
Officers Report   
Planning Application No: 141128 
 
PROPOSAL: Planning application to demolish existing main building and 
replace with 1no. dwelling including landscaping, ancillary works and 
installation of solar panels to existing garage.        
 
LOCATION: Land adj 19 Brook Street Hemswell Gainsborough DN21 5UJ 
WARD:  Hemswell 
APPLICANT NAME: Mr and Mrs Morris 
WARD MEMBER: Cllr P Howitt-Cowan 
 
TARGET DECISION DATE:  05/08/2020 (Extension of time to be agreed) 
DEVELOPMENT TYPE:  Minor - Dwellings 
CASE OFFICER:  Danielle Peck  
 
 
RECOMMENDED DECISION:   Refuse planning permission  
 

 
The application is referred to the Planning Committee for determination as the 
matters for consideration are considered to be finely balanced. 
 
Description: 
The application site comprises of an existing building, ‘The Blacksmiths Forge’ and a 
newly constructed detached double garage within the settlement of Hemswell. The 
existing building is constructed of local roughly coursed stone and pantile, the 
building is noted to be at the earliest C17. A residential property is located directly to 
the east of the site, to the west is a grassed track, the highway lies to the south with 
more residential properties beyond this.  The site is within the Hemswell 
Conservation Area, an Area of Great Landscape Value and is also within a 
Limestone Mineral Safeguarding Area.  
 
The application seeks permission to demolish the existing building and replace with 
1no. dwelling, including landscaping, ancillary works and solar panels to the existing 
detached garage.  
 
Relevant history:  
M04/P/0684- Convert buildings to dwelling and garage. GC 06/08/04 
M03/P/0012- Convert Blacksmiths Forge to single dwelling and erect new two storey 
dwelling. Withdrawn by applicant.  
M02/P/0186- Conservation Area Consent to Demolish Buildings (2no. Brick and 
stone stables adjoining west end of Blacksmiths Forge, 1no. tin Lean to shed 
adjoining rear or Blacksmiths Forge, Brick garage, parital brick enclosure and 3 tin 
and timber lean to sheds. Formal Conservation Area consent not required 07/08/02.  
 
Representations: 
Cllr P Howitt-Cowan: This planning application is exercising the village which prides 
itself on Heritage. I appreciate it is not listed but rests within the conservation area. Is 



the conservation officer deputed to assess this application due to the location and 
sensitivity surrounding the application. If it is finely balanced the only route open is to 
the planning committee.  
 
Hemswell Parish Council: The parish council has reservations regarding the 
proposed development as it will remove a non-designated heritage asset from within 
the conservation area and replace it will a character dwelling which will have no 
heritage value or functional links to the surrounding properties. The building to be 
demolished is the Blacksmiths Forge which sits adjacent to the Shoe House (same 
site) and the Blacksmiths cottage (adjacent site). By replacing the forge with a new 
character property, a significant part of Hemswell history will be lost. The Council 
supports the need to deconstruct the property due to the instability of the structure 
but would rather see the exterior form of the building be reconstructed with 
sympathetic extensions created as necessary to support a modern sustainable 
dwelling. In this way the heritage of the site van be honoured.  
 
Local residents: 
17A Brook Street: The Old Forge has been a significant landmark in Brook Street 
for well over a century and was no doubt a focal point in the village when it was in 
use as a forge with horses queuing outside and being attended to in the Shoe 
House. However, these times are well beyond living memory and for many people in 
the village, their only view of this building is seeing it encircled by galvanised steel 
fencing as this is how it has been for the last 14 years. As part of the previous 
planning permission M04/P/0684, the former Shoe House was demolished and 
replaced with a significantly larger brand new garage. This building has retained the 
'character' of the former Shoe House by virtue of its use of the original stone and 
replicating windows and installing other features from the original building. The Forge 
however has remained 'untouched' as it has proved to be something of a 
'conundrum' for the previous developer. He had permission to 'convert' a building 
which was never really fit for conversion. Unfortunately, when the original planning 
permission (M04/P/0684) was sought by the then owner, the planning authority failed 
to ask the question "how practical was it to convert this building into a new dwelling?" 
Shortly after the permission was granted, the plot was sold to the previous developer 
who then tried to engage the planning authority in a discussion regarding the feasibly 
of 'converting' this building. He engaged a surveyor who provided a report saying 
that the building was unfit for conversion. The current owners have also engaged 
another structural engineer who has also said that "given the magnitude and nature 
of structural defects, demolition and rebuild is considered a sensible approach". 
It is clear to me, as I have looked at this building every day for at least the last 14 
years that the wind and rain are taking their toll and it will soon fall down unless 
significant remedial work is carried out. The new garage is evidence that the 
'character' of the former building can be re-created with the use of the original stone 
and the inclusion of key features from the original building. 
 
LCC Highways/Lead Local Flood Authority:  
Highways: No objections. Having given due regard to the appropriate local and 
national planning policy guidance (in particular the National Planning Policy 
Framework), Lincolnshire County Council (as Highway Authority and Lead Local 
Flood Authority) has concluded that the proposed development is acceptable and 
accordingly, does not wish to object to this planning application. 



