support the Enclosure Act detailed plans were drawn. This
attempt was defeated but a subsequent Act of Parliament in 1802 was
successful but not implemented until 1810, when details of the route of the
road, bridges and accesses were included in the defined plans. (Ref:- Hatcher,
Jane. – The History of Richmond, North Yorkshire. P166). A further plan
dated 1835 and held in the County Archives is of the proposed new Turnpike
between Richmond, Reeth and Leyburn and this indicates the emerging
importance of travel in the dales sufficient that a costly and extensive road
scheme is being developed at the time. A reference to the North Yorkshire
County Record Office Book of Bridges identifies the bridge improvements at
Skeeby as being directed by the North Riding Magistrates in 1782 (Ref:Wragg, Brian. – The Life and Works of John Carr of York. P203). From trade
directories of the early 19th century coaches are advertised as providing a
service to Darlington which would suggest that a sufficiently large bridge was
in place to accommodate the wide vehicles. By the time of the first edition OS
plans of the 1860’s Skeeby Bridge has achieved its current alignment and
position in the landscape with Skeeby Mill being positioned to its northwest.

OS Plan 1st Edition 1854 survey
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The Heritage Asset – Description.
3.1

Skeeby Bridge is a Grade II listed structure that carries the A6108 Richmond
Road over Skeeby Beck between Skeeby and Scotch Corner just to the
northeast of Skeeby Village. It is located 3km to the northeast of Richmond in
the rolling pastoral landscape typical of this part of North Yorkshire. Skeeby
Beck is a small stream which passes under the central two of the four bridge
arches with a small un-named tributary passing under a third. The fourth arch
is dry and serves as a flood arch on the wide shallow fields which are known
to flood regularly. The bridge is of several phases of construction, the original
structure being of indeterminate date but attributed to the 17th century in the
Listed Building description. Other commentators have suggested dates as
early as the 14th century which may be possible but no evidence has yet been
found to support this. The earlier bridge appears to have been around 3m in
width and forms the downstream side of the present structure. A widening of
the bridge on the upstream face was undertaken in 1782 on the instructions of
the North Riding Magistrates and under the direction of John Carr of York
who was the County Bridges Engineer at the time. The cost was noted as
£205 for the works to “The one arched bridge over Skeeby Beck.” (Wragg, B.
p203). Although there is reference to a single arch in this description it is
though that this is an error and that at least three arches existed at the time of
the re-building works, with only one being wholly rebuilt by Carr. This highly
skilled architect was responsible for over 60 bridge replacements and
alterations in North Yorkshire and Skeeby would have been one of his smaller
projects with a limited input restricted to the design of the new arches on the
upstream face and a simple and unadorned spandrel and parapet wall
arrangement which reflected the form of the earlier structure. Traces of Carr’s
influence are discernable and these are mentioned in the following detailed
description.

3.2

The general arrangement of the bridge is of four unequal and very different
masonry arches which sit low to the river level, with the most northern of the
arches serving as a flood arch set within a long masonry structure almost
forming a causeway across the shallow river valley. Using the NYCC
established number system arch 1 is at the southern/Skeeby end of the bridge
and arch 4 is the partially blocked flood arch at the northern/Scotch Corner
end.
3.3
From Skeeby village the road
falls notably but not steeply to the
bridge along a winding road which
can be seen rising up the opposite
river bank between steep hedges.
The parapet walls are low and the
character of the bridge is of a simple
and minimalistic structure, very
solidly built and dominated by plain
masonry walls rising full height from the river. The smaller scale of the
arches within the dominant masonry reflects the small scale of the beck and
the long approaches exaggerate the size of the structure within the valley.
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Neither of the becks which pass under the bridge are visible in the approach.
The southern bridge approach itself is straight and contained between the
bridge parapets which run into
adjoining dry stone walls on both
sides. As the fields are significantly
below road level these walls do not
form a substantial feature in views
despite being of some height above
field level.
The shallow, almost
imperceptible, rising curve to the
bridge deck puts the crown of the
bridge between arches 2 and 3 but its
minimal rise goes almost unnoticed whilst crossing.
3.4

The widening of the bridge has given each arch two distinct elements, an older
more vernacular downstream face with small, tightly packed voussoirs and a
rubble stone arch carrying the road deck, whilst the upstream face is a more
regular and considered composition
of cut and dressed voussiors with a
dressed stone arch beneath the road.
Whilst the two arches align at river
level their profiles are notably
different leading to a mismatched
junction in the centre of the bridge
when viewed from river level.

