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Heritage Significance and Impact Assessment

The following are the conclusions of the Heritage Significance and Impact Assessment research completed by the National Trust in support of a planning application to install three temporary polytunnels in the Walled Garden at Wentworth Castle Gardens. Full discussion and explanation of how the conclusions were arrived at follows on pp.4-22.

The proposal site lies within the former productive, walled gardens at Wentworth Castle/Stainborough Park. It is included under the Grade I RPG designation at the property, meaning that its designation status is of National/International significance. As well as the RPG designation, the walled garden includes a Grade II Listed building (The Orangery) within direct sight of (and proximity to) the proposed development ; nearby are a number of other Grade II and II* Listed buildings and, beyond, the Grade I Mansion.

The walled garden was first developed in the early C18, but underwent significant changes at a number of points in its history, including the 1770s (when its extent was reduced) and progressive alteration in the C19. This included introduction of a suite of 11 glasshouses across the proposal site, probably in the late 1870s. Use and condition of the site declined rapidly in the C20; after the advent of public ownership in 1948 most historic gardening buildings and structures were no longer maintained, often cleared and sometimes supplanted by unsympathetic modern replacements (including on the proposal site). The garden is now underused, overgrown and in poor condition reflecting few of its potential heritage values. The potential certainly exists to undertake a restoration/remodelling, but resources are not available for this at the present time. The proposal would bring some productive gardening back into the space, but not on a historic model. It is also temporary and therefore would not obstruct future restoration. 

The assessment concludes that the archaeological potentials of the site are low. There may be remains of the 1870s glass houses present, but this is not currently known. Remains of earlier periods are thought unlikely to be present. Surface remains (low brick walls) probably relate to a mid-C20 structure placed on part of the site, but will not be impacted by the proposed works

Specific Heritage Values have been considered and generally found to be of low importance/significance. Therefore the identifiable heritage significances of the site are assessed to be in considerable contrast to its designation status.

Impacts on the settings of other heritage assets is considered. The new structures will probably be visible from beyond the walls of the garden from some directions and therefore would be impacts within the RPG and potentially in connection with some of the Listed buildings. However, they will be set between two existing (dilapidated) growing buildings and therefore not introduce a new type of intervention in the landscape. It is not assessed that these impacts would be harmful.

The assessment concludes that the proposed works will have some visual effect on the site and some physical effect through the need for 36 postholes for footings. The size of the postholes precludes their meaningful excavation by archaeological means although recording of any exposed remains could be undertaken.

The assessment reviews compliance with Barnsley Metropolitan District Council planning policies with regard to heritage and concludes that the proposal is compliant with these policies and with the test contained in NPPF para 202, that the site’s heritage significances are not subject to substantial harm. Whether there is any harm present in the proposal is a matter of perception: if it was considered present then it is balanced by public benefit from the purposes of the project and the temporary nature of the structures proposed.

In light of the assessments made, it is the view of the National Trust that the proposals are appropriate to this setting, proportionate and overall will have a neutral impact on the heritage values of the site. Its overall significance will remain unaltered. 

Therefore it is the National Trust’s assessment (in response to the test contained in NPPF paragraph 202) that no element of the proposed development constitutes Substantial harm (or for that matter more than slight, potential, harm) to a recognised heritage asset. It is also satisfied that the proposal is compliant with the relevant local planning policies pertinent to heritage.

The National Trust further maintains that the proposal is consistent with the organisation’s published Conservation Principles.






Introduction – purpose of the document
This heritage significance and impact assessment research has been compiled to support a planning application for installation of a row of three polytunnels within the walled garden at Wentworth Castle Gardens. This document collates current understanding of the heritage significance of the affected area and its setting and considers the impacts of the change of use to complete an assessment of the overall balance of impacts in compliance with NPPF para 202 and local planning policies. Other documents in the planning application such as the Design and Access statement will describe the proposed change of use in a broader context. 

In addition to supporting the planning application this document’s compilation also aims to meet elements of the National Trust’s published Conservation Principles especially 
1. Significance – Ensuring that our decisions are informed by an appropriate level of understanding of significance.
6. 	Accountability – Being transparent and accountable by recording our 
    	decisions and sharing knowledge to support the best conservation    
    	decisions.