 
Internal Drainage Board: If the surface water were to be disposed of via a 
soakaway system, the IDB would have no objection in principle but would advise that 
the ground conditions in this area may not be suitable for soakaway drainage. It is 
therefore essential that percolation tests are undertaken to establish if the ground 
conditions are suitable for soakaway drainage throughout the year. 
 
Natural England: No comments to make.  
 
The Lincolnshire Bat Group: Further consultation carried out on 23rd July on 
new report. 
 
29/06/20- Thank you for consulting Lincolnshire Bat Group regarding the ecology 
report for this application. This is a sound report but it should be noted that this is 
only an assessment, and that further survey work is needed during the summer to 
establish whether bats are using this building, which is classed as having medium 
potential for roosting bats. See section 4.2.1. 
 
Archaeology: The proposed development involves the demolition of a non-designated 
heritage asset within the designated Hemswell Conservation Area. Previously planning 
consent has been given for conversion (with some rebuilding) of the historic forge, 
however, the current proposal is for complete demolition and construction of a new 
dwelling. The potential impact on the heritage asset itself and the surrounding 
Conservation Area is therefore very different to the previously consented scheme. 
 
However, the application has not been produced in accordance with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 189) or the Central Lincs Local Plan (LP25). 
 
The application's heritage statement does not include any assessment of the 
significance of the historic forge that it is now proposed to demolish and replace. This is 
a minimum requirement of applications as stated in the NPPF (189), and is required to 
enable the local planning authority to make a reasoned decision. Nor is there any 
consideration of the impact of the demolition of the forge on the wider Conservation 
Area, or the impact of the proposed new build dwelling. This is not in accordance with 
local plan policy LP25. 
There is also no justification as to why the historic forge cannot be dismantled and 
rebuilt, and why it is now proposed to construct an entirely new cottage, which does not 
preserve the form, character or appearance of the existing historic village forge. 
 
Therefore insufficient information has been provided to enable the local planning 
authority to make any reasoned decision on the impacts of the proposal on non-
designated and designated heritage assets. 
 
The developer's attention is directed to Historic England's recent guidance on the 
production of heritage statements of this nature, which should be an objective 
assessment of significance, produced using appropriate expertise where necessary. It 
should not be confused with a planning justification statement. 
 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/statements-
heritagesignificance-advice-note-12/ 
 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/statements-heritagesignificance-advice-note-12/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/statements-heritagesignificance-advice-note-12/


Recommendation: it is recommended that this application should not be considered 
further until the additional information required has been provided. This is to enable the 
local planning authority to be able to make a reasoned decision on the impacts of the 
proposal on the historic environment as required by local and national planning policy. 
 
WLDC Conservation Officer:  

3rd August 2020 (In summary)- The external appearance of the extant building, 
which is the principal building on this site, is without alteration since construction and 
contains original windows, doors, ironmongery (and ties, where these have not been 
removed already) and is of sufficient architectural merit to be considered of high 
significance for its aesthetic vernacular architectural qualities. Its historic interest is 
also of high significance for its historic, social and evidential values. 
 
There are no public benefits arising from this proposal. Citing the removal of some 

hoarding, which did not from what I see, obtain any planning permissions, is not a 

public benefit. It is open to the local authority to serve legal notices, should it prove 

necessary which could result in the betterment of the site (S.215 notice for example 

could result in the site being tidied up or an unauthorised works notice for the 

hoardings).  Thus, the same result of tidying the site could, if the Local Authority 

chose to do so, be achieved by serving notices to improve the site rather than seeing 

the loss of the building because a neighbour has objected to the hoardings and the 

untidy nature of the site. 

Suitable repair methods not investigated include: 
1.the use of localised crack stitching to cracks around and to the left of the window 
on south elevation (west side of principal front); 

2.deep tamping and repointing using lime mortar, where necessary; 

3.a small area of reconstruction about the large opening on the north elevation with a 
new window lintel; 

4.reconstructing the removed stone quoins to the NW corner 

5.re-fixing or replacing cast iron ties  
 
I would advise that once lost, the heritage of Hemswell’s Old Blacksmiths Forge 
(former Smithy) will be gone forever, along with its setting. Brook Street would have 
a very changed character as a result, and not for the better. Hemswell is one our 
best rural conservation areas. Every effort needs to be made to preserve the building 
through sympathetic repair. The proposed design doesn’t even attempt to mimic the 
original design, even if the original building could be proven beyond repair, this 
proposal would still be unacceptable for its harm to a designated heritage asset due 
to the poor design of the proposed replacement. 
 
My final advice reminds us what the LPA is required to do: Section 72 of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the Local 
Authority to ‘pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing a 
conservation area when exercising its planning function.  This proposal will not 
preserve a building of high significance within the conservation area, and it certainly 
does not enhance it. The proposal fails to comply with a number of criterion in policy 
LP25, and fails to meet policies in the NPPF.  
 
Final Recommendation: Refusal.  



 
The way forward: The applicant is welcome to discuss alternatives that include 
repair of the building. I will be happy to advise further if he contacts me to advise 
how this might be achieved. 
 
 

8th July 2020-  
Site: the Land adjacent 19 Brook Street contains one the old smithy, which is noted 
as an important building in the Hemswell conservation area appraisal. Constructed of 
local roughly coursed stone and pantile, this building is noted to be C17 according to 
the same appraisal.  This earliest element survives, with later additions to the north 
(a tin roofed lean-to) and the west (a lower subsidiary brick range which was in a 
state of partial loss in any case) are no longer extant.  