3.5

The small unnamed beck is spanned by Arch 1 at the southern end of the
bridge. This is a shallow segmental arched opening with a span at river level
of 6.8m between springing points.
This arch afforded the best
opportunity for access from the
upstream side to allow inspection of
the junction between the two
conjoined structures and it is from this
inspection the description of the two
differing sections was gained. On the
downstream elevation the arch is
partially blocked on the landward side by deposited material whilst the
upstream elevation has flow restricted on the bridge pier side adjacent to the
modern field access (mentioned below).

3.6

Arches 2 and 3 bridge the main Skeeby Beck flow and these were both
inaccessible for below-bridge inspection. On the downstream side arch 2 is a
very tight steeply curved segmental opening with springing points set higher
on the spandrel walls than the other openings. It is a narrow opening of only
4.4m and has quite a different character even to the rest of the 17th century (?)
work on the downstream side. A very close examination of the coursing of the
rubble stone masonry to the spandrels adjoining arch 2 suggests this portion of
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the bridge may be the earliest section
of the bridge which may have given
rise to the suggested 14th century date.
The masonry within the spandrel
walls is confusing and much repaired
and patched over several phases
however there are distinct areas of
difference between the stonework
immediately adjoining the voussiors
to the downstream elevation and the
more general masonry of this elevation. Larger more squared stonework can
be typical of an early date and areas of such masonry exist around the rough
cut voussiors.
3.7

Arch 3 appears to have been rebuilt completely at the same time as the work to
the upstream elevations and it is thought that this element is the arch referred
to as part of Carr’s work. It is approximately 6m in span and has regular depth
large voussiors which appear from the limited view available on site to have a
soffit to the arch of cut and dressed stone. This form of work is typical of the
Georgian period and notably of Carr’s work elsewhere on County bridges.
The arch itself is of a shallow segmental form wider and more generous than
arch 2 but with springing points set lower to the water level.

3.8

It was not possible to closely inspect the downstream side of arch 4 and it is
much obscured by raised ground levels and undergrowth however from
available photographs supplied in the Condition Summary Document this
appears to have served as a flood relieving arch for many years ultimately
being blocked up on the downstream side and provided with three drainage
pipes to maintain flow. The reason for the blocking is unknown but may have
been to provide support for an older arch structure as the exposed voussiors
and curvature of the visible top of the arch are similar to those of arch 2.
3.9
On the upstream elevations all
arches have a common character and
style of masonry albeit to different
sizes and heights which correspond to
the older downstream counterparts.
The masonry within the spandrels all
appears to be of a single build too
which further substantiates the single
phase extension of width carried out
under John Carr in 1782.
The
exception to this is the upstream north
end of the bridge where the stonework
from the landward side of arch 3 to the
end of the approach walls, including
around arch 4, is all of a slightly
different build which has weathered
extremely well and appears in very
good condition throughout. It should
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also be noted that the upstream side of arch 4 is open but that its low height
and obstructions prevented access to determine the amount of blocking up
undertaken on the downstream side.
3.10

As well as the arches and the surrounding spandrel walls there are a number of
other features worthy of note. The parapets are very low throughout the
bridge length and appear to have been rebuilt since the work of 1782. In
discussion with a local resident he clearly recalled a large section of the
parapet being rebuilt in the 1970’s following an accident where an armoured
car from nearby Catterick Garrison had gone through the parapet and dropped
into the field below (personal comment – S. France). The copings are a deep
half round section and appear to be
consistent throughout with only
minor damage to individual stones.
The upstream parapet is in markedly
better condition generally than the
downstream side which in areas has
large open joints and lost masonry. A
number of drainage pipes have been
inserted through the parapet wall to
ensure the roadway is kept clear of
standing water. On both sides of the bridge and at each end of the structure
corresponding to the “bridge” element rather than the approach works small
dressed stone piers or engaged
pilasters have been added. These are
constructed from larger ashlar blocks
and match the style and form of the
late 18th century work on the
upstream side.
The downstream
p
i
l
a
ster on the southern Skeeby end of the
bridge has lost its chamfered coping but
this appears to be lying close by in the
field. These features appear to be the only
additional ornamentation added to the
structure as part of the widening works.
3.11 On
the
upstream side of
the bridge to each
of the water arches tall, square-section concrete pillars
appear to have been poured in-situ against the face of
the spandrel walls adjacent to each arch, the exception
being the water-bound side of arch 2. The purpose of
these structures is not clear. Finally mention must be
made of the insertion on the upstream side of a field
access between arches 1 and 2. This has cut through
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the parapet wall and is finished square
to the wall on the south side but has
been swept down the ramped access
on the north side with the copings
being cut into short sections to make
the turn. Whilst it is a robust and
practical solution to the issue of access
it is not workmanship of the same
quality as the rest of the bridge and
does diminish the aesthetic quality of
its immediate surroundings.
3.12