Introduction – the site

Wentworth Castle and Stainborough Park are located adjoining the village of Stainborough in the Barnsley district of South Yorkshire. The site was purchased from the Cutler family by the Wentworths in the early eighteenth century, was developed by them over the next two centuries as one of the county’s premier country houses. The property arguably fared less well in the twentieth century, certainly in terms of preserving its historical highlights; it passed into public ownership after the Second World War and was subsequently made over to non-traditional uses, including creating the Northern College in the mansion (with a suite of additional modern buildings attached to its northern side); removing failing areas of gardening; mining operations and using the former productive gardens as a municipal parks department nursery. All had significant impacts on major aspects of the historic environment. Nevertheless, the considerable significance of the mansion, parklands and a number of estate buildings continues to be recognised in their designations. The Mansion is a grade I Listed Building and the wider estate a Grade I Registered Park and Garden. The proposal site also lies within the Wentworth Castle and Stainborough Park Conservation Area.

The Wentworth Castle and Stainborough Park Heritage Trust was established in 2001 in order to promote the conservation and restoration of the property. The Trust successfully bid for HLF funding to achieve a number of its key initial aims, whose works on the ground it supervised and directed. The property remains a possession of Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council. In 2018 the National Trust entered into a 25 lease of the property with BMBC to support its forward management and opening to the public.

Designations
The area under consideration lies within the boundaries of the Grade I Registered Park and Garden at Wentworth Castle (NHL 1000415: the only such designation in South Yorkshire). Thus it is recognised, and protected, as a heritage asset of National to International significance. The Register description does specifically mention the walled garden, briefly. It is not explained why the north-east corner of the walled garden enclosure, near Garden House is excluded from the designation (though the proposed development site is included in the designated area).

There are a number of separately Listed Buildings in geographic proximity to the proposed development site, namely 

The Pillared Barn			NHL 1315049		Grade II* Listed building
Steeple Lodge			NHL 1151059		Grade II Listed 

The Orangery				NHL 1151072		Grade II Listed

Former calf houses, Home Farm	NHL 1315053		Grade II Listed
Dairy House Home Farm		NHL 1191812		Grade II Listed
Cart Shed, Home Farm		NHL 1191802		Grade II Listed
Cottage East of Cart Shed, Home Farm	NHL 1151071 	Grade II Listed
Former stable block and attached arch 	NHL 1191779 	Grade II Listed
Church of St James			NHL 1286916 		Grade II Listed
Barn and attached wall, Home Farm 	NHL 1315052 	Grade II Listed
Churchyard Gates and Gate piers	NHL 1151070 		Grade II Listed

Statue of 1st Earl of Strafford	NHL 1191709 		Grade II* Listed

Wentworth Castle			NHL 1151065 		Grade I Listed

None of these listed buildings or structures would be directly physically impacted by the proposed works, nor would be directly visually impacted, viewed from ground level, except for the Orangery and, potentially, the upper roof/floors of the Pillared Barn and Steeple Lodge. The Home Farm buildings, and St James’ Church lie well to the south: they are presently screened from direct line of sight of the proposed works by a substantial stand of leylandii, but more significantly by the high south wall of the walled garden, on which the elevations of the some of the buildings are set. There is therefore no direct line of sight. The mansion and statue lie still further to the south, beyond the Home Farm complex.

The site also lies within the Wentworth Castle and Stainborough Castle Conservation Area.


[bookmark: _Hlk75935982]Local and National Planning policy context
Local planning policy with regard to management of/impact on the Historic Environment is framed by the National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] and further defined by specific policies contained within section 14 of the Barnsley Local Plan adopted in 2019. Relevant local planning policies are:

Policy HE1 The Historic Environment 
We will positively encourage developments which will help in the management, conservation, understanding and enjoyment of Barnsley’s historic environment, especially for those assets which are at risk. This will be achieved by:- 

a. Supporting proposals which conserve and enhance the significance and setting of the borough’s heritage assets, paying particular attention to those elements which contribute most to the borough’s distinctive character and sense of place. 

These elements and assets include:[ inter alia} – 

A number of important 18th and 19th century designed landscapes and parks including Wentworth Castle parkland (the only grade I Registered Park and Garden in South Yorkshire), and Cannon Hall Park. 

b. By ensuring that proposals affecting a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance such as a Scheduled Ancient Monument) conserve those elements which contribute to its significance. Harm to such elements will be permitted only where this is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. Substantial harm or total loss to the significance of a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances where there is a clearly defined public benefit. 

c. By supporting proposals that would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area. There are 18 conservation areas in the borough and each is designated for its particular built and historic significance. This significance is derived from the group value of its constituent buildings, locally prevalent styles of architecture, historic street layouts and its individual setting which frequently includes views and vistas both into and out of the area. Particular attention will be given to those elements which have been identified in a Conservation Area Appraisal as making a positive contribution to its significance. 

d. By ensuring that proposals affecting an archaeological site of less than national importance or sites with no statutory protection conserve those elements which contribute to its significance in line with the importance of the remains. In those cases where development affecting such sites is acceptable in principle, mitigation of damage will be ensured through preservation of the remains in situ as a preferred solution. When in situ preservation is not justified, an understanding of the evidence to be lost must be gained in line with the provisions of Policy HE6. 

e. By supporting proposals which conserve Barnsley’s non-designated heritage assets. We will ensure that developments which would harm or undermine the significance of such assets, or their contribution to the character of a place will only be permitted where the benefits of the development would outweigh the harm. 

f. By supporting proposals which will help to secure a sustainable future for Barnsley’s heritage assets, especially those identified as being at greatest risk of loss or decay.

