
 
 

  

�
�
�
�
 
 
 

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE SURVEY, 
BENINGBROUGH HALL AND PARK, 

NORTH YORKSHIRE 
 

VOLUME TWO 
MANAGEMENT REPORT 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Dennison Archaeological Services Ltd 
18 Springdale Way 

Beverley 
East Yorkshire 

HU17 8NU 



 
 

  

�
�
�
�
 
 
 

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE SURVEY, 
BENINGBROUGH HALL AND PARK, 

NORTH YORKSHIRE 
 

VOLUME TWO  
MANAGEMENT REPORT 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Report no: 2003/223.R02 
Version: Final  
Date: January 2005 
Author: E Dennison & S Richardson 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ed Dennison Archaeological Services Ltd National Trust (Yorkshire & NE Region) 
18 Springdale Way 27 Tadcaster Road 
Beverley On behalf of Dringhouses 
East Yorkshire York 
HU17 8NU YO24 1GG  



 
 
 

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE SURVEY, BENINGBROUGH HALL AND PARK, 

NORTH YORKSHIRE 

 

 

VOLUME TWO: MANAGEMENT REPORT 

 

 

 

 

CONTENTS 
 

 

Acknowledgements 

List of figures 

 
1 MANAGEMENT OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE.............................................1 

1.1 Introduction ...........................................................................................................................1 
1.2 Scheduled Ancient Monuments.............................................................................................1 
1.3 Listed Buildings ....................................................................................................................1 
1.4 Registered Historic Parks and Gardens .................................................................................2 
1.5 The Treasure Act 1996..........................................................................................................2 
1.6 Sites without Statutory Protection.........................................................................................2 
1.7  NT Archaeological Policy .....................................................................................................3 
1.8 Metal Detection .....................................................................................................................3 
1.9  Archaeological Implications of Property Management.........................................................4 
1.10  Relevant Addresses ...............................................................................................................5 

 

2 THE NATIONAL TRUST SITES AND MONUMENTS RECORD........................................6 
2.1 Introduction ...........................................................................................................................6 
2.2 Numbering.............................................................................................................................6 
2.3 Recording Methods ...............................................................................................................6 

 

3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE .........................................................................................7 
3.1 General Principles .................................................................................................................7 

Archaeological Sites ...................................................................................................7 
Built Heritage..............................................................................................................7 
Field Boundaries and Wall Furniture..........................................................................8 

3.2 The Beningbrough Hall Estate ..............................................................................................8 
General Comments......................................................................................................8 
Specific Problems and Management Recommendations ............................................9 
General Management Issues .....................................................................................13 

3.3 Recommendations for Further Archaeological Research....................................................15 
3.4 Summary of Recommendations ..........................................................................................15 

 

4 BIBLIOGRAPHY ....................................................................................................................17 
 

 

Appendices 

1 Catalogue of identified sites



 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

The Historic Landscape Survey of Beningbrough Hall and Park was initiated and funded by the 

National Trust (Yorkshire and North-East Region).  Ed Dennison Archaeological Services Ltd 

(EDAS) are grateful to Mr Mark Newman (Territory Archaeologist, North for the National Trust) for 

the formulation of the project and his co-operation during it. 

 

The co-operation of the estate staff at Beningbrough Hall, specifically Ray Barker and John Thallon, 

is also gratefully acknowledged.  Both John Thallon and Mrs M A Thallon also provided some useful 

additional documentary references, and they were most generous with the fruits of many years of 

research and interest in Beningbrough. 

 

The methodology for the survey was devised by Ed Dennison, and the field recording was completed 

by Shaun Richardson and Ed Dennison who produced survey sheets and other archive information.  

The photographs were taken by Shaun Richardson and Ed Dennison, who also carried out the 

documentary, cartographic and desk-top survey work and completed all the data collation, synthesis, 

manipulation, and historical and statistical analysis. 

 

The final reports, illustrations and drawings were produced by Ed Dennison.  Mark Newman and the 

Beningbrough estate staff kindly provided comments on the draft reports.  Despite this, any errors or 

inconsistencies remain the responsibility of Ed Dennison.   

 

The project archive has been lodged with the National Trust (York Office), and copyright of all 

survey material and this report has been transferred to them although EDAS Ltd and the individuals 

concerned retain the right to be accredited as originators and authors, as appropriate. 



 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

1 General location plan 

2 Area of National Trust estate 

3 Agricultural regime 

 



1 

1 MANAGEMENT OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE 
 

1.1 Introduction 

 

1.1.1 A number of features within the National Trust Beningbrough estate are accorded 

legal protection under several different Acts, Statutes and Regulations.  Brief 

guidance as to the nature of that protection is summarised in the paragraphs below.  

More information is provided with the “Archaeological Atlas” (a summary 

statement of management implications, issued prior to the completion of this 

report, and to be revised subsequently).  Further information, if required, can be 

obtained from the Territory Archaeologist and/or the Conservation Services 

Directorate in Cirencester - contact details in Section 1.10 below. 

 

1.2 Scheduled Ancient Monuments 

 

1.2.1 A Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) is an archaeological site designated as 

being of National Importance and included on a list, or Schedule, maintained by 

the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport.  It is protected by the primary, 

current, ancient monuments legislation, The Ancient Monuments and 

Archaeological Areas Act, 1979, as amended by the National Heritage Act, 1983.  