Significance: As an important building in the conservation area, and a building that 
contributes positively to the conservation area  on a number of counts (assessed 
using Table 1 of  Historic England’s Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and 
Management Historic England Advice Note 1 (Second Edition) published February 
2019). The Old Smithy is considered to have a high level of significance for its 
architectural (aesthetic), historic, communal and evidential values.  

Background: The building has not been used as a Smithy for many years and 
planning permission was granted to repair and extend the building under WLDC 
planning reference M04/P/0684 in 2004. A new garage is located on the site of an 
earlier outbuilding (shoe house) and is as approved under the above consent, which 
is considered implemented. A chimney stack has been demolished in the Old Smithy 
(and was advised as urgently necessary at the time) along with a small, later, brick 
addition and a tin-roofed lean-to. Despite a structural report at the time suggesting 
that the building could not be converted due to its poor condition (not a CARE 
registered engineer’s report) consent was granted for the repair of the Old Smithy. 

Condition of Building: The condition of the building is poor in places, but given that 
no maintenance or repair has been carried out since the approved plans of 2004, 
and considering this building is more than 300 years old, this is only to be expected. 
There has been a recent collapse of a small area of stone on the north (back) 
elevation, there is some removed stone quoins on the NW corner (west elevation) 
and there is a structural crack to the SW corner (front elevation).  Notes on the 
original planning file note the west gable is in poor condition and the SW corner, but 
that the remainder of the building was in good condition (for its age). The original 
consent approved the repair of the building without any extensive demolition of the 
main 17th C building, but rather, its sympathetic repair and extension. 

Proposed development: demolition of the Old Smithy, and replacement with a new 
bungalow, with large roof containing an attic bedrooms.  

Advice: I have a number of very serious concerns in respect of the proposals. These 
are 1.       The total demolition of the Old Smithy is proposed, but would lead to a total 
loss of significance of a non-designated heritage asset that makes a highly 
significant contribution to the Hemswell Conservation Area and would result in less 
than substantial harm to the designated conservation area. This proposal cannot be 



supported in its current form. Insufficient consideration has been given to its 
significance and to mitigate any harm to that significance. I will refer here to para 190 
of the NPPF which states: 

Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of 
any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development 
affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and 
any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering the 
impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between 
the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal  

And paragraph 193 which states: 

When considering the impact of a proposed development 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 proposal does not preserve the conservation area and would lead to less than 
substantial harm to the conservation area as a designated heritage asset, but would 
be substantial harm to the asset itself. The proposed replacement is little more than 
a stone built bungalow of modern and non-traditional form lacking in local 
distinctiveness (it takes more than local materials for a building to be locally 
distinctive). Brick quoins are proposed (which were advised against in the original 
application), the proposed windows are flush casement windows, and the building is 
littered with large roof lights. The pitch of the roof is non-traditional and bears no 
resemblance to the original form of the building, and others of the same build period 
in the village, and this is due to the width of the plan proposed. 

2.       The heritage statement element of the D&A does not adequately describe or 
assess the significance of the Old Smithy. The HER does not appear to have been 
used and there is no professional assessment by a suitable qualified person (as set 
out in section 11 of  Historic England Advice Note 12 – Statements of Heritage 
Significance) of the building (and as per para 189 of the NPPF) and has made no 
attempt to consider properly the significance, instead, choosing to play down 
significance and the level of impact of the proposed development on both the asset 
itself and the conservation area. The content of the statement does not accord with 
Historic England’s HEAN 12 (Historic England Advice Note 12 – Statements of 
Heritage Significance) or as an alternative method of assessing significance, with 
paragraph 4.3 of British Standards Institute (BSI) 7913:2013 A guide to the 
conservation of historic buildings.  

3.       I am seriously concerned that the structural report has not considered any 
alternatives to both the extent of repairs and how these might be achieved without 
resorting to total demolition. The structural report jumps to an economic conclusion 
to demolish the whole building, which is an approach that wholly disregards the 
significance of the building and does not conform to BS7913:2013 and a more 
sympathetic approaches. It is my view that the area requiring the most attention is 
the westerly gable and the SE corner crack. I would advise that further consideration 



is required with regard to localised structural works to this area and how structurally 
this may be achieved, setting out appropriate methods of repair, with shaded and 
annotated elevations showing exactly where repairs are needed.  

What the LPA is required to do: Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings & 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states when exercising its planning function that the 
LPA must pay ‘special attention’ to the desirability of preserving or enhancing a 
conservation area. This proposal would denude the Hemswell conservation area of 
an significant and important building, leaving in its place a very poor substitute. 
Policy LP25 of the adopted CLLP also states:  

 Paragraph 5.10.10 Demolition within a conservation area should only be allowed in 
exceptional circumstances, and will normally be permitted only if the Council is 
satisfied that the proposal for redevelopment is acceptable and there is an 
undertaking to implement it within a specified period. 

Paragraph 5.10.11 Development within conservation areas must respect the local 
character and be carefully designed to respect the setting, through consideration of 
scale, height, massing, alignment, and use of appropriate materials. Keeping valued 
historic buildings in active and viable use is important for both the maintenance of 
the building concerned and the overall character of the conservation area. Proposals 
to change the use of a building might therefore be supported, where features 
essential to the special interest of the individual building are not lost or altered to 
facilitate the change of use. 