With such a multi-phased structure it is perhaps appropriate to suggest a
possible evolution of the bridge and this conjecture is as follows. At an early
date, possibly the 14th or 15th century, with trade between the market town of
Darlington and the castle and garrison at Richmond flourishing a bridge across
the minor becks at Skeeby became a necessity. There may have been an
earlier crossing or the route may just have been a ford. This first stone bridge
appears to be a narrow structure of around 3m in width but spanning three
arches (arches 2, 3, and 4 of the present structure) which were narrow and
tightly formed but quite tall with springing points well above river level. It
may have been approached steeply from the approaching track way which
would have led to it standing above floodwaters at times of high river levels.

3.13

To address this problem in the 17th century the bridge was lengthened to its
present causeway length and arch 1 was added, improving the river flow from
the small beck beneath a wider and shallower arch set closer to the river level.
By the middle of the 18th century the constraints of the narrow bridge were
causing issues for larger coaches and as part of a programme of bridge
improvements across North Yorkshire John Carr turned his attention to
Skeeby. The bridge was widened to its present 6.3m width, new arches were
constructed on the upstream side to accommodate this and to signify the works
were of the period the small pilasters were added as decoration to define the
bridge. During the works arch 3 was found to be defective or in need of
substantial work so it was replaced completely in a style matching the new
work on the upstream elevation. The location of the bridge in a distant and
very rural area of the county, and its relatively low public profile suggest that
the works were designed to be sufficient for purpose, rather than to
demonstrate a costly but high quality of design. Seven year later John Carr
rebuilt Richmond Bridge much more completely and to a more architecturally
complex and costly design, so the district does benefit from at least one good
example of his work. Subsequent works to the bridge include the rebuilding
of the northern approach on the upstream side and the rebuilding and repair of
the low parapet walls.

3.14

An illustration of the potential phases of construction of the downstream
elevation is in preparation and will be submitted as an appendix to this
document.
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Skeeby Bridge in a Statutory Heritage Context.
Listed Building Statutory Designation.
4.1.

Skeeby Bridge is listed Grade II and was added to the list of Buildings of
Special Architectural or Historic Importance on 6th November 1986.
A
summary of the Listed Building entry is included at Appendix 1.

4.2.

No Conservation Area covers the site of the bridge however other nearby
listed buildings within the village are contained within the designated Skeeby
Conservation Area, the boundary of which is shown in Appendix 2

Other nearby Listed Buildings.
4.3.

The bridge stands remote from the village where there are ten other listed
structures however their distance and position significantly limit their
relevance to the setting of the bridge. A further listed milepost lies to the
northeast on the Richmond Road towards Scotch Corner however this is a
significant distance away from the site and of no relevance in this context. For
completeness these buildings are listed for information in Appendix 3 however
they are not considered to impact on the context of the bridge.

Statement of Significance.
5.1.

Skeeby Beck is a modest stream and as a minor river crossing Skeeby Bridge
has played a part in the transport network of North Yorkshire for over 300
years, possibly significantly longer. It has developed over this period from a
narrow structure barely capable of accommodating horse drawn coaches to a
modern bridge carrying articulated lorries and coaches and forming part of the
main road network in the area. It is likely that its origins pre-date the
establishment of the Turnpike Trusts of the 18th century and that it served as a
principal structure on the route from Richmond, a strategic military base in the
north, to Darlington, one of the larger market towns in the area and birthplace
of the railway revolution.

5.2.