Policy HE2 Heritage Statements and general application procedures 
Proposals that are likely to affect known heritage assets or sites where it comes to light there is potential for the discovery of unrecorded heritage assets will be expected to include a description of the heritage significance of the site and its setting. 

This description will need to include an appropriate but proportionate level of detail that allows an understanding of the significance of the asset but no more than is necessary to understand the impact of the proposal. For sites with significant archaeological potential, a desk-based assessment may be required in line with the provisions of Policy HE6. 

Applications made in outline form will not be accepted for proposals which will which affect a conservation area, a listed building or any other designated heritage asset. In such cases, sufficiently detailed plans and drawings to enable an assessment to be made of the likely impact of the development upon the significance of any heritage assets affected will be required

[Policy HE3 Developments affecting Historic Buildings – not considered relevant to this proposal]

Policy HE4 Developments affecting Historic Areas or Landscapes 
Proposals that are within or likely to affect the setting and the heritage significance of a Registered Park and Garden will be expected to: 
· Respect historic precedents of layout, density, scale, forms, massing, architectural detail and materials that contribute to the special interest of an area. 
· Respect important views either within the area or views that contribute to the setting of the area. 
· Take account of and respect important landscape elements including topographic features or trees that contribute to the significance of the area where harm might prejudice future restoration.

[Policy HE5 the Demolition of Historic Buildings – not considered relevant to this proposal]

Policy HE6 Archaeology 
Applications for development on sites where archaeological remains may be present must be accompanied by an appropriate archaeological assessment (including a field evaluation if necessary) that must include the following: 
Information identifying the likely location and extent of the remains, and the nature of the remains; 
An assessment of the significance of the remains; and 
Consideration of how the remains would be affected by the proposed development. 

Where preservations of the remains are not justified, permission will be conditional upon:- Archaeological recording of the evidence (including evidence that might be destroyed), whether buried remains or part of a standing structure or building; Analysis of the information gathered; Interpretation of the results gained; Public dissemination of the results; and Deposition of the resulting archive with an appropriate museum or archive service

Local policy is written embracing the relevant paragraphs of section 16 of the NPPF (as revised July 2021), #189-208. At the centre of NPPF policy is the test of harm and substantial harm discussed in paragraphs 199-201.

Current extent of knowledge and understanding
The National Trust are relative newcomers to Wentworth Castle and have therefore carried out comparatively little fresh research into the property. But present management benefits from considerable previous thought and study. The WCSPHT commissioned three conservation management plans for the whole site (covering, to greater and lesser degrees, the Walled Garden) from Chris Blandford Associates in 2003, and Hilary Taylor Landscape Associates in 2005 and 2007. These pieces of work informed the application for HLF grants and the implementation of resulting conservation works once the grants were secured. 

The Walled Garden was identified as an area with very considerable potential for restoration and improvement of public access. It was effectively “next on the list” for the WCSPHT who progressed concepts for future restoration to the point of public consultation. Unfortunately, funds to progress such work could not be identified, which remains the case presently. However, the long-term potential of the site also remains clearly recognised.

The National Trust re-examined the evidence for areas of the estate, mainly around the Walled Garden, in 2018 to develop an HSIA in support of a planning application for refreshment of visitor access infrastructure and again in 2019 in support of an application for works to improve drainage and commence repairs to the walled garden walls. It is presently preparing a Conservation Statement specifically about the walled garden that has again reassessed the evidence for its development and upgraded understanding of its archaeological/historical contents, significance, habitat interest and landscape contribution. The research informing development of the statement has informed the content of this document, but the Conservation Statement itself will not be completed in time to supply with the present application.

Outline Site history	
Research for the Conservation Statement has adjusted and refined understanding of the site’s development and history.

While there are prehistoric, Roman and Medieval remains known elsewhere on the estate, it is felt highly unlikely that any such early remains would be present undisturbed on the site of these former productive gardens. Early C18 correspondence comments on the shallow soils found on site, which have been successively dug over many times and been subject to a number of phases of redevelopment in the past 300 years.