And that: Development proposals will be supported where they: 

d. Protect the significance of designated heritage assets (including their setting) by 
protecting and enhancing architectural and historic character, historical associations, 
landscape and townscape features and through consideration of scale, design, 
materials, siting, layout, mass, use, and views and vistas both from and towards the 
asset; 

e. Promote opportunities to better reveal significance of heritage assets, where 
possible; 

f. Take into account the desirability of sustaining and enhancing non-designated 
heritage assets and their setting. 

And that the change of use of heritage assets will be supported provided: 

g. the proposed use is considered to be the optimum viable use, and is compatible 
with the fabric, interior, character, appearance and setting of the heritage asset; 

h. such a change of use will demonstrably assist in the maintenance or 
enhancement of the heritage asset; and 

i. features essential to the special interest of the individual heritage asset are not lost 
or altered to facilitate the change of use. 



Recommendation: It is my professional view that this building is capable of repair, 
albeit with some minor localised dismantling and other conservation methods of 
structural repair, particularly to the western gable / SW corner. I would advise that if 
a smaller house than that already approved and implemented in part is now required 
by the new owner, that revised plans are supplied showing retention and repair of 
the existing structure with a smaller extension to the rear (and west side if desired) 
based on the already approved designs. Adding to the rear would solve any 
structural issues arising on the north elevation (as well might an extension on the 
west). Likewise, a revised structural report is advised to accord with either 
BS7913:2013 or that a CARE registered structural engineer’s report is instead 
supplied.  

If revisions as advised are not forthcoming, I would advise that the application be 
refused as it fails to meet the requirements of primary legislation, the NPPF 
and Local Plan policies. 

Relevant Planning Policies:  
Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. Here, the Development Plan comprises the provisions of the Central 
Lincolnshire Local Plan (adopted in April 2017); and the Lincolnshire Minerals and 
Waste Local Plan (adopted June 2016). 
 
Development Plan 
 

 Central Lincolnshire Local Plan 2012-2036 (CLLP) 
https://www.n-kesteven.gov.uk/central-lincolnshire/ 
 
Relevant policies of the CLLP include: 
LP1: A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
LP2: The Settlement Hierarchy 
LP3: Level and Distribution of Growth 
LP4: Growth in Villages  
LP10: Meeting Accommodation Needs 
LP13: Accessibility and Transport 
LP14: Managing Water Resources and Flood Risk 
LP17: Landscape, townscape and views 
LP21: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
LP25: The Historic Environment 
LP26: Design and Amenity 
 

 Lincolnshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (LMWLP) 

  
The site is in a Minerals Safeguarding Area and policy M11 of the Core Strategy 
applies. 
 
National policy & guidance (Material Consideration) 
 

 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework 

https://www.n-kesteven.gov.uk/central-lincolnshire/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework


 
The NPPF sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these 
should be applied. It is a material consideration in planning decisions. 
The most recent iteration of the NPPF was published in February 2019. Paragraph 
213 states: 
 

"Existing [development plan] policies should not be considered out-of-date 
simply because they were adopted or made prior to the publication of this 
Framework. Due weight should be given to them, according to their degree of 
consistency with this Framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the 
policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).” 

 

 National Planning Practice Guidance 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance 

 

 National Design Guide (2019) 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-design-guide 

 
Draft Neighbourhood Plan (Material Consideration) 

NPPF paragraph 48 states that Local planning authorities may give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans according to: 

(a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

(b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies 
(the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may 
be given); and 

(c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to 
this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in 
the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

 Draft Hemswell and Harpswell Neighbourhood Plan 
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/neighbourhood-
planning/all-neighbourhood-plans-in-west-lindsey/hemswell-and-harpswell-
neighbourhood-plan/ 
 
The Steering Group is now consulting on the Pre-Submission (Reg 14) Consultation 
Version of their Neighbourhood Plan, and evidence based documents. The first 
consultation period on the pre-submission version of the plan ran from 17th January 
2020 until 28th February 2020. 
 
The most relevant policies are considered to be: 
 

Policy 4: Design Principles-Parts 1 and 2 
Policy 8: Blacksmiths Forge and Shoe House 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-design-guide
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/neighbourhood-planning/all-neighbourhood-plans-in-west-lindsey/hemswell-and-harpswell-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/neighbourhood-planning/all-neighbourhood-plans-in-west-lindsey/hemswell-and-harpswell-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/neighbourhood-planning/all-neighbourhood-plans-in-west-lindsey/hemswell-and-harpswell-neighbourhood-plan/


The Hemswell and Harpswell neighbourhood plan is at Regulation 14 stage and may 
be attached some weight in the consideration of this application. 
 
Other 
Statutory duty under section 72 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed Buildings 
and Conservations Areas) Act 1990 
 
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/section/72 
 
Hemswell Conservation Area Appraisal 
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/conservation-
and-environment/conservation-areas/ 
 
BSI Standards Publication: Guide to the conservation of historic buildings 
BSI:7913:2013.  
 