The bridge is clearly of several phases of construction each of which has some
degree of significance. The earliest material is of unknown date but
potentially could be late medieval based on some elements of stonework and
the form of two of the surviving arches. Although structures of this date are
relatively rare and therefore of importance here the original form has been
significantly altered by later rebuilding and its importance has been somewhat
compromised through the loss of its original form. Notwithstanding this the
older elements of the bridge are of significance in that they demonstrate the
importance of the crossing and the presence of masonry bridges from an early
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date. Its importance and significance will only increase with further research
which is beyond the scope of this exercise.
5.3.

The subsequent phases are of less significance. The 17th and 18th centuries
saw substantial changes to the structure, lengthening it, rebuilding arches and
ultimately widening it using a more classical architecture than the vernacular
employed on the structure previously. The 17th century work is of less
importance than the earlier work purely because more structures of similar
ages survive in the area and the form is a general vernacular structure with
little detail to date it precisely. The designer is unknown as is the date of the
work.

5.4.

The late 18th century widening by John Carr is of significance as it forms part
of the body of work he produced across North Yorkshire improving the road
network. Technically and artistically it is of less significance as it is not a
major project in his repertoire and has little architectural or engineering
significance nor unique features. Aesthetically and artistically the bridge is of
limited value. It is not a feature in any significant view point and when visible
in the landscape it comprises a series of differently scaled and proportioned
arches set in a heavy masonry structure. It is not a beautiful bridge such as
Carr’s bridge at Rutherford near Scargil, nor is it well detailed such as his
widening of the bridge at Croft. Downholme Bridge on the other side of
Richmond is a more impressive span. Skeeby therefore is seen principally as a
functional crossing of a small beck which has been achieved as economically
as possible. The retention of the older structures was incidental and probably
done to save costs. In the context of John Carr’s bridge work it is not a
significant structure but it does add to his catalogue.

5.5.

The subsequent works to the bridge appear to have been more limited and adhoc principally concentrating on repairs.
These, where appropriately
executed, are complimentary to the bridge but of limited significance as they
are functional by design. Too many of the repairs and alterations are ill
considered or poorly executed and are detrimental to the character and fabric
of the bridge, reducing its significance.
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Justification for the Works.
6.1.

North Yorkshire County Council Highways have a duty to provide a safe and
efficient road network which includes river crossings and bridges. It is in
pursuance of this duty that the repairs to the bridge are being proposed
following an assessment of the overall general condition of the structure and
its approaches. The proposed work will include a specification developed to
ensure the need for good quality repairs to the structure, to address general
deterioration of the masonry, recent impact damage and past inappropriate
repair techniques and to respect the historic character and fabric of the bridge.
The repair work proposed is considered to be in line with best practice for
maintaining masonry structures and has been successfully undertaken on a
number of bridges of varying ages throughout North Yorkshire.

6.2.

In developing a schedule and specification for repair works to a listed structure
the NPPF guidance (2018) requires local authorities to take account of the
degree of harm that a proposal will have on the significance of a heritage asset
when determining applications for their alteration. Para. 193 of the revised
NPPF states “….When considering the impact of a proposed development (in this
case a substantial repair) on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great
weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset,
the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm
amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its
significance……” The guidance also notes that harm may be considered “less

than substantial” but still require justification. The NPPF goes on to state at
para. 196 “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to
the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum
viable use”.

6.3.

It is considered that the proposal for Skeeby Bridge involves less than
substantial harm to the heritage asset because the proposed works seek to
address many years of deterioration and lack of maintenance of the bridge.
The present structure is at significant risk of further substantial deterioration
due to the loss of pointing to large areas of the facework on the parapets and in
other more localised areas lower down the structure at river level. It is
essential to maintain a good weathering face to the pointing in order to protect
the core of the parapet wall which without protection will allow water
penetration resulting in a loss of structural integrity.

6.4.

The preceding justification within this section and the historic impact analysis,
section 8, demonstrate the evaluation exercise that has been undertaken to
meet the requirements of the NPPF guidance.
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The Proposed Works.
7.1.