Depictive sources suggest that at the time of the Wentworth’s acquisition, the site of the future walled garden was simply an open field to the north of the estate’s Home Farm complex, separated from the mansion environs by a public road. Initial designs appear to have been supplied by the Royal gardener, George London (as part of gardening proposals for the wider site) and consisted of enclosing a sub-square productive garden to the north of Home Farm. This enlarged upon productive gardens that existed in the seventeenth century at other points around the house. When site works commenced around 1714 under the Wentworth’s gardener, John Arnold (some of whose correspondence with the family, including reporting development of the walled garden, survives) soils were found to be poor and the plan was adapted. The public road was removed northwards to the line of the present Lowe Lane, and the walled gardened extended as a long enclosed strip between Home Farm and the site of the present Steeple Lodge. A second gardened areas was developed to the east, of similar length, which by 1728 would have the surviving Orangery building erected in it. Arnold was engaged in quite large-scale cultivation of citrus trees from at least 1713, possibly in this area. The Orangery represented a blend of productive and “polite” gardening; it would never have been large enough to over-winter more than a fraction of the stock Arnold raised and it seems likely that the adjoining landscape would have had an associated, quite formal and aesthetically planned, character. This appears to have applied to both the north and south side of the Orangery, which – unusually - had windows facing in both directions, with larger gardens to the south and a more enclosed yard to the north.

The site is not depicted between 1733 and 1824, by which point it had changed considerably. In 1733, the east side of the gardens was marked by “Shed Lane”, a significant means of access into and out of the main estate, almost certainly laid out in the same changes that created Lowe Lane. By 1824 Shed Lane’s articulation with Lowe Lane had been closed again, perhaps by subsidence (that was subsequently quarried). In its place a new entry route had been established outside the west wall of the gardens, that which remains in use today. The entrance is superintended by Steeple Lodge, whose listing description suggests that it is of c.1775. Steeple Lodge (and, later, an adjoining property to the east) were given a surrounding plot by cutting the northern ends off the original long enclosures, opening a link road between the new access drive and the residual part of Shed Lane, and erecting a new north wall to the Walled Garden. All of this appears to have been completed by 1824.

The earlier (pre-OS) sources of evidence are not consistent on depiction of the precise divisions within the walled garden, and they may have been relocated over the course of the history of the site. There does appear to have been a north-south division running the length of the gardened enclosure: the topography of the site slopes quite steeply from west down to east, so this boundary would have divided a higher western level from a lower eastern one. There was also an east-west division broadly along the axis represented by the Orangery. This was probably the location of an early heated wall, referenced in 1720; suggestions that the external walls were heated appear to be mistaken, no evidence for this having been seen on a recent, if brief, inspection.

The garden is first reliably mapped in detail by the OS in 1850-1 at 6” scale, then in 1891 at 25”. These maps show a growing proliferation of production houses compared with earlier sources, and a considerable increase between 1851 and 1891, along with other internal reorganisations. Garden House, built across the north wall, and the main gate into the garden appear between the two surveys. So too does a long battery of eleven glass houses occupying the site of the present development proposal.

Previous commentary has tended to imply that the productive gardening at Wentworth had something of the cutting edge about it. While it is certainly true that it was a productive garden on a large scale, as befitted a mansion of the Castle’s status, and would have been a notable part of a circulation through the grounds, there is little else to suggest that the horticulture being practiced was of exceptionally advanced note. It was good gardening, but not particularly ground breaking.

The condition and maintenance of the infrastructure of the gardens steadily declined in the twentieth century. After 1948 the gardens became a production base for Barnsley council’s Parks department; the failing Georgian and Victorian buildings were of little if any use and were mainly allowed to deteriorate before being demolished or dismantled. The internal sub-divisions of the garden are now all but wholly absent, although footings of a number of structures appear to survive. The northern, and especially north-western, part of the site has remained a fairly informal base of gardening/parkland operations. A block of modern industrial glasshouses on substantial brick foundations were installed probably in the late 1960s or 1970s and are now semi-derelict. A selection of lean-to structures and even shipping containers have been introduced for storage purposes along the inside of the north and west walls; a line of polytunnels has also been erected across the northern part of the walled garden aligned on Garden House, but are now beyond use or recovery. Substantial areas of the site have been used for the deposit and storage of spare building materials and firewood. Reduction of levels of activity in the past decade have resulted in considerable scrubby vegetation growth, reducing legibility of any surviving remains. The Orangery was reroofed and made weather-tight as part of the HLF funded works, and replacement of windows and doors is planned. Garden House has also recently been reroofed, in preparation for potential use in community gardening activities.