Main issues  

 Principle of development 

 Heritage and Visual Impact 
Proposed dwelling 

 Residential amenity 

 Ecology 

 Minerals 

 Drainage 

 Highways 
 
Assessment:  
Policies LP2, LP3 and LP4 of the CLLP set the strategic approach to the level and 
delivery of housing growth across Central Lincolnshire. 
 
Policy LP2 designates Hemswell as a small village and states that in relation to 
development within small villages “Unless otherwise promoted via a neighbourhood 
plan or through the demonstration of clear local community support, the following 
applies in these settlements: 
 

 they will accommodate small scale development of a limited nature in 
appropriate locations. 

 proposals will be considered on their merits but would be limited to 
around 4 dwellings, or 0.1 hectares per site for employment uses. 

 
‘Appropriate locations’ means a location which does not conflict, when taken as a 
whole, with national policy or policies in this Local Plan (such as, but not exclusively, 
Policy LP26). In addition, to qualify as an ‘appropriate location’, the site, if developed, 
would: 
 

 retain the core shape and form of the settlement; 

 not significantly harm the settlement’s character and appearance; and 

 not significantly harm the character and appearance of the surrounding 
countryside or the rural setting of the settlement. 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/section/72
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/conservation-and-environment/conservation-areas/
https://www.west-lindsey.gov.uk/my-services/planning-and-building/conservation-and-environment/conservation-areas/


 
Policy LP4 establishes the total level of % growth for each Small Village, and further 
policy requirements in respect of identifying whether a site would be suitable for 
development. Hemswell is allocated a 15% growth level, which equates to 18 new 
dwellings. In accordance with the LPA’s most recent 
‘Monitoring of Growth in Villages’ document (07/07/2020), the settlement of 
Hemswell can still support 7 new dwellings before it meets its housing growth limit. 
 
Policy LP4 also sets a sequential approach to the priority of potential development 
sites. Stating “in each settlement in categories 5-6 [small and medium villages] of the 
settlement hierarchy, a sequential test will be applied with priority given as follows: 
 
1. Brownfield land or infill sites, in appropriate locations**, within the developed 
footprint** of the settlement 
2. Brownfield sites at the edge of a settlement, in appropriate locations** 
3. Greenfield sites at the edge of a settlement, in appropriate locations** 
 
Proposals for development of a site lower in the list should include clear explanation 
of why sites are not available or suitable for categories higher up the list. 
 
** See definitions of ‘appropriate locations’ and ‘developed footprint’ in Policy 
LP2.” 
 
The principle of one dwelling on this site is also supported via Policy 8: Blacksmiths 
forge and Shoe House of the Hemswell and Harpswell Draft Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Planning permission was granted under ref M04/P/0684 for the conversion of the 
building to a dwelling and a garage. The new detached garage element of the 
application was implemented and therefore the permission is considered to be 
extant, the permission is included within the LP4 growth table. The permission is a 
material consideration in relation to the determination of this application.  
 
The site is within the developed footprint of the settlement and retains the core 
shape of the village. The proposal is for the demolition of the existing building which 
is to be replaced with a single dwelling, consideration in relation to the loss of the 
building and other heritage matters is set out in the relevant sections below and for 
the reasons explained within these sections the principle of development cannot be 
supported.  

 
It is considered that policy LP1, 2, 3 and 4 are consistent with the sustainability and 
housing growth guidance of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Heritage and Visual Impact 
The proposal relates to the demolition of the existing Blacksmiths forge building and 
construction of a new dwelling. The building will be replaced by a bungalow style 
dwelling, 1.5 storeys, with rooms in the roof.  
 



Paragraph 401 of The National Planning Practice Guidance gives guidance on what 
should be considered to be a non-designated heritage asset:  
 
There are a number of processes through which non-designated heritage assets 
may be identified, including the local and neighbourhood plan-making processes and 
conservation area appraisals and reviews. Irrespective of how they are identified, it is 
important that the decisions to identify them as non-designated heritage assets are 
based on sound evidence. 
 
In some cases, local planning authorities may also identify non-designated heritage 
assets as part of the decision-making process on planning applications, for example, 
following archaeological investigations. It is helpful if plans note areas with potential 
for the discovery of non-designated heritage assets with archaeological interest. The 
historic environment record will be a useful indicator of archaeological potential in the 
area 
 
The existing building is listed on the Lincolnshire Historic Environment Record 
(HER), it is considered to be a non-designated heritage asset. 
 
It is also within the Hemswell Conservation Area and is also noted as an important 
building in the Hemswell Conservation Area Appraisal.   
 
Within the Hemswell Conservation Area appraisal the Blacksmiths Forge is noted as 
making a positive contribution to the conservation area.  Historically outbuildings of 
no architectural interest on the site have been removed (as detailed within the 
planning history section of this report). The site, contained within an extract of Plan 1 
contained within the appraisal is shown below, the key that accompanies the plan is 
also shown.  
 

                                                           
1 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/conserving-and-enhancing-the-historic-environment#non-designated 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/conserving-and-enhancing-the-historic-environment#non-designated


 
 

 

 

The application site is circled in red and the plan key shows the Blacksmiths Forge is 
a building of interest within the conservation area. 
 