Four main areas of work are proposed to secure the future of Skeeby Bridge
and to rectify the defects present. The significant erosion of the spandrel walls
on the downstream side around river arches 1, 2 and 3 require attention to
retain the structural integrity of the external faces and protect the core work.
Past repairs within this area have included the poorly specified use of cement
mortar which in many areas has detached from the stonework and become
loose, providing no weathering cover for the open joints beneath. The primary
locations on the downstream face where this work is required are at the
Skeeby end of the approach wall, isolated and localised points along the
approach, the pilaster at the Skeeby side of the bridge which has suffered
displacement of stone and the loss of its chamfered coping, significant areas of
facework around the arch of arch 1 some of which are displaced, and areas
above arch 2. The outer faces of the piers require attention as a result of
scouring of the stonework by the river. The downstream sections of arches 3
and 4 were unable to be closely inspected but from available evidence these
will need a similar approach for repair work.

7.2.

It is important to note that on the donwstream side of the bridge there are
multiple phases of work potentially going back to the late medieval period so a
detailed approach of repair with minimal replacement would be appropriate.
Following the repairs to the bridge faces it is proposed to protect the base of
the spandrel walls against future scouring by the river by placing stone
deposits at the base of the walls.

7.3.

The downstream parapet wall is in a poor condition particularly on the inner
face and it is proposed to take down and rebuild this throughout its full length.
The Skeeby end of the parapet is particularly poor although there are
significant areas throughout which will require rebuilding where pointing has
been lost and facework has fallen away as a result. There is a section above
arch 4 which appears to have been rebuilt more recently and this may not need
completely dismantling, and localised rebuilding or deep pointing techniques
may be more appropriate than wholesale rebuilding. There is a section where
a washed out section of the foot of the parapet has been very poorly rebuilt
and this should be replaced with an appropriate quality of work and materials.
Certain areas which may initially appear sound with a few open joints are
likely to require substantial work and rebuilding is the preferred course of
action. In these locations prolonged exposure of open joints will have led to
the deterioration of the core work resulting in structural weakness which is
often exacerbated by vegetation growth. Throughout the length the copings
are in good condition and should be retained and re-used as they are a defining
feature of the wall head.

7.4.

It is also proposed to rebuild the upstream parapet wall which appears to be in
a similar condition throughout much of its length except for the section at the
northern/Scotch Corner end where a significant length appears to be of more
recent construction and in good well pointed condition. Of great importance
on completion of the works is the need to remove vegetation from the
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carriageway as this appears to be penetrating the lower levels of the parapet
and causing damage.
7.5.

The final element is aimed at improving the stream flow characteristics and
reducing the impact of the stream on the structure of the bridge. It is proposed
that the deposition embankment is excavated and removed from the present
watercourse upstream of arches 1 and 3 and downstream of arch 1 where
many years of deposition have altered the width and flow character of Skeeby
Beck.
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Analysis – The Impact on the Asset
8.1.

There are two main areas of impact on the heritage asset which need to be
considered at Skeeby Bridge. The visual impact on the bridge and its setting
as a heritage asset and the physical impact on the historic fabric of the
structure. These are examined below and the degree of significance of the
impact assessed to gauge whether each impact is negligible, of minor
significance or a substantial and significant impact as recommended under the
NPPF guidance. Where the impact is negligible or of minor significance no
further assessment is necessary but where there is a significant impact on an
aspect of the heritage asset this should be balanced against the wider public
benefits to be gained from the proposed scheme.

8.2.

In considering the impact on the bridge as a whole it must be born in mind that
the bridge itself is a compound of three or more phases of construction all of
which differ in character. It is therefore important that this differentiation
between phases is recognised but also that the 21st century intervention also
contributes to the history of the structure without detracting from its past.

Visual impact on the bridge and its setting.
8.3.

The bridge is not a dominant feature in the landscape as it is positioned low
within the valley, with little rise to the crown and low parapets. The main
characteristic in views is the “causeway” appearance of the masonry structure
which is largely simple and unadorned and is viewed from a distance. In
views it therefore appears as a single element of masonry and only in close up
is the quality of workmanship apparent. The proposals do not include changes
to form or details of the bridge and as such they are not considered to have
any significant detrimental impact on the appearance of the bridge in the
wider landscape context.

8.4.

A closer examination of the structure reveals a range of poorly specified
repairs, cement rich patch pointing in areas and open joints and decayed
stonework along with intrusive vegetation growth. Visually and aesthetically
this detracts from the current appearance of the structure making the
distinction between phases unclear, breaking up the uniformity of the structure
and lacking an architectural cohesiveness. The proposed repairs will remove
inappropriate pointing and vegetation, repair decayed stonework and reinstate
the uniformity of the masonry. Careful specification will allow the different
phases of the structure to be discerned on the downstream face and will
reinstate the unity of the upstream extension. It is considered that with a
carefully specified scheme the repairs will have a positive impact on the
structure making the phased construction more legible whilst unifying the
bridge as a whole in views.
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Physical impact on the historic fabric of the bridge.
8.5.