By law, any proposed works affecting sites on the Schedule require a grant of 

Scheduled Monument Consent (SMC) by the Secretary of State, his decision 

usually being based on the advice of the relevant English Heritage Inspector.  If in 

doubt as to whether an on-site activity would be considered to affect a SAM under 

the terms of the act, advice should be sought from National Trust archaeological 

staff, in the first case from the Territory Archaeologist or failing that from the 

Archaeological Section on Cirencester. 

 

1.2.2 There are currently no Scheduled Ancient Monuments within the boundaries of the 

Beningbrough Hall estate. 

 

1.3 Listed Buildings 
 

1.3.1 Under the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, the Secretary of State for the 

Environment, Local Government and the Regions  is required to compile a list of 

buildings of special Architectural or Historical Interest, for the guidance of Local 

Planning Authorities in the exercise of their planning functions.  There are three 

grades of listed building, as follows: 

 

   Grade I Buildings of exceptional interest (c.1% of the total) 

   Grade II* Important buildings (c.4%) 

   Grade II Other buildings of special interest 

 

1.3.2 Listed Building Consent (LBC) is required by anyone who wishes to demolish, 

extend or alter a listed building (or affect its curtilage) in any significant way that 

affects its character.  Consent must be obtained from the planning department of 

the local County or District Councils. 

 

1.3.3 The Beningbrough Hall estate contains 15 buildings which are listed as being of 

Special Architectural or Historic Interest, and which are owned by the National 

Trust (DOE 1987, 1-6).  They are as follows (please note that one of the Listed 

Building designations (4/12) covers three NTSMR sites while another (4/9) covers 

two NTSMR sites)): 
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NTSMR Name LB Grade & Ref NGR 

30845 Wall to garden approx 10m to east of Hall 

and wall linking this to Hall 

LB II (4/9) SE51805854 

31351 Beningbrough Hall LB I (4/1) SE5162058550 

31352 Wall and gates to north of Beningbrough 

Hall 

LB II (4/2) SE51635860 

31353 The Brew House, Beningbrough Hall LB II (4/3) SE5157058570 

31354 The Laundry House, Beningbrough Hall LB II (4/4) SE5158058590 

31355 Wall around Laundry and Brew House 

yard 

LB II (4/5) SE5160058580 

31356 Skating pond lining and tank approx 

150m to NNW of Hall 

LB II (4/6) SE5158058740 

31357 Pump House approx 250m to WNW of 

Hall 

LB II (4/7) SE5131558605 

31358 Ha-ha to west and south of Hall LB II (4/8) SE5162058460 

31359 Wall to garden approx 10m to east of Hall 

and wall linking this to Hall 

LB II (4/9) SE5168058550 

31360 Stable block to north of kitchen garden LB II (4/10) SE5180058590 

31361 Covered yard adjoining cart shed at 

Beningbrough Hall Farm 

LB II (4/12) SE5190058600 

31363 Newton Lodge LB II (4/18) SE5121959600 

34113 Covered yard adjoining cart shed at 

Beningbrough Hall Farm 

LB II (4/12) SE5190058600 

34114 Covered yard adjoining cart shed at 

Beningbrough Hall Farm 

LB II (4/12) SE5190058600 

34115 Cartshed with granary over at 

Beningbrough Home Farm 

LB II (4/11) SE5190058600 

 

1.4 Registered Historic Parks and Gardens 

 

1.4.1 The whole of the Beningbrough Hall estate is registered by English Heritage as a 

Grade II Historic Park and Garden.  Although this designation does not carry any 

statutory status, listing means that the park is considered to be of sufficient interest 

to merit a national designation and local authorities are required to consider and 

protect the area.  The National Trust also have a strong role in the conservation 

and restoration of parks and gardens (National Trust 2000).  Significant alteration 

to a Registered Park or Garden now requires a grant of consent analogous with that 

for a Listed Building. 

 

1.5 The Treasure Act 1996 

 
1.5.1 Chance discoveries of gold or silver objects which might formerly have been 

regarded as Treasure Trove, now fall, with a wider group of objects, under the 

Treasure Act, 1996 (amended 2003).  Under the Act, any object which contains 

more than 10% of gold or silver, and is over 300 years old, is defined as Treasure, 

as are groups of ten or more coins in any material, as well as any other objects 

found with an item which is treasure.  Finds of treasure have to be reported to the 

Coroner for the district, and will normally be examined by an archaeologist.  The 

National Trust, while allowing public access to its lands and properties, retains its 

rights as landowner so far as items of Treasure are concerned. 

 

1.6 Sites without Statutory Protection 
 

1.6.1 Work affecting sites unprotected by statute should be referred, where appropriate, 

to the Trust's archaeological advisory staff, in the first instance to the 

Archaeological advisor for the property. 
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1.6.2 Guidance as to the location of the archaeological resources which fall in this 

category may be found in the Archaeological Atlas, and elsewhere in this report. 

 

1.7 NT Archaeological Policy 

 

1.7.1 For general background on the archaeological policy exercised by the National 

Trust please see the Archaeology Subject Paper, most recently revised in 

November 1988.  Additional information on the role of archaeology in the 

National Trust, together with current policy, guidance, advisory and research 

papers can also be found on the NT Intranet. 

  

1.8 Metal Detection 

  

   Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
 

1.8.1 It is an offence for anyone to use a metal-detector on a Scheduled Ancient 

Monument (whether or not they then dig for the identified object) without the 

written consent of the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, and the 

granting of a special licence.  This prohibition also includes the use of geophysical 

survey equipment.  Enquiries concerning obtaining such consent should be 

directed to the Territory Archaeologist. 