Supporting paragraph 5.10.10 of LP25 of the CLLP states that:  
Demolition within a conservation area should only be allowed in exceptional 
circumstances, and will normally be permitted only if the Council is satisfied that the 
proposal for redevelopment is acceptable and there is an undertaking to implement it 
within a specified period. 
 
Policy LP25 states that: In instances where a development proposal would affect the 
significance of a heritage asset (whether designated or non-designated), including 
any contribution made by its setting, the applicant will be required to undertake the 
following, in a manner proportionate to the asset’s significance: 
 



a. describe and assess the significance of the asset, including its setting, to 
determine its architectural, historical or archaeological interest; and 
b. identify the impact of the proposed works on the significance and special 
character of the asset; and 
c. provide clear justification for the works, especially if these would harm the 
significance of the asset or its setting, so that the harm can be weighed against 
public benefits.  
 
Policy LP25 then goes on to say:  
 
Development proposals will be supported where they: 
d. Protect the significance of designated heritage assets (including their setting) by 
protecting and enhancing architectural and historic character, historical associations, 
landscape and townscape features and through consideration of scale, design, 
materials, siting, layout, mass, use, and views and vistas both from and towards the 
asset; 
e. Promote opportunities to better reveal significance of heritage assets, where 
possible; 
f. Take into account the desirability of sustaining and enhancing non-designated 
heritage assets and their setting. 
 
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states 
when exercising its planning function that the LPA must pay ‘special attention’ to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing a conservation area. 
 
Paragraph 189 of the NPPF states that: In determining applications, local planning 
authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage 
assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail 
should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to 
understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum 
the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the 
heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a 
site on which development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, 
heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require 
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, 
a field evaluation. 
 
It is recognised that the building is in poor condition in some places, there is visible 
damage and collapse of the stone work to the north elevation, there is also damage 
to the north west corner and south west corner. However given that the building 
dates from around the 17th Century, as stated in the Hemswell Conservation Area 
Appraisal this is only to be expected. Planning permission was granted in 2004 for 
the conversion of the building to a dwelling with modest extensions and alterations 
under reference M04/P/0684.   
 
A structural report by g2 Structural has also been submitted with the current 
application. A visual survey was carried out by g2 structural on the 14th November 
2019. The report lists a number of defects with comments in relation to each one.  
 
In summary the report concludes that:  



“Given the magnitude and the nature of the structural defects identified, demolition of 
the former Blacksmiths Forge building and a rebuild to current building regulations is 
considered a sensible approach. It is recognised that the building is of significant 
local interest so a rebuild sympathetic to the surrounding area should be forward in 
consultation with the planning department” 
 
The report then goes on to say: 
This is due, primarily as a result of the following proposed structural repair work: 
• Replacement roof structure and cladding. 
• Rebuild of the west elevation due to stone masonry deterioration and mortar loss. 
• Removal or rebuild of the chimney breasts due to their current condition. 
• An inspection of the existing foundations throughout. It is likely that due to the 
absence of a gutter to both roof slopes, continuous rainfall over the years will have 
caused localised soil washout to the foundation soil. This may require underpinning 
to several areas. 
 
However it is considered that the report has not fully considered any other 
alternatives to total demolition and rebuild, and why the building cannot be 
dismantled and rebuilt in some areas using appropriate conservation methods, it 
must also be noted that no works to attempt to stabilise the building have been 
carried out since the application in 2004. Since this structural report at the end of 
2019 was carried out stone has fallen away from the north elevation leaving a large 
hole.  
 
Comments from WLDC’s conservation officer has advised that suitable repair 
methods that have not been investigated include: 

 
1. The use of localised crack stitching to cracks around and to the left of the window 
on south elevation (west side of principal front); 

2. deep tamping and repointing using lime mortar, where necessary; 

3.a small area of reconstruction about the large opening on the north elevation with a 
new window lintel; 

4. reconstructing the removed stone quoins to the NW corner 

5. re-fixing or replacing cast iron ties 
 
 
The structural report submitted with the application does not take account of or 
conform to BSI:7913:2013 which advises in paragraph 6.2 that condition surveys and 
inspections should “be performed by competent persons with knowledge of 
traditional materials, construction techniques and decay processes”.  
 
In support of the demolition of the Blacksmiths Forge the applicant has also 
submitted a report from 2006 by Ward and Cole that was submitted to the LPA in 
connection with the discharge of conditions of the 2004 application.  
 
The report concluded that:  
“Given the significant nature of the distortions and misalignments which are present, 
coupled with the inadequate and/or deteriorating nature of the various elements of 
construction, it is our opinion that purely on health and safety ground, refurbishment 
of this property should not be contemplated.” 



 
No further information in regard to the discussion between the planning officer at the 
time of the submitted structural and the applicant has been found on the historic 
planning file. 
 
A heritage statement contained within the Design and Access statement has been 
submitted with the application. Concerns in relation to the submitted heritage 
statement and the lack of assessment of significance of the Blacksmiths Forge has 
been expressed by the Historic Environment Officer at Lincolnshire County Council 
and WLDC’s Conservation Officer. The statement provided with the application does 
not include any assessment of the historic significance of the Blacksmiths Forge, this 
is a minimum requirement of applications as stated within paragraph 189 of the 
NPPF, and is required in order for the LPA to make a reasoned decision.  
 