The walled garden was a component of a much larger designed landscape. Well managed, well invested-in, productive gardens were considered as – at least – an interesting component of a wider landscape design, providing a destination in their own right and a contrasting aesthetic experience during a circulation through the wider site. The aesthetic qualities of each landscaping experience could be heighted by the contrasts with those preceding and succeeding them. Moreover, in the case of Wentworth, there is evidence to suggest that the east side of the present walled garden was an even more overtly formal space, with plantings and perhaps a water feature articulating with the Orangery building. 

The walled garden was, though, significantly segregated from surrounding elements of the park, by a high surrounding wall, as remains the case today. This had obvious functional properties providing wind shelter for the growing spaces and a warmer microclimate. However, the topography on which the gardens were sited perhaps presented a lesser degree of exclusion than is sometimes the case in similar sites. The strong west to east gradient had the potential to reveal more of the interior of the garden to view, at least theoretically, if seen from the south or south-west. That said, points from where this might have occurred would have been at considerable distance (or beyond the bounds of the estate) from where the garden would have been a distant object. More closely to hand there was some degree of overview over the site from the west. 

The more significant parts of the wider designed landscape – the Serpentine and its associated features, and the Union Jack garden, for example – do not appear to have directly articulated with the walled garden. One can only speculate about any intention for the Orangery side of the design to have articulated with the bason east of the mansion; the western part cannot ever have done so, Home Farm having lain between the two.

As has been mentioned, the proposal site lies on the position of part of a line of eleven glass houses introduced between 1851 and 1891. It is plausible that they belong to a phase of major reorganisation of the garden that involved building elsewhere too, as well as the opening of the north gate and construction of Garden House. It also appears to have involved removal of a north-south division wall that previous ran along the east margin of the proposal area. The glass houses remained marked on later OS editions up to an including that of 1962. The 1978 edition only shows structure at the north end of the row. Aerial photography suggests that there was a building replaced on much of the site until comparatively recently (2010?).


Documentary sources
There are some – but not copious – documentary sources for the development of the walled gardens. These commence with rich correspondence from John Arnold in the earlier C18, though this tends not be overly building/area specific – more relating to building activity and – especially – planting of different species. There are published engraved views of the property by Kip and Kniff and latterly Bladesdale, showing the site, the latter complemented by an early 1730s estate plan. There is some further relevant family correspondence relating to the site from the early nineteenth century, but again this is not building specific. 

The mapping sequence commences with an estate plan of 1824, and then the tithe award survey of 1844.

The proposed development site lies within the outline of part of a row of later nineteenth century greenhouses, superseded by a new structure in the mid-later C20. The extant remains of this building are substantially built and are thought likely to have substantially if not completely removed any archaeology of previous built structures in this position. The OS editions of 1850 and 1891 are therefore the most relevant documentary sources to cite. Earlier map coverage is challenging to interpret and perhaps contradictory. The C18 sources shown a north-south division aligned with the great barn range of Home Farm; the C19 sources a division somewhat further to the east. It is unclear whether the early sources are inaccurate, or the later ones represent internal reorganisation (which might fit with the shortening of the gardens in the 1770s). It is also not entirely clear if the earlier C19 boundary was a full wall or, effectively, terracing into the slope. The early OS depiction could be said to represent walling with a path running through a gate, but it is not impossible that it merely climbed some steps. The division line suggested by C18 sources would have lain well to the east of the proposed development area.

[image: ]
1850 OS 6” first edition, with tracing over modern OS depiction (in red)
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1891 OS 25” first edition, with tracing over modern OS depiction (in blues)

The 1891 OS shows a new series of glasshouses present on the proposal site. There is no longer any depiction of the north-south division (nor is there on any later edition) although the eastern side of the row of new buildings appears to respect its former position. The row remains depicted the same way in later editions of OS survey up to and including that of 1962. The 1978-91 edition shows a shorter building overlying part of the row, probably that depicted on relatively recent aerial photography. That structure is no longer present on site.

Archaeological evidence
The site is currently significantly overgrown and partly used to store covered building materials, restricting visual access. Low brick walls remain in place from the earlier structures on the site, set at an east-west width of 6650mm. These probably relate to the later C20 building rather than the earlier structures, though remains of the earlier buildings might be present, obscure or under the later structure.

In other regards the proposal site has not been the subject of any previous archaeological investigation.

Significance
As has been duly noted, the application site is covered by a high-status designation, namely it is within a Grade I Registered Park and Garden. However, significance is not solely defined by designation – very far from it – and can be recognised in number of different ways. 

Heritage Values
The English Heritage Conservation Principles of 2008 introduced a very useful framework for characterising key heritage components of a site by considering a series of heritage values that could be reflected by them. Having identified elements reflecting those values one can then move on to assess their individual sensitivities and significance, and how these combine to define the significance of heritage assets present in the round.

There are four main heritage values, three of which can be sub-divided.

Evidential – Essentially the archaeological dimension of a heritage asset or location – the way in which is preserves physical traces of past human activity

The Evidential value of the application site has only been explored from the sources described above rather than direct investigation. On the basis of the available evidence it seems unlikely that any significant early archaeological remains, predating the mid nineteenth century, will survive on site. If there are buried traces of early garden management, then all that would be expected (from the mapping) would be traces of paths. Such seem unlikely to have survived the interventions of two subsequent phases of building. Even if such did survive it would not, intrinsically, be of greater than minimal archaeological importance. 

There is perhaps more potential for structure from the later C19 glasshouses to be present, at surface or under the remains of the later building. These buildings are scarcely known beyond their outline depiction on OS coverage, and generalised reporting in later C19 sources. Such remains, if present, might be capable of informing greater understanding of the construction and uses of the Victorian glasshouses. Intrinsically, this might be assessed of being of Local archaeological importance.

Historical – Aspects of a heritage asset or location that either reflect a particular historical process or practice (especially significantly where it was the first place where a practice was developed, for example) {Historical Illustrative] or have a specific association to a historical event or person [Historical Associative].

In an ideal world, a walled garden should have high Historic Illustrative value, serving the purposes for which it was intended in horticultural production. Unfortunately, the Wentworth example is a very long way from that ideal, being largely derelict and little involved with horticulture presently, except for use as a works yard for management of the wider property. Any historical horticultural structures are substantially over-written by neglect, vegetation ad superimposition of later, generally very undistinguished, practical buildings and structures. There is, sadly, little heritage value present. Much could perhaps be recovered or emulated, but it will take considerable time, effort and resource to do so.

At present it can only be said that it is the scale of the enclosed area (which modern use, interventions and abandonment partly conceal) and its location that speak to Historical Illustrative value. This can probably only be evaluated as being of Minimal-Local importance presently.

There are no obvious elements of Associative value present beyond a generalised inclusion within the Wentworth’s landscaping works, and connection with some named gardeners, in the 18th and 19th centuries. This is of minimal importance.

Aesthetic – Aspects or characteristics of a heritage asset or location which demonstrate either deliberate design for aesthetic effect (effect beyond anything required by the physical operation of the asset) [Designed Aesthetic] or are identified as aesthetically pleasing or significant even though they have not been deliberately designed to be so [Fortuitous Aesthetic].

Within the walled garden, given its current condition and paucity of historical material, it is difficult to determine were there was once designed aesthetic intent and precisely what it looked like.  The primary evident focus of attention seems to have been in and around the Orangery, but other areas would no doubt have been carefully managed too. There was certainly a significant change in this regard in the later nineteenth century when numerous new buildings were introduced within earlier layouts. The introduction of a north-south aligned range of buildings was perhaps associated with opening the north gate into the gardens and the building of garden house. 

Whatever the earlier intents were, they are very difficult to discern today, given the loss of gardening, most of the historic built structures and the imposition of modern ones. Current designed aesthetic value would be Minimal importance.

The overgrown and functional use of the site at present has an intrusive impact on the site’s heritage value.

Social/Communal – Aspects of the heritage asset or location of religious, symbolic or commemorative meaning to a community [Symbolic/Commemorative]; aspects of community social benefit.

There are no identified symbolic/commemorative elements known to be present on the site.

There is a generalised communal value present on the site, inferred by Council/National Trust ownership and associated public access. However, at present there is no public access to the walled garden, so this benefit is only enjoyed by a limited community of volunteers. 

Settings – a locus or vicinity which contributes to the significance – or appreciation of the significance - of a heritage asset. This may be a visually based inter-relationship but can be established on a range of other grounds too (see GPA 3 for further guidance)

At ground level the proposal site is not within direct visual connection with other heritage assets, with the exception of the Orangery building and Garden House. Due to the fall of the landscape it is possible that the top of the proposed structures would be visible from outside the garden to the west and at a considerable distance from the south or landscapes to the east. Is so it would be against the context of a current redundant poly tunnel frame to the east and the derelict 1960s glass houses to the west. 

While the new structure might be visible from these locations the scale of impact relation to current conditions is considered to be slight.

Significance
Overall, there seems to be considerable contrast between the designation status of the site at National significance, and the actual nature of the heritage values present. At the specific development site these are generally of low importance, while impacts on the wider setting would appear to be limited.

Impacts of development
The proposed development of the application site, described elsewhere in the Design and Access Statement, would consist of the following components. 

· Erection of 3x 11m by 6.4m polytunnels, 3.3m high, aligned end to end 
· The above will include excavation of 36 postholes (0.50m cubed max dims)
· Public access for the operation of University of Sheffield’s project


Physical
The polytunnels will be secured on tubular feet requiring a 450mm depth of ground security. These will be cemented in place, requiring excavation of postholes up to 50cm square in plan. 

Visual
The proposal will introduce new, significant, structures into the site. These will be of a horticultural nature and be placed alongside other modern horticultural structures but also within plain sight of historic structures including Garden House and the Orangery.

Setting impact
The proposed introduction will – as mentioned above – impact the setting of Garden House, The Orangery and indeed the other relict features of the northern half of the former walled garden. It is likely that at least the upper part of the polytunnels will be visible from outside the garden walls, viewed downslope from the west and (possibly) at a more considerable distance from the east and south. This would be in the broad context of the Pillar Barn and Steeple Lodge which are Grade II Listed buildings as is the Orangery. The proposal is also in general proximity to other listed structures to the south, but it is not thought that this would affect their setting in any significant way.

Effects on Heritage Values

Evidential –
The physical impacts of the proposal will arise from excavation of the 36 postholes for the tubular feet. These are too small to offer opportunity for meaning archaeological excavation, although they could be completed under watching brief to record and recover what they penetrate. The footprint of the new tunnels fits within the footprint of the existing sleeper walls and these should not be disturbed. However, it is not currently known if there are remains of the later nineteenth century buildings remaining below the surface.

Historical – 
Assessment suggests that the Historical values present on the site would not be very much impacted. Introduction of further entirely modern horticultural structures will not enhance Historical Illustrative value, but on the other hand bringing back an element of productive gardening might be described as very slightly beneficial. 


Aesthetic –
The proposal will introduce some entirely modern structures into the setting, undoubtedly having a visual impact without historical precedent. New functional structures will contrast with the redundant/failed structures adjoining. Parts of the new structures will be visible from the wider landscape, though very much in the context of other modern buildings. The installations are, of course, intended to be temporary, for a period of just five years.

Social/Communal – 
The application area is not currently accessible to the general public, and this will continue to be the case. However, access will be widened to a slightly broader community engaged for the purposes of the University research project. They will not, though, be invited for purposes closely associated with the site’s heritage values.


Proposed  Mitigation
If required, a watching brief could be maintained during excavation of the 36 postholes.
 

Assessment of compliance with relevant Barnsley planning policy

Policy HE1 The Historic Environment 
We will positively encourage developments which will help in the management, conservation, understanding and enjoyment of Barnsley’s historic environment, especially for those assets which are at risk. This will be achieved by:- 

a. Supporting proposals which conserve and enhance the significance and setting of the borough’s heritage assets, paying particular attention to those elements which contribute most to the borough’s distinctive character and sense of place. 

This assessment concludes that the proposed development does not significantly enhance the significance of the heritage assets present on the site, beyond the very modest gains of reintroducing productive gardening to the site and slightly broadening public access.

b. By ensuring that proposals affecting a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance such as a Scheduled Ancient Monument) conserve those elements which contribute to its significance. Harm to such elements will be permitted only where this is outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. Substantial harm or total loss to the significance of a designated heritage asset (or an archaeological site of national importance) will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances where there is a clearly defined public benefit. 

This assessment concludes that the proposed development is compliant with this element of policy. While not enhancing significance is it not detrimental to it either, given the current derelict nature of the site, partial screening and the existence of similar structures. The modest gain of reintroducing productive gardening is relevant here too. It is not assessed that this proposal will harm the site’s significances. 

c. By supporting proposals that would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area. 

This assessment concludes that the proposed development would not actively contribute to the objectives of this element of planning policy, given the current use and dereliction of the site, it would not be detrimental to the policy objective either.

d. By ensuring that proposals affecting an archaeological site of less than national importance or sites with no statutory protection conserve those elements which contribute to its significance in line with the importance of the remains. In those cases where development affecting such sites is acceptable in principle, mitigation of damage will be ensured through preservation of the remains in situ as a preferred solution. When in situ preservation is not justified, an understanding of the evidence to be lost must be gained in line with the provisions of Policy HE6. 

This assessment concludes that the archaeological potentials of the proposal site are low. There is no reason to conclude that remains predating the mid-nineteenth century will be present, and possible that there will be none from before the mid-twentieth century. The National Trust remains committed to, and concerned with, archaeological remains of all periods including modern and has sought to minimise impact through selection of a polytunnel that leaves extant footings in place. Remaining risk of impact cannot be mitigated for any further, beyond archaeological recording. Therefore it is concluded that the proposal is compliant with this component of policy.

e. By supporting proposals which conserve Barnsley’s non-designated heritage assets. We will ensure that developments which would harm or undermine the significance of such assets, or their contribution to the character of a place will only be permitted where the benefits of the development would outweigh the harm. 