 

1.8.2 A further, more serious, offence is to remove an object found by a metal detector 

on a SAM.  This is in addition to the potential for committing an offence under the 

Theft Act. 

 

1.8.3 Damage caused to a monument by removing a “find” may constitute a third 

offence. 

 

1.8.4 All such cases should be reported to the Police, English Heritage, NT 

archaeological staff and the Area Manager. 

 

   Non-Scheduled Sites 
 

1.8.5 It is the National Trust's policy that metal detectors should not be used without 

permission on its properties (for further information see the National Trust's recent 

Policy Paper on Metal Detecting to be found on the NT Intranet).  Digging to 

recover objects located using a metal detector is a contravention of the Trust's 

byelaws under section 2(a).  Removal of objects without permission is, of course, 

an act of trespass and theft. 

 

1.8.6 Although the final decision regarding granting permission of this sort will reside 

with the Property Manager, staff and tenants are urged not to grant permission for 

metal detection except in exceptional circumstances.  If such permission is ever 

granted, it is National Trust policy that a Licence should be drawn up by the 

Archaeological advisor to the property, documenting the terms of access.  For 

further information, please contact the Territory Archaeologist, or the 

Archaeological Section.  The legal ability for property staff to grant permission to 

remove objects is questionable, as this would represent alienation of National 

Trust property. 
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1.9 Archaeological Implications of Property Management 
 

   Building Work 
 

1.9.1 Work of various kinds can reveal evidence for the early history of standing 

buildings, for example: 

 

i) excavations under floors or involving foundations; 

ii)  alterations to the structure or fabric of a building; 

iii) work resulting in below ground disturbance of the immediate environs of a 

building where earlier structures or settlement are suspected. 

 

1.9.2 Archaeological consultation would be advisable whenever such work is proposed, 

so that arrangements can be made for any necessary recording.  Archaeological 

advice given at the planning stage of such operations almost invariably leads to 

much cheaper and less disruptive interventions compared with reactive 

archaeological investigation undertaken once a discovery is made. 

 

Landscape Works 

   

1.9.3 All earthmoving operations - including temporary works such as contractor's 

access routes - represent a considerable threat to the archaeological resource, 

particularly to what might be comparatively slight surface traces of past human 

activity.  All such works should be carefully planned, and the advice of NT 

archaeological staff sought, especially where there are existing indications of 

archaeological sensitivity. 

 

1.9.4 Less obvious are the implications of tree planting or changes to vegetation cover.  

The impact of changes of root structure on the archaeological resource can be very 

great.  If tree planting needs to be conducted in areas of surface archaeology then 

this should be planned with the needs of the archaeology in mind, preferably in 

consultation with NT archaeological staff. 

 

1.9.5 As in building work, planned archaeological investigations/mitigation strategies 

are much more cost-effective and conservation minded than reactive policies. 

 

Agricultural Activity 
 

1.9.6 The impact of agricultural activity on the archaeological resource will obviously 

varying very considerably from place to place and time to time.  However, the 

English Heritage “Monuments at Risk Survey” established that agricultural 

activity is the single greatest erosion pressure on the archaeological resource 

(Darvill and Fulton 1998). 

 

1.9.7 In general terms however, it is unlikely that the continuation of well established 

land use will represent a threat to the existing archaeological resource.  Sites which 

are already under the plough are unlikely to have their value or integrity reduced 

from a continuation of the same activity, though there may be a need to 

periodically monitor sites affected in this way. 

 

1.9.8 Changes of land use, from pasture to arable or woodland, for example, are likely to 

have rather greater effects.  So too may field improvement involving drainage, 

stone clearance or especially deep ploughing.  While other factors may weigh in 

favour of such changes, the impact on the archaeological resource should be taken 
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into consideration, and some further investigation of the site may be needed in 

mitigation. 

 

1.10 Relevant Addresses 

 

Archaeological advisor    Archaeological Section 

Mark Newman     Estates Office 

Territory Archaeologist, North    The National Trust 

National Trust York Office    33 Sheep Street 

Goddards      Cirencester 

27 Tadcaster Road     Gloucestershire 

Dringhouses     GL7 1RQ 

York YO2 2QC     Tel: 01285 651818 

Tel: 01904 702021      

e-mail: mark,newman@nationaltrust.org.uk 

 

 

English Heritage     Department for Culture,  

37 Tanner Row      Media & Sport 

York YO1 6WP     2-4 Cockspur Lane 

       London SW1Y 5DH 

 

 



6 

2 THE NATIONAL TRUST SITES AND MONUMENTS RECORD 
 

2.1 Introduction 

 

2.1.1 The National Trust Sites and Monuments Record was effectively initiated by Miss 

Phyllis Ireland in the 1960s, when she collected Ordnance Survey records of 

archaeological sites on Trust property.  From this base, the formulation of the 

SMR has become the primary objective of the Trust's archaeological staff, with the 

intention of recording all archaeological features and deposits in National Trust 

ownership.  Over 60,000 sites have already been recorded. 

 

2.1.2 The primary purposes of this work are: 

 

i)  to create a tool with which the archaeological resource can be successfully 

managed and conserved while  

ii)  also producing survey results of considerable academic value, highlighting 

new aspects of Trust property that can be presented to - or protected from - 

the public. 

