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 Former Forge and Anti-Tank Defensive Wall, Carlton Road, Helmsley  
 
1. Purpose of the Report 
 
1.1  To seek Members’ agreement to confirm an Article 4(1) Direction made on the former 

 forge and anti-tank defensive wall at Carlton Road, Helmsley.  
 
 
2. Background 
 
2.1 In September 2014 The Authority registered a planning application 

(NYM/2014/0660/FL) for the construction of 1 no. dwelling and attached garage at 
land off Carlton Road, Helmsley, which is bounded on the south by Linkfoot Lane (the 
A170).  

 
2.2 The western boundary of the land to Carlton Road is occupied by a traditional stone 

and pantile former forge building, subsequently converted to a pair of small garages, 
considered to date from the late nineteenth century; and by a remaining section of 
the World War Two anti-tank wall erected at the beginning of the war to defend 
Helmsley from enemy attack. The former forge building had been the subject of 
earlier pre-application discussions during which the applicant was encouraged to 
consider incorporating it into a new dwelling in order to preserve its heritage value 
and its presence in the street scene. An application in 2001 to demolish a section of 
the anti-tank wall to form a vehicle access had been refused on the basis of the 
heritage value of the wall. 

 
2.3 The plans submitted included the demolition of the unused former forge building to 

provide a new vehicular entrance to the site along its northern boundary. The anti-
tank defensive wall was not affected by the proposals. 

 
2.4 Responses to the planning application consultation included objections to the 

demolition of the former forge building from Helmsley Town Council, a third party and 
from internal consultees on the grounds of its heritage and townscape value, which 
included its contribution to the setting of the Helmsley Conservation Area; and 
information about the heritage value of the adjacent anti-tank defensive wall. 

 
2.5 In revised plans, the applicant maintained that the poor condition and small size of 

the building along with its position on the site of the preferred means of access 
mitigated against its retention in any form.  

 
2.6 The former forge building is unlisted and just outside of the Conservation Area and 

therefore it did not enjoy any form of planning protection. The Town Council cited the 
recent removal of the chimney stack and a number of pantiles as evidence that the 
condition of the building was visibly deteriorating.  

 
2.7 As a consequence of the deteriorating condition of the structure and the demolition 

proposal within the application, officers of the Authority considered that the building 
was at real and imminent risk and that it was therefore expedient to make an Article 
4(1) Direction to prevent the demolition of the former forge and anti-tank wall.  

  
  



 The Order was made on 2 December 2014 by the Chief Executive, after discussion 
with the Chair of the Authority, using his emergency powers. The effect of the Order 
is to require an application for planning permission to demolish the whole or any part 
of the structures. It was considered expedient to include the anti-tank wall because 
this structure comprises the majority of the rest of the boundary with Carlton Road, 
and the protection of the former forge building could have put it at risk of demolition 
or alteration if an access from Carlton Road was subsequently pursued. The 
Direction took immediate effect and remains in force for a period of six months, after 
which it shall expire unless confirmed by Planning Committee. Public notices were 
posted and a consultation period specified. 

 
2.8 Following the service of the Article 4(1) Direction discussions with the applicant and 

the County Highways Officer led to the development scheme being amended to 
provide vehicular access to the new dwelling from Linkfoot Lane instead of across 
the site of the former forge building. 

 
3. Consultation 
 
3.1 The applicant has objected to the serving of the Article 4(1) Direction for the following 

reasons: 
 

• No evidence exists of its use as a smithy 
• The anti-tank wall is wrongly shown on plan as being attached to the forge but in 

fact they are separated by a gateway, and this invalidates the Article 4(1) 
Direction.  

• Retention of the former forge was not a reason for the refusal of a planning 
application for the site in 2000 and it was obvious that the structure was not 
considered to be of any historic significance or townscape value or made any 
contribution to the setting of the Conservation Area. 

• Neither the former forge nor the anti-tank wall have been identified for statutory 
protection in the past 

• The former forge is small, in poor condition and has had no real use other than 
incidental storage of some building materials 

• Its size is such that it could only accommodate the smallest of cars 
• The anti-tank wall is unaffected by the planning application 
• The building is beyond economic repair  
• The wall may be of historic interest but the building is not, and it is now 

unreasonable of the planning authority to claim any significance for this much 
altered semi-derelict, unused building.  

 
3.2 Following the end of the consultation period, two site meetings have been held with 

the applicant and his agent and further correspondence entered into concerning the 
history, condition and value of the former forge building and anti-tank wall. The 
applicant submitted a copy of a plan dating from 1917 which was part of a transfer of 
the land for the purpose of erecting a motor garage and motor works and other 
business premises. However, it is evident that this proposed development never took 
place and that the building pre-dates this transfer. The applicant also expressed 
frustration that the local press coverage reported that the anti-tank wall had been 
under imminent threat of demolition as well as the former forge building, when in fact 
the planning application included only the demolition of the former forge building. The 
applicant has reiterated that the building is in poor condition in relation to the roof and 
stonework, and also explained that the road drains at the end of Carlton Road 
overflow with some regularity and that this is the cause of intermittent flooding of the 
building.  

  

  



3.3 In further correspondence, the applicant’s agent referred to previous discussions 
about the conversion and extension of the building. Whilst he considers that 
conversion remains unviable due to the flood risk, small size and poor condition, he 
proposed demolishing it and constructing a new dwelling that included a section that 
was similar in style to the former forge on a slightly amended site to permit a new 
vehicular access. Officers considered that the existing building is capable of repair 
and that its heritage value would only be preserved if the existing building is retained. 
The applicant also queries whether grant assistance may be available if he were to 
consider repairing the building.  