The proposed physical impact on the bridge is largely focussed on the
rebuilding of both of the parapet walls throughout their entire length and the
rebuilding of the downstream spandrel walls. With regard to the downstream
spandrel walls this is considered to be an excessive amount of work which
would have a significant impact on the historic fabric visible in the
downstream elevation. There are some minor areas of displacement and
erosion on this face and larger areas of open joints and eroded pointing
however the subtle variations of masonry differentiate between the phases of
construction and it is a concern that if a wholesale rebuilding is undertaken
these differences and evidence of the older bridge structure would be lost
beneath new stonework. It is considered that complete rebuilding of the
downstream spandrels would be significantly detrimental to the
character, appearance and historic fabric of the older phases of the bridge.

8.6.

The reconstruction of the parapets is a different matter however. These are
largely in poor condition to the inner face against the carriageway despite
appearing sound from the external face of the bridge. The majority of the
downstream parapet is in poor or very poor condition and its piecemeal repair,
retaining the few sections of sound stonework would lead to differential
erosion between sections. Whilst some sections could possibly be re-pointed a
comprehensive approach would result in a more cohesive and comprehensive
repair which is considered more appropriate in this location directly adjacent
to the carriageway. It is considered that the parapets are a later part of the
structure and have been subject to significant repairs and rebuilding already.
In addition the retention of the characteristic copings and their replacement in
the existing locations will maintain the character, appearance and fabric of the
structure. Although the rebuilding of the downstream parapet will have a
significant impact on the physical fabric of the bridge the loss of fabric is
considered on balance to be acceptable to achieve a sound and long lived
repair and a unified appearance to the structure.

8.7.

The upstream parapet is somewhat less decayed and the section from the
north/Scotch Corner end of the bridge as far as arch 3 is considered to be in
good condition and not requiring significant works. Localised repairs may be
necessary but this is a substantial enough section to be retained rather than
being rebuilt. A more detailed assessment of the rest of this parapet suggests
areas that would benefit from being reconstructed, however it is not
considered that it would be necessary or desirable to replace the whole of the
upstream parapet as this would represent an unnecessary and significant
impact on the historic fabric of the structure.
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Recommendations
8.8.

It is suggested that a review of the proposed areas of rebuilding is undertaken
to determine the extent required to retain sound historic fabric and to ensure
that the historic phases of construction remain legible on completion of the
works. This is of most importance in the area of the spandrels to the
downstream elevation and a range of techniques could be employed to retain
the historic integrity of the structure whilst still resulting in a sound and well
repaired bridge. Techniques should include deep pointing of the core, small
scale localised rebuilding and replacement of certain stones to reinstate a
sound structure. Where rebuilding or replacement stonework is employed
careful note must be taken of the existing material to ensure that the historic
form is replicated or retained to avoid losing the demarcation between
different phases.

8.9.

An assessment of the parapets can be more robust as these appear to be of a
largely similar age. Any such assessment should be made on the stability and
condition of the masonry along with the likely longevity of the section being
examined to ensure a robust and viable repair is undertaken. Where short
sections of parapet are considered sound but are flanked by decayed sections
to be rebuilt then a judgement should factor in the stability of the repair and
the need to provide a comprehensive and robust scheme. In general where a
short section could be retained it is not always sound practice to do so.

8.10. It will be important to develop a specification for dealing with the spandrel
repairs in particular. This should include not only mortar details but also
guidance on assessment of areas considered for replacement and details of the
type, size and form of stone to be used in the replacement as these elements
are critical to the historic differentiation of the phases of the structure. An
indicative sketch of the phases of construction on the downstream face of the
bridge is provided as a separate appendix to this report to assist with
understanding and specifying the works.