 

2.2 Numbering 
 

2.2.1 Each site, monument, find-site or building recorded by the Trust's Archaeological 

Survey is assigned a unique Sites and Monuments Record number.  A block 

allocation has been given to each National Trust Region, that for Yorkshire being 

numbers 30000-39999.  Numbers have been allocated to the Region's properties as 

the need has arisen; therefore there is no unique number sequence for the sites at 

Beningbrough. 

 

2.3 Recording Methods 

 

2.3.1 February 1995 saw the introduction of the National Trust's Sites and Monuments 

database, using “Advanced Revelation” (AREV) as a platform.  However, as 

AREV is not now widely used, transfer to the Access-based SMR software written 

by ExeGesis (in partnership with RCHME) took place in mid-1999.  This has the 

advantage of easy transfer of data to and from the National Monuments Record, 

and other databases. 

 

2.3.2 “First time through” archaeological data gathering for the whole region was 

completed in July 1997, and by 1998 this was augmented with all of the region's 

498 Vernacular Buildings Surveys.  This basic data gathering absorbed all readily 

available archaeological information from regional archives, as well as national 

sources such as the NMR. 

 

2.3.3 The SMR is also used to collate the results of more detailed property surveys.  The 

first of these completed in Yorkshire Region was that for the Fountains Abbey and 

Studley Royal Estate.  In addition to this study of Beningbrough, surveys of 

Hudswell Woods, Nostell Priory, Braithwaite Hall and Bransdale have also been 

completed.  Once on the SMR, archaeological information can be accessed in a 

variety of ways.  One is the production of reports such as this; more succinct 

“Archaeological Atlases” are also maintained for each property (e.g. Newman 

1997).  Information on individual sites or groups of sites can also be supplied 

electronically on application to the Archaeological advisor.  Digitisation of the 

associated photographic collection is currently underway, with many original site 

record photographs now taken with a digital camera.  These are stored 

electronically and can be consistently accessed through the SMR database. 
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3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE 

 

3.1 General Principles 

 
3.1.1 It is National Trust policy to preserve all features of archaeological and 

architectural interest on its properties, wherever possible, through the integration 

of specialist advice with the skills of land management (National Trust 2000, 1-2).  

The purpose of an Historic Landscape Survey or Archaeological Property Survey 

is to identify, as far as is possible, all items considered to be important or of 

significance, so that appropriate management strategies can be drawn up and 

implemented. 

 

 Archaeological Sites 

 

3.1.2 The main threat to archaeological sites in the countryside is considered to be 

agricultural improvement (Darvill and Fulton 1998).  This can involve the 

ploughing and re-seeding of grassland, the conversion to alternative crop regimes 

or land uses, or the abandonment of farmland and field boundaries.  Ploughing is 

considered to be most destructive element, as this causes a loss of definition to 

field monuments and a site's preservation is diminished by the disturbance of both 

the above- and below-ground deposits and stratigraphy.  Other management issues, 

generally associated with predominantly pasture environments are overstocking, 

overgrazing and stock erosion. 

 

3.1.3 While it may be difficult to reconcile the potentially conflicting issues of positive 

archaeological management and maximised agricultural productivity, there are 

various mechanisms available to achieve this or to mitigate the effects of lost 

agricultural potential.  In some cases, for example, it is possible to identify specific 

areas within a large site which are less sensitive and where ploughing or other 

improvements may not detract from the overall importance, potential and setting 

of the site, while in others it may be possible to reduce the effects of continued 

improvement by ensuring that ground movement is confined to the depth of 

already ploughed or disturbed soil.  The option of taking areas out of arable 

cultivation and maintaining a managed, permanent grass cover is, of course, the 

most appropriate land use for the continued preservation of most archaeological 

sites and monuments. 

 

3.1.4 A further important and often overlooked aspect of the preservation of the historic 

environment is the protection of minor landscape features such as troughs, gate 

posts etc.  These have all been identified by this survey and appropriate 

management strategies are outlined below. 

 

Built Heritage 
 

3.1.5 The preservation of the built environment is considered to be an important aspect 

of the overall conservation and enhancement of the historic landscape.  The main 

threats to agricultural buildings are considered to be redundancy (leading to 

dereliction), conversion and/or change of use.   

 

3.1.6 For those frequently used and occupied structures, for example buildings within  

historic farmstead complexes, preservation can be achieved by a continued, 

sympathetic repair and maintenance programme. However, it is important to 

appreciate that farms are also working organisations, and a balance needs to be 
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achieved between the desire to maintain production and the efficiency of farming 

techniques, and preservation objectives. 

 

3.1.7 In some cases it may be necessary to alter or modify a historic structure to ensure 

its continued use, for example by widening or inserting new doorways, or 

removing internal fittings to accommodate farm machinery or meet improved 

animal welfare standards.  In many cases however, the retention of minor historic 

features will not affect the productivity or day-to-day running of an agricultural 

complex.   

 

3.1.8 In addition to the preservation of specific structures, the farmstead complex should 

also be seen as a historic entity.  Individual components combine to form a whole, 

and the visual integrity and settings of these complexes is an important aspect of 

the landscape heritage.  Many farmsteads will have occupied the same area of 

ground for centuries, and the yards and steadings will often contain below-ground 

remains of earlier structures which have since been replaced by more modern 

buildings. 

 

3.1.9 The continued upkeep and maintenance of those elements of the built heritage 

which have become redundant is often more difficult to justify, but in many 

instances the visual and landscape effect of such structures, for example field 

barns, is an important element of the historic landscape. 

 

3.1.10 Any dismantling, re-use or reclamation of stone from any historic structures 

should not be undertaken without a suitable archaeological mitigation strategy 

being in place. 