The statement also does not consider the impact of the demolition of the Blacksmiths 
forge on the wider conservation area except to say that the features in paragraph 4.6 
of the conservation area appraisal as contributing to the character and appearance 
of the conservation area will not be harmed (point 43 of the submitted Design and 
Access statement).  
 
It is therefore considered that insufficient information has been provided to enable to 
the LPA to make any reasoned decisions on the impacts of the proposal on non-
designated and designated heritage assets.  
 
It is considered that policy LP25 is consistent with the historic environment guidance 
of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Proposed Dwelling 
Within Conservation Areas local policy LP25 of the CLLP requires development to 
preserve the setting of the conservation area and has a set of criteria that proposals 
should meet. In particular the following criteria are considered relevant: 
 
j. Retain buildings/groups of buildings, existing street patterns, historic building lines 
and ground surfaces; 
k. Retain architectural details that contribute to the character and appearance of the 
area; 
l. Where relevant and practical, remove features which are incompatible with the 
Conservation Area; 
m. Retain and reinforce local distinctiveness with reference to height, massing, 
scale, form, materials and lot widths of the existing built environment; 
 
Policy LP26 of the CLLP has a set of design principles that development proposals 
must take into consideration. The criteria that are most relevant in this case are as 
follows:  
 
c. Respect the existing topography, landscape character and identity, and relate well 
to the site and surroundings, particularly in relation to siting, height, scale, massing, 
form and plot widths; 



j. Duly reflect or improve on the original architectural style of the local surroundings, 
or embrace opportunities for innovative design and new technologies which 
sympathetically complement or contrast with the local architectural style; 
k. Use appropriate, high quality materials which reinforce or enhance local 
distinctiveness, with consideration given to texture, colour, pattern and durability; 
 
The Hemswell Conservation Area appraisal recognises that what little modern 
development there has been in Brook Street has not respected the established 
properties. 
 
Policy 4 Part 2 of the Draft Hemswell and Harpswell Neighbourhood Plan specifically 
relates to residential development in Hemswell only. The first criteria of Part 2 states:  
Proposals for residential development within Hemswell should demonstrate a high 
design quality that enhances the distinctiveness and quality that contributes to its 
rural quality. 
 
The proposed dwelling which would be built in replacement of the existing building is 
of a bungalow style, 1.5 storeys with rooms in the roof.   
 
The existing building is approximately 5.2 metres in height, the proposed height of 
the dwelling will be approximately 6.8 metres, an increase of 1.6 metres 
(measurements taken from existing and proposed plans). The roof pitch of the 
proposed dwelling along with the gables are not traditional and are not akin to the 
original scale and form of the building.  
 
There are five roof lights proposed to the front and the rear roof slopes, a total of ten. 
These are particularly large in size and are not what is found on similar buildings 
within such a sensitive area.  
 
Solar panels are also proposed on the existing detached garage, to provide power to 
an air source heat pump for central heating and a private electric charging facility. 
The panels are located on the southern roof slope adjacent to the highway, a 
prominent position with views into the conservation area particularly when 
approaching from the east.  
 
Materials to be used in the development of the new dwelling include the re use of the 
stone from the original building (Ancaster Stone). Brick quoins and flush casement 
windows which are also not appropriate or traditional additions that reflect the 
buildings original form and character.  
 
It is therefore considered that the design of the proposed dwelling would not meet 
the design criteria contained within policies LP25 and LP26 of the CLLP nor would it 
preserve or enhance the Hemswell Conservation Area as required by the statutory 
duty, the proposal lacks local distinctiveness and traditional style which bears no 
resemblance to the original Blacksmiths Forge. 
 
It is considered that policy LP17 and LP26 are consistent with the design, character 
and visual amenity guidance (Chapter 12) of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Residential Amenity 



Local Plan Policy LP26 states that planning permission will be granted for new 
development provided the proposal will not adversely affect the residential amenity 
of neighbouring properties by virtue of overlooking, overshadowing, loss of light or 
over dominance. 
 
There will be no new openings in either gable end of the dwelling, roof lights are 
proposed in the front and rear roof slopes at first floor level. There are no existing 
first floor openings, however first floor windows are a common occurrence in 
residential areas. The building is almost in line with no. 19 Brook Street. It is 
considered that the proposed dwelling would not cause an unduly harmful impact on 
the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers in terms of overlooking, dominance loss of 
light or overshadowing.  
 
There is also a large amount of outside amenity space allocated for the proposed 
dwelling.  
 

It is considered that policy LP26 is consistent with the residential amenity guidance 
of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Ecology 
Paragraph 99 of Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – 
Statutory Obligations and their impact within the Planning System2 advises that it is 
essential that the presence or otherwise of protected species and the extent to which 
they might be affected by the proposed development, is established before planning 
permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations will not have 
been addressed on making the decision. 
 
Policy LP21 of the CLLP states that “All development should: 
- protect, manage and enhance the network of habitats, species and sites of 
international , national and local importance (statutory and non statutory), including 
sites that meet the criteria for selection as a Local Site; 
- minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity; and 
- seek to deliver a net gain in biodiversity and geodiversity”. 
 
Guidance contained within paragraph 170 of the NPPF states that ‘when determining 
planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity by applying’ certain principles including: 
 
- if significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 
refused; 
- ‘planning permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or 
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats’ 
- ‘opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be 
encouraged’. 
 