Christopher M Fish
CMF Planning and Design Ltd

17
May 2019

Conclusion.
9.1

Skeeby Bridge is a modest structure in a rural setting which is part of a key
road link to Richmond from the national trunk road network. There has been a
river crossing at this point for at least 500 years and elements of the earlier
bridges on the site are retained in the current structure. The present crossing
comprises two connected structures an early bridge comprising elements of
17th century work built over an earlier bridge possibly of 14th or 15th century
origin on the downstream side, and a later structure dating from 1782 which
widened the bridge on the upstream side and rebuilt one of the river arches.
Subsequent repairs have been largely in keeping with the rubble stone
structure however certain areas of the masonry have deteriorated badly whilst
some more recent repairs lack the quality and finish appropriate to a listed
building.

9.2

North Yorkshire County Council is proposing a scheme of repairs to the
bridge which comprise rebuilding of most of the parapet walls and re-facing
the downstream masonry elevation to the spandrels.
The proposed
reconstruction of the parapet walls is largely un-contentious as these elements
have been repaired and rebuilt at various times in the past. The retention of
the form and style of masonry and the reinstatement of the distinctive copings
on the repaired wall will maintain the appearance of the listed structure whilst
resolving issues of decay, deterioration, stability and weathering ingress. This
element of the proposal is considered largely acceptable.

9.3

The proposal to rebuild the downstream face is less acceptable as this part of
the bridge reveals the multi-phased construction including significant areas of
the older fabric. It is considered that a more sensitive repair specification with
localised rebuilding, re-pointing and deep pointing of the open joints would be
more appropriate to maintain the distinctions between construction phases and
minimise the loss of historically significant material.
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Appendices.
Appendix 1 Listed Building designation (Summary).

SKEEBY BRIDGE
Heritage Category: Listed Building
Grade: II
List Entry Number: 1131550
Date first listed: 06-Nov-1986

© Crown Copyright and database right 2019. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100024900.
© British Crown and SeaZone Solutions Limited 2019. All rights reserved. Licence number 102006.006.

Location
Statutory Address: SKEEBY BRIDGE, A6108
County: North Yorkshire
District: Richmondshire (District Authority)
Parish: Skeeby
National Grid Reference: NZ 20373 02922
Bridge. C17, late C18 and early C19. Ashlar, dressed stone and rubble. Four
widely and unevenly-spaced arches, including a dry arch to the north,
widened upstream. Downstream side: late C18 except for C17 second arch
from left. From left: flat segmental arch of dressed stone voussoirs;
semicircular arch of dressed stones; semicircular arch of ashlar voussoirs;
fourth arch mainly below ground. Upstream side, early C19, from left:
segmental arch; 2 semicircular arches; segmental arch of ashlar voussoirs.
Rubble spandrels and parapets with segmental ashlar coping.
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Appendix 2 Skeeby Conservation Area Boundary
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Appendix 3 Other nearby Listed Buildings in Skeeby.
17, RICHMOND ROAD
List Entry Number: 1131551
Grade: II
Location: 17, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North Yorkshire
16, RICHMOND ROAD
List Entry Number: 1131552
Grade: II
Location: 16, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North Yorkshire
CHURCH OF ST AGATHA
List Entry Number: 1131553
Grade: II
Location: CHURCH OF ST AGATHA, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby,
Richmondshire, North Yorkshire
MILEPOST APPROXIMATELY 10 METRES EAST OF SCHOOL HOUSE
List Entry Number: 1131554
Grade: II
Location: MILEPOST APPROXIMATELY 10 METRES EAST OF SCHOOL
HOUSE, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North Yorkshire
BARRACKS BANK MILEPOST
List Entry Number: 1157721
Grade: II
Location: BARRACKS BANK MILEPOST, A6108, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North
Yorkshire
MANOR HOUSE
List Entry Number: 1157732
Grade: II*
Location: MANOR HOUSE, 43, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire,
North Yorkshire
HALL FARMHOUSE
List Entry Number: 1157763
Grade: II
Location: HALL FARMHOUSE, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire,
North Yorkshire
HILL HOUSE
List Entry Number: 1301438
Grade: II
Location: HILL HOUSE, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North
Yorkshire
HALFE HILL HOUSE
List Entry Number: 1301464
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Grade: II
Location: HALFE HILL HOUSE, 19, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire,
North Yorkshire
LYNSAM
List Entry Number: 1317115
Grade: II
Location: LYNSAM, 39, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North
Yorkshire
44, RICHMOND ROAD
List Entry Number: 1317116
Grade: II
Location: 44, RICHMOND ROAD, Skeeby, Richmondshire, North Yorkshire
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