 

   Field Boundaries and Wall Furniture 
 

3.1.11 Given the absence of field walls within the Beningbrough Hall estate, it can be 

argued that there are no historic boundaries worthy of preservation.  However, it is 

important to appreciate that the boundary alignments often reflect historic land use 

and/or historic property divisions.  Nevertheless, any items of wall furniture that 

do survive are therefore considered to be more significant. 

 

3.2 The Beningbrough Hall estate 

 

 General Comments 
 

3.2.1 The Historic Environment Features to be found within the Beningbrough Hall 

estate are fully described and interpreted, based on evidence gathered to date, in 

Volume 1 of this report.  Figure 1 shows the general location of the estate while 

figure 2 provides more detail.  Full details of each of the 113 sites recorded by the 

Historic Landscape Survey are given in the catalogue which accompanies this 

report (see Appendix 1) and on the NTSMR. 

 

3.2.2 The agricultural regime which presently operates over the Estate appears, from 

the evidence gained purely from the walkover survey, to be broadly in keeping 

with the preservation of majority of the historic resource.  At the time of the 

survey, most of the estate appeared to be improved pasture, apart from an isolated 

area of arable in Nut Flat and Coney Garth to the south-east of Home Farm; these 

two areas have been combined into a single field.  However, it should be 

remembered that this observation represents only a single, short-lived “snap-shot” 

of conditions, and it is clear from the rounded and degraded nature of many of the 

upstanding earthwork sites, particularly the ridge and furrow, that a considerable 
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amount of agricultural improvement has taken place in both the historic and more 

recent past.  The earthworks and documents suggest that the majority of the estate 

was subject to regular cultivation under ridge and furrow in the medieval and 

early post-medieval periods, while aerial photographs show that other areas, for 

example in High Closes, have been ploughed in more recent years (see figure 3).  

A few areas are currently being trampled by stock on a regular basis, and other 

sites are suffering from localised erosion and degradation.  All these factors are 

discussed in more detail below.   

 

3.2.3 Categorisation of the surviving archaeological sites in terms of their survival and 

vulnerability has shown that the majority are in a moderate or bad condition, but 

that many of the previous serious threats from agricultural practices have been 

reduced.  This is a reflection of the current management regime and the fact that 

most of the survey area is currently given over to improved pasture. 

 

3.2.4 A large proportion of the archaeological sites are thought to have reached a state 

of equilibrium, and do not have any particular management problems.  In many 

cases, therefore, no specific action is recommended.  However, a change of 

agricultural land use or cropping regime could easily and quickly change the 

vulnerability of many sites, and an appropriate assessment should be made if any 

changes to the existing practices are proposed.  Any such changes should be 

discussed with the Archaeological Advisor, to ensure that any archaeological 

implications are fully discussed and mitigated against, following the general 

advice given in Section 1.9 above. 

 

3.2.5 The majority of the built heritage is in a good or medium condition and most sites 

were assessed as having a low vulnerability.  However, three buildings are 

considered to be suffering slow deterioration.  It could also be argued that the 

Beningbrough Lodge also has a potential for medium vulnerability, being located 

at the main vehicular entrance to the National Trust estate, but it is currently 

scored as low. 

 

3.2.6 All of the farm buildings within the Home Farm complex have been altered or 

modified to facilitate their continued use, for example by widening or inserting 

new doorways or by removing internal fittings to accommodate farm machinery 

or equipment.  The houses in this complex have also had some improvements in 

recent years, for example at the Bungalow (NTSMR 31695), and garages have 

been added at the cottages (NTSMR 31698).  However, these works are generally 

small-scale and not intrusive. 

 

3.2.7 The commitment of the National Trust to the continued upkeep and maintenance 

of the built heritage within the Estate is evident.  Some repair work recommended 

by the Vernacular Buildings Surveys, for example at Newton Lodge (NTSMR 

31363) and Beningbrough Lodge (NTSMR 31684), as well as more extensive 

work at the Horse Surgery (NTSMR 31700) has been completed.  Considerable 

work has also taken place at the Hall and its associated outbuildings in recent 

years. 

 

Specific Problems and Management Recommendations 
 

3.2.8 Although many sites have reached a state of equilibrium, and are not perceived to 

be under threat, a number of specific management problems have been identified.  

These problems can be grouped into the general categories of archaeological sites 

and built heritage.  Other more general management issues are listed thereafter, 

together with a summary of the main recommendations. 
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Natural erosion 

 

3.2.9 Although this is not presently considered to represent a significant problem within 

the estate, several sites are suffering from, or are susceptible to, natural erosion, 

for example the flood defences running along the east bank of the River Ouse 

(NTSMRs 34067 and 34108).  Periodic flooding in low-lying areas such as Ferry 

Ings and to the west of Crow Trees may also affect the archaeological sites noted 

here, for example the ridge and furrow earthworks (NTSMRs 34089 and 34072).  

It was noted in Volume 1 of this report that their poor definition may be a result of 

previous deposition of river alluvium in these areas.  In most cases, the scale and 

type of the archaeological site under threat is not considered to be sufficiently 

important to warrant special protection, although the potential effects of continual 

and sustained high ground water levels should be considered.  At present, it is not 

considered appropriate to undertake any mitigation measures and little would be 

probably achieved in the long run. 

 

Agricultural improvements 

 

3.2.10 Information obtained from the Estate Office has allowed a simplified plan to be 

drawn up which shows the extent of more recent agricultural improvements 

within the landholding (see figure 3).  The area of low-lying, floodable ground in 

Ferry Ings has been shallow ploughed and re-seeded with a grazing mix three 

times since 1978, following periodic inundations.  The area of Nut Flat/Coney 

Garth has been deep ploughed and planted with maize several times since the 

1990s, while the northern part of The Paddock and the adjacent area to the west 

was drained and sub-soiled by contractors in the 1980s.  High Closes is regularly 

deep ploughed for arable cultivation, and the area to the west was deep ploughed 

once in the 1980s.  The final area, on Bravener Bank, was sub-soiled, shallow 

ploughed and sown with a grazing mix in the early 1980s.  The present 

agricultural regime also involves frequent applications of slurry in the winter 

months to serve as a fertilizer.  The eastern part of Nut Flat/Coney Garth is 

intensively covered every year whilst almost the whole of the rest of the Estate, 

with the exception of ground to the west of Newton Drive, is subject to regular 

applications.  The fact that this activity takes place in the winter months means 

that there is often also severe erosion and rutting in and around gateways. 

 

3.2.11 As noted in Section 3.1 above, sub-soiling and deep ploughing is considered to be 

the most destructive of agricultural operations to archaeological features, both in 

terms of degradation and loss of definition to above-ground field monuments and 

disturbance or even destruction of the more shallow below-ground archaeological 

deposits.  In the case of the above-ground earthworks, each individual action may 

not necessarily appear to be particularly damaging, but the cumulative effects 

over several years is often significant; this is especially the case with areas of 

ridge and furrow which can cover large areas of landscape.  In addition to 

archaeological impacts, re-seeding and the frequent application of manure reduces 

ground flora, and sub-soiling can cause root damage to adjacent trees.  This has 

been noticed in the northern part of The Paddock and adjacent areas where the 

tops of many ancient oak trees are starting to die back (John Thallon, pers comm).  

Urgent discussions should be held between the National Trust and their 

agricultural tenant to either alter the existing agricultural practices, to the benefit 

of both parties, or to try and reduce the frequency or timing of especially harmful 

operations.  These discussions should also include mitigation for the damage 

being caused by winter access for manuring.  
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Vegetation clearance 

 

3.2.12 Generally, vegetation growth or scrub encroachment onto archaeological sites was 

not considered to be a major issue.  However, some encroachment was visible on 

the earthworks in The Avenue (NTSMR 34093) and in Pike Ponds Plantation 

(NTSMR 34119).  Several of the ponds, for example the Tench Pond (NTSMR 

30848; see plate 7 of Volume 1) and other ponds to the north of the west end of 

The Larch Walk and south of Pike Ponds Plantation (NTSMRs 34071 and 34096) 

were also becoming overgrown and choked, further compromising their original 

geometric appearance.  This should be addressed if the integrity of the ponds is to 

be maintained, which on Historic Environment conservation grounds, it certainly 

should be. 

 

Erosion or damage due to stock 

 

3.2.13 Although no site was considered to be specifically at risk from overstocking or 

overgrazing at present, some examples of localised erosion arising from stock 

poaching and “lying-in” were noted, for example along the south side of the ha-ha 

(NTSMR 31358).  In most cases, it is not appropriate or necessary to carry out 

remedial works, as the areas will normally recover by themselves.  This can be 

helped by the use of temporary fencing to allow the grass and vegetation to 

regenerate. 

 

3.2.14 One or two much more serious examples of stock erosion were noted, for example 

at the site of the presumed manor house and gardens to the south-east of the Hall 

(NTSMRs 30842 and 34091).  Stock and farm vehicles regularly traverse this 

sensitive area, moving between grazing land to the west and the Home Farm 

complex where milking is done.  As can be seen from plate 6 in Volume 1, this is 

starting to cause severe erosion and rutting, and in places some brickwork has 

been exposed.  In addition to damage to the uppermost archaeological deposits, 

this disturbance could well influence the practicalities of any future non-intrusive 

archaeological investigations, such as geophysical survey and phosphate analysis.  

This problem is also occurring, but to a lesser extent, in the area of the former 

18th century gardens to the south of the Hall (NTSMR 30850), where the 

earthworks are if anything more sensitive.  Urgent discussions should be held 

between the National Trust and their agricultural tenant to create an alternative 

stock access into the Home Farm complex, perhaps by creating a new track or 

route along the west side of Nut Flat.  

 

3.2.15 At the Tench Pond (NTSMR 30848), a post-and-wire fence is currently positioned 

too close to the north side of the earthwork, with the effect that stock movement 

around this side of the pond is constricted into a narrow channel.  This is causing 

significant poaching, both to the sides of the earthwork and the adjacent cattle 

ramps.  This situation could be easily remedied by moving the fence further to the 

north to create a wider passage. 

 

Tree planting and related issues 

 

3.2.16 Tree planting on archaeological features was not considered to be a significant 

problem in the estate, although some recently planted trees on the possible park 

pale in Pike Ponds Plantation (NTSMR 34119) should be carefully removed to 

ensure no future damage takes place.  It is also appreciated that many of the other 

areas of tree planting, both current and historic, actually constitute or help to make 

up historic environment features (e.g. avenues and plantations), and so the 

continued maintenance of these areas / sites is important. 
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3.2.17 It is recommended that all future tree planting activities should take account of 

archaeological remains, and that the latter should be avoided wherever possible.  

This is particularly important for those sites which lie, or which might be 

presumed to lie, within existing woods and plantations which might be felled and 

re-planted in the future.  At present, wind throw or other erosion resulting from 

tree planting does not appear to be an issue.  Any proposals for future tree 

planting or other woodland management operations should be discussed in 

advance with the Archaeological advisor, in accordance with paragraph 1.9.4 

above. 

 

  Dumping 

 

3.2.18 The dumping of extraneous material within or around archaeological sites was not 

generally identified as being a significant problem.  However, the pond (NTSMR 

34081) at the west end of Nut Flat has a potential for infilling as the earthwork is 

already denuded and covers less than its original, historic, extent. 

 

Vehicular damage 

 

3.2.19 The problems resulting from vehicular movement across the presumed manor 

house and 18th century garden features to the south of the Hall has already been 

mentioned in 3.2.14 above.  The track running south-east from the Home Farm 

complex (NTSMR 34104) is also heavily rutted in its western section, and this 

could be remedied by the application of a limited amount of hardcore or other 

suitable material.  It should be noted that this action is only suggested at this 

specific site – it is not an appropriate response to other areas of vehicular damage, 

for example over the presumed manor house and associated gardens sites 

(NTSMRs 30842, 30850 and 34091).   

 

  Artefacts 

 

3.2.20 As noted in paragraph 4.4.59 of Volume 1 of this report, there is a dump of 

architectural fragments (NTSMR 34079) in scrub land to the north-east of the 

Garden House.  These fragments should be inspected and catalogued, and the 

more important items (such as the barley twist columns) should be moved to a 

more secure location. 

 

3.2.21 A stone trough previously identified by the Vernacular Building Survey at Home 

Farm could not be identified by the present survey.  However, it may not have 

been removed from the estate - it could simply have been placed within one of the 

adjacent farm buildings to which access was restricted. 

 

Drainage systems 

 

3.2.22 Although only a few examples of underground culverts were identified by the 

historic landscape survey, it is presumed that the estate must contain a significant 

number of such features, especially in the areas to the west, north-west and south 

of the Hall, to facilitate the movement of water between the Water Tower 

(NTSMR 31357), the skating rink (NTSMR 31356), the Hall and earlier gardens 

(NTSMR 30850).  Any such culverts should be identified, and those still in use 

should be regular inspected and cleaned out. 

 

3.2.23 A culvert identified in the area of The Falls (NTSMR 34065) is currently in a bad 

condition and would benefit from some limited repairs.  
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Other issues 

 

3.2.24 The erection of modern fencing is an accepted part of any land management 

regime, but in one or two cases these fences have been positioned across or 

immediately adjacent to archaeological sites.  For example, a post and wire fence 

has been erected across the southern end of the Carp Pond (NTSMR 30847), and 

along the southern edge of the early gardens to the south of the Hall (NTSMR 

30850).  It is recommended that all future fencing proposals should take account 

of archaeological remains, and that the latter should be avoided wherever 

possible.  This principle should also be extended to any programme of protection 

for veteran trees. 

 

3.2.25 Vandalism is not considered to be a current threat within the National Trust estate.  

However, both the Water Tower (NTSMR 31357) and Newton Lodge (NTSMR 

31363) are either empty or open, and there is considerable potential for vandalism 

at these sites, which are both remote and obscured from the estate offices.  The 

door of the tower is currently off its hinges, and this should be repaired as soon as 

possible. 

  

Repairs to / maintenance of the built heritage 

 

3.2.26 As previously noted, the majority of the built heritage within the estate is 

generally in a good condition and the structures appear to be regularly maintained.  

However, some specific problems were identified by the survey, as follows. 

 

3.2.27 The skating rink to the north-north-west of the Hall (NTSMR 31356) appears in a 

neglected state, with grass growing through the concrete lining of the pond (see 

plate 11 of Volume 1).  As well as causing possible long-term deterioration to the 

structure, this creates a visual impression at odds with National Trust properties.  

As this is a Listed Building, appropriate permissions will need to be sought and 

obtained in advance of any remedial work.  The cattle trough (NTSMR 34076) at 

Crow Trees also appears to be suffering from neglect (see plate 13 of Volume 1); 

it should be cleaned out and put back into use. 

 

3.2.28 The sides and floors of the cattle ramps at the Trench Pond (NTSMR 30848) are 

also in a poor condition, and they should be subject to a limited programme of 

repair and consolidation before localised collapse occurs (see plate 8 of Volume 

1).  The same applies to some areas of the ha-ha (NTSMR 31358); although some 

recent repairs have been carried out, more work is needed. 

 

General Management Issues 
 

3.2.29 In addition to the specific problems outlined above, there are a number of other, 

more general management issues which should be considered and addressed. 

 

   General precepts or principles 

 

3.2.30 The general principles outlined above in Section 3.1 should be applied, either 

wholly or in part, or with differing emphasis, to the Beningbrough Hall estate.  

Specific application will depend on the policies of the National Trust and/or the 

requirements of the agricultural tenant.  There may be conflicting views which 

will need to be respected and accommodated, for example in any alteration or 

modification to the existing agricultural regimes, to any future modernisation of 
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the Home Farm complex, and the re-routing of stock movements to the south and 

south-east of the Hall. 

 

3.2.31 The whole of the historic landscape, comprising archaeological sites (including 

the designed landscape), buildings, field boundaries and patterns, and wall 

furniture, needs to be carefully considered when assessing the need for change 

and development.  This important resource should have a weight equal to other 

environmental factors, such as ecology, visual impact etc. 

 

3.2.32 The production of this archaeological survey has allowed the historic resource of 

the estate to be identified and assessed.  In many cases it is now possible to 

provide an accurate, or informed, opinion on the archaeological implications of 

any proposed development or land use change, such as the construction of new 

buildings, ploughing or improving grassland areas, or planting new areas of 

woodland.  It is therefore recommended that appropriate advice is sought from the 

Archaeological Advisor as and when such developments and land use changes are 

proposed. 

 

Special areas 

 

3.2.33 While it can be reasonably argued that the whole of the Beningbrough Hall estate 

is of considerable archaeological, landscape and natural history interest (as shown 

by its designation as a Grade II Registered Historic Park), it is suggested that two 

areas are of particular importance, due to the nature and quality of the remains 

which exist there.  These areas are worthy of additional and specific management 

strategies which will help to protect and conserve these important sites, and a 

more detailed programme of archaeological survey would help to identify all the 

historic elements (see below). 

 

3.2.34 The first area comprises the important archaeological remains of the early 18th 

century gardens (NTSMR 30850), and the presumed manor house and associated 

features (NTSMRs 30842 and 34091) located to the south and south-east of the 

Hall.  The second area comprises the potential Roman villa site on Bravener Bank 

(NTSMR 30843).  Both these areas lie within National Trust land, and so the 

drawing up appropriate management strategies in consultation with the 

agricultural tenant ought not present a problem. As noted above, the former area is 

presently suffering from, or has the potential for, considerable erosion caused by 

the movement of stock and vehicles. 

 

   Monitoring and review 

 

3.2.35 As noted above, some sites are vulnerable to specific manageable risks and 

threats, such as damage from erosion, and stock and vehicular movement.  These 

sites should be the subject of periodic monitoring, so that any real or perceived 

threats can be identified and appropriate action taken.  It is suggested that this 

monitoring takes place on a two or three year cycle, although more frequent 

event-led assessments may also be appropriate, for example after a period of 

flood. 

 

3.2.36 Records should also be kept of any repairs or other interventions, to guide any 

future surveys or management strategies.  These records should be fed back for 

inclusion into the NTSMR as necessary. 
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3.3 Recommendations for Further Archaeological Research 
 

3.3.1 The recommendations for further research can be considered under two headings, 

those which would aid the understanding, management and interpretation of the 

features which have already been recorded by the Historic Landscape Survey, and 

those which would help to place this survey into a wider landscape context. 

 

3.3.2 The former would cover site specific work.  The type of work that it is envisaged 

would include detailed earthwork and/or geophysical survey of those sites 

considered to be significant, namely the sites contained within the special areas 

noted above.  In all cases, this detailed and accurate non-intrusive survey work 

would not only enhance the understanding of these sites, but would also provide 

more information on how the individual sub-components relate to one another.  

 

3.3.3 The latter set of recommendations would comprise further general and site-specific 

work, over and above that which is required for specific management regimes.  

This could include additional archaeological fieldwalking in areas which are 

subject to future ploughing, and possible limited site investigations to confirm the 

non-intrusive work noted above.  Additional research into the history of medieval 

landholding and tenurial relationships would also be useful, in order to place the 

early development of the estate into context. 

 

3.3.4 It would also be worth remembering that, while the further archaeological research 

would provide additional archaeological data, this data could also be used by the 

Estate to help interpret, or re-interpret, the history and archaeology of the property 

to its many visitors.  Similarly, undertaking any archaeological site work in the 

summer months would provide an interesting addition to the public face of the 

Estate and the wider National Trust.  It might also be possible to secure the 

services of interested members of the public to help with some of the work, for 

example archaeological fieldwalking in Nut Flat and Coney Garth.  

 

3.4 Summary of Recommendations 
 

General  
 

• The historic landscape should be considered and given appropriate weight 

when assessing the need for new development or land use change within the 

Estate; 

 

• Discussions should be held with the agricultural tenant to try and resolve the 

conflicts between the present agricultural regimes and the preservation of 

the archaeological sites and other historic features; 

 

• Specific management strategies should be prepared for the important 

archaeological sites to the south and south-east of the Hall, and on Bravener 

Bank, in conjunction with detailed archaeological site surveys; 

 

• A regular, time-based and/or event-based programme of maintenance should 

be adopted, to carry out minor restoration and repair works, together with a 

monitoring and review mechanism; 

 

• Appropriate records should be kept of any repairs or other interventions, and 

these should be fed back into the NTSMR as necessary. 
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 Archaeological Sites 
 

• Undertake limited vegetation clearance / removal in The Avenue and Pike 

Ponds Plantation, and relevant ponds including the Tench Pond, to help 

preserve and reveal the archaeological earthworks; 

 

• Temporarily fence any areas of poaching or overstocking to encourage grass 

re-growth; 

 

• Move existing fence line further to the north of Tench Pond to reduce 

potential for stock erosion around the pond; 

 

• Renegotiate stock and vehicular movement to the south of the Hall to avoid 

important archaeological remains; 

 

• Inspect and catalogue architectural fragments close to the Garden House, 

and remove significant items to safe storage; 

 

• Ensure all future agricultural and related work respects identified 

archaeological resource. 

 

Built Heritage 
 

• Prevent the unauthorised dismantling, re-use or reclamation of stone from 

any historic structures; 

 

• Undertake minor repairs to skating rink, water tower, water culvert at The 

Falls, cattle ramps at Tench Pond, and cattle trough at Crow Trees. 
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