 
3.4 A further site meeting has been held recently during which the Authority’s 

conservation architect was able to make an inspection of the building in order to 
advise on the extent and potential cost of repairs. The applicant advised that he now 
considers the alternative access to the site approved under the planning approval is 
preferable to the one that would have been afforded by demolishing the former forge 
and therefore he has no plans to demolish the forge, and may consider alternative 
uses for the building such as altering it to accommodate a vehicle or as a garden 
outbuilding. Officers would consider an application for modest grant assistance via 
the Conservation Area Enhancement Grant Scheme (although not within the 
Conservation Area we are seeking its retention and repair because of its contribution 
to the setting of the Area). 

 
4 Main Issues 
 
4.1 In determining whether to confirm an Article 4(1) Direction local planning authorities 

must take into account representations received during the consultation.  
 
4.2 The former forge building can be dated to between 1893 and 1914, as it first appears 

on the Ordnance Survey map in the 1914 edition, where it is annotated as a smithy. It 
retains evidence internally of the former forging hearth (albeit now removed); the 
chimney stack has recently been dismantled; and its use as a forge is recalled in 
living memory in the town. The immediate area of the town had two other 
forges/smithys marked on Ordnance Survey maps in the later nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries, testifying to the historical importance of blacksmithing and small 
scale metal working to the rural economy. The alterations to the building to provide 
two garage doorways and remove the chimney and hearth have reduced its heritage 
significance to some degree by removing characteristic features of a forge. 

 
4.3 The building is an attractive small scale vernacular building constructed from rubble 

limestone and pantile. It is prominently situated at the entrance to the town, just 
outside the boundary of the Conservation Area which is marked by Carlton Road. It is 
considered to make a positive contribution to the historic built environment, 
contributing to the setting of the Conservation Area and possessing townscape value 
as a small utilitarian building of a type which forms part of the character of the town. 

 
4.4 The former forge building is in generally poor condition, particularly in relation to a 

section of collapsed masonry to the rear wall and its roof which requires either 
repairs to reinstate tiles and repair the verges or extensive replacement. However, 
the Authority’s consultant conservation architect considers that to carry out a 
wholesale renovation to bring it into good repair as an outbuilding would involve 
replacement of the roof and some rebuilding to the rear and would cost in the region 
of £10,000. However he also advises that some minimal repairs can be carried out 
more economically to stave off deterioration for a period of years simply involving 
replacing pantiles and consolidating the loose masonry around a buddleia to the rear.  

  

  



 If it was to be converted to residential use more extensive works would clearly be 
required to achieve compliance with building regulations, mitigate the threat of 
flooding and the accommodation provided would be very limited, and these works 
may not be economically viable. 

 
4.5 The anti-tank wall was constructed in 1939 as part of what is understood to have 

been a full circuit of the town, which was identified as a “defended location” in the 
event of invasion. The full significance of this status is not understood, but no other 
“defended locations” are recorded regionally therefore the defensive structure has 
regional and perhaps broader significance. As the vast majority of the wall has been 
removed this surviving section is particularly important. The assertion that the Article 
4(1) Direction is invalidated by the inclusion of the gateway between the building and 
the wall on the appended plan is not concurred with. However, for the avoidance of 
doubt the plan has been amended in response to the consultation. This is not 
considered to be a material change to the Direction. 

 
4.6 The objections raised in relation to consideration of the building in previous planning 

applications are not considered to be pertinent to the assessment of the value of the 
structure now. By virtue of its history, construction and appearance, the former forge 
building is considered to possess local historical interest and townscape value.  

 
5. Conclusions  
   
5.1 Officers consider that the former forge building and anti-tank wall merit the protection 

afforded by the Article 4(1) Direction. The purpose of the Direction is not necessarily 
to preserve the structures in perpetuity, but to permit the local planning authority to 
consider the merits of any future proposals to demolish or alter them in the context of 
any alternative plans for the site. This reflects the legitimate public interest in the 
structures by virtue of their heritage and townscape significance. Any planning 
application resulting from the Article 4(1) Direction would not incur a fee.  

 
6 Contribution to National Park Management Plan 
 
6.1 Policy E5 of the Management Plan seeks the conservation of the archaeological and 

built heritage. Policy E7 requires new development to seek to conserve and enhance 
heritage assets and their settings. The confirmation of the Article 4(1) Direction will 
help to conserve the historic and townscape character of Helmsley.  

 
7. Financial Implications 
 
7.1 Local planning authorities may be liable to pay compensation to those whose permitted 

development rights have been withdrawn if they: 
 

• Refuse planning permission for development which would have been permitted 
development if it were not for an Article 4 Direction; or 

• Grant planning permission subject to more limiting conditions than the GPDO would 
normally allow, as a result of an Article 4 Direction being in place. 

 
The Authority’s legal adviser has advised that in the present circumstances the risk of 
compensation being awarded is very low and the amount of any compensation that 
could possibly be awarded is very low. 

  

  



8. Legal Implications 
 
8.1 Confirmation of the Article 4(1) Direction requires the Authority to notify the site owner, 

the local and County councils, the Secretary of State and by local advertisement in 
accordance with Appendix D to Department of the Environment Circular 9/95: General 
Development Order 1995. 

 
9. Recommendation 
 
9.1 That: 
 

1. Members confirm the Article 4(1) Direction covering the former forge building and 
anti-tank wall, Carlton Road, Helmsley 

 
 
Appendix 1 
 
Article 4(1) Direction, Former Forge and Anti-Tank Defensive Wall, Carlton Road, Helmsley 
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