This assessment does not conclude that the proposal would harm or undermine heritage significance of non-designated heritage assets at the site and is therefore compliant with this element of policy.

f. By supporting proposals which will help to secure a sustainable future for Barnsley’s heritage assets, especially those identified as being at greatest risk of loss or decay.

This aspect of policy does not relate to the proposal.

Policy HE2 Heritage Statements and general application procedures 

This document intends to satisfy the requirements of this policy with regard to production of a description of the heritage significance of the site and its setting. Its assessment concludes that the site does not have significant archaeological potential, although desk top study has been completed.

Policy HE4 Developments affecting Historic Areas or Landscapes 
Proposals that are within or likely to affect the setting and the heritage significance of a Registered Park and Garden will be expected to: 
· Respect historic precedents of layout, density, scale, forms, massing, architectural detail and materials that contribute to the special interest of an area. 
· Respect important views either within the area or views that contribute to the setting of the area. 
· Take account of and respect important landscape elements including topographic features or trees that contribute to the significance of the area where harm might prejudice future restoration.

This assessment concludes that the proposed development would not represent beneficial impact to the setting or heritage significances of the site. It does take account of historical precedent to some degree, but only very modestly emulates aspects of it. The key factor is that the site is already in poor condition and will not suffer further harm as a result of the proposals.
Impact on views has been identified, assessed, and the conclusion reached that any change will not be of a harmful character.
No topographic features or trees will be affected by the development.
Any negative impacts are balanced by the temporary nature of the planned works.
Therefore overall the assessment concludes that the proposal is compliant with this policy.
 
Policy HE6 Archaeology 
Applications for development on sites where archaeological remains may be present must be accompanied by an appropriate archaeological assessment (including a field evaluation if necessary) that must include the following: 
Information identifying the likely location and extent of the remains, and the nature of the remains; 
An assessment of the significance of the remains; and 
Consideration of how the remains would be affected by the proposed development. 

This document intends to satisfy the requirements of this policy for identification and assessment off archaeological remains likely to be present on site. Should remains be encountered and recorded, resulting reporting would be made available through deposition on OASIS and the National Trust’s HBSMR (publicly accessible via its Heritage Records Online system).

Overall Assessment of Impact

In light of the assessments made above, it is the view of the National Trust that the proposals are appropriate to this setting, proportionate and overall will have a neutral impact on the heritage values of the site. Its overall significance will remain unaltered. 

Therefore it is the National Trust’s assessment (in response to the test contained in NPPF paragraph 202) that no element of the proposed development constitutes Substantial harm (or for that matter more than slight, potential, harm) to a recognised heritage asset. It is also satisfied that the proposal is compliant with the relevant local planning policies pertinent to heritage.

The National Trust further maintains that the proposal is consistent with the organisation’s published Conservation Principles.

The National Trust therefore feels confident that it is an appropriate proposal to make for the site.



Version History

V1.0 draft by MN circulated for comment, 19/10/21 (SW, RC, DP)

V1.1 minor redrafts after comment, concerning Conservation Area and duration of use.
t.Installation of polytunnels,
Walled Garden, Wentworth Castle Gardens
HSIA
October 2021 
 MNNTYR207 v1.0

Appendix - Summary of impacts

	Heritage value
	Element
	Significance
	Impact 
(Y/N; +/-; weight)
	Nature
	Mitigation

	Evidential
	Potential remains of 1870s glass houses
	Local
	Potentially -ve
	Impact of postholes (#36)
	Potential watching brief.

	
	Remains of 1960s cultivation house
	Negligible 
	Y - -ve slight
	Impact of postholes (#36) on floor area
	

	Historical 
	Productive garden, part of wider Grade I designed landscape
	National (designation status)
	Y? - -ve, minor
+ve minor
	New structures will be visible in the landscape, which is also designated. However, this will be in the context of adjoining existing modern cultivation buildings
	Some gain from re-introduction of productive gardening though on a non-historic model.

	Designed Aesthetic
	Productive garden, part of wider Grade I designed landscape
	National (designation status)
	None
	Assessment of no impact arises from current derelict state of the site. The proposal will neither improve nor harm this
	

	Fortuitous aesthetic
	Productive garden, part of wider Grade I designed landscape
	National (designation status)
	Y - +ve minor?
	Reintroduction of managed productive gardening will arguable improve part of the current aesthetic
	

	Communal social
	Productive garden, part of wider Grade I designed landscape
	National (designation status)
	Y – +ve minor
	The project will bring a slightly wider audience into the site
	

	Settings
	Grade II, II* and