A Bat Building Assessment and Bat Survey have been submitted as part of the 
application. The surveys also refer to birds.  
 



The building was found to have “moderate” potential to support roosting baths due to 
features in the eternal walls of the building and the free access to the interior 
 
In relation to bats paragraph 4.2.1 concluded that: 
 
“As such should bats be present within the building a licence from Natural England 
will be required prior to its demolition which will involve mitigation to minimise the risk 
to individual bats and compensation for the loss of roosting features. In order to 
inform these requirement it is recommended that a minimum of two nocturnal 
surveys for roosting bats be undertaken during the active seasons for bats (May to 
September) in line with current best practice guidance.” 
 
There are currently multiple bird’s nests within the building In relation to this the 
report concludes that; 
 
The building should be demolished between October and February inclusive, outside 
of nesting bird seasons in accordance with the general protection afforded to wild 
birds and their nests under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. If this is not 
possible, a check for nesting birds should be undertaken prior to the removal of the 
building. Where active nests are identified all work within the vicinity of the nest must 
cease and working restrictions put in place until a follow up survey can demonstrate 
that the nests are no longer active.  
 
Enhancement recommendations have also been provided within the report.  
 
Following on from the recommendations within the first survey, a further Bat survey 
was submitted by the applicant on 22nd July 2020, a further consultation on the report 
was sent to the Lincolnshire Bat Group on 23rd July 2020, to date no further 
comments have been received.  
 
Two nocturnal surveys were undertaken during the active seasons. Paragraph 4.2.1 
ii states that; During these surveys no baths were identified roosting within or utilising 
the building in any way.  
 
At paragraph 4.2.2. ii the report states that; A number of common pipistrelle bats 
were observed passing through/close to the site during the nocturnal surveys” 
 
Overall, it is considered that the development can be completed without an adverse 
impact on ecology subject to the development proceeding in strict accordance with 
the measures and method statement outlined within the 
‘Bat Building Assessment and Bat Survey”. If permission were to be granted 
appropriate conditions on the decision notice would secure this. The proposal 
therefore accords with policy LP21 of the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan, Circular 
06/2005 and guidance within the NPPF.  
 
It is considered that policy LP21 is consistent with the natural environment guidance 
of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Minerals 



The site is within a Limestone Mineral Safeguarding Area and therefore policy M11 
of the Core Strategy applies. As there is an existing building on site it is considered 
that the proposal would not lead to further sterilisation of minerals.  
 
It is considered that policy M11 is consistent with the minerals guidance (chapter 17) 
of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 

Drainage 
The applicant has stated that that surface water is to be disposed of via soakaway 
and foul drainage to connect to the mains. In order to assess the suitability of these 
proposed methods, if permission were to be granted a condition would be added to 
the decision notice requesting further information.  
 
It is considered that policy LP14 is consistent with the drainage guidance of the NPPF 
and can be attached full weight. 
 
Highways 
Access to the site will be utilised via the existing drop kerb access off Brook Street. 
The Highways department have been consulted on the application and have no 
objections to the proposals. The proposal is acceptable in highways terms.  
 
It is considered that policy LP13 is consistent with the highway safety guidance 
(paragraph 109) of the NPPF and can be attached full weight. 
 
Conclusions and reasons for decision: 
The proposal has been considered against policies LP1: A Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development,  LP2: The Settlement Hierarchy, LP3: Level and 
Distribution of Growth, LP4: Growth in Villages, LP10: Meeting Accommodation 
Needs, LP13: Accessibility and Transport, LP14: Managing Water Resources and 
Flood Risk, LP17: Landscape, townscape and views LP21: Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity, LP25: The Historic Environment and LP26: Design and Amenity of the 
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan and Policy 4 and Policy 8 of the Draft Hemswell and 
Harpswell Neighbourhood Plan in the first instance and guidance contained within 
the National Planning Policy Framework and National planning practice guidance. In 
light of this assessment it is considered that the application should be refused for the 
following reasons: 
 

1. Insufficient evidence has been submitted to the Local Planning Authority in 
order to justify the loss of the non-designated heritage asset and the impact of 
this loss on the wider Hemswell Conservation Area, a designated heritage 
asset. The structural report submitted also has a lack of evidence in regards 
to any other alternative other than demolition of a non-designated heritage 
asset contrary to policy LP25 of the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan, the 
statutory duty under section 72 of the Town and Country Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Paragraph 189 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
2. By virtue of its scale and appearance the design of the proposed dwelling 

would cause harm to the Hemswell Conservation Area contrary to local 
policies LP17, LP25 and LP26 of the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan in the 



first instance, the statutory duty under section 72 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as well as 
guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework and 
National Planning Practice guidance.  

 
 
Other matters 
None.  
 
Human Rights Implications: 
 
The above objections, considerations and resulting recommendation have had 
regard to Article 8 and Article 1 of the First Protocol of the European Convention for 
Human Rights Act 1998.  The recommendation will not interfere with the applicant’s 
and/or objector’s right to respect for his private and family life, his home and his 
correspondence. 
 
Legal Implications: 
 
Although all planning decisions have the ability to be legally challenged it is 
considered there are no specific legal implications arising from this report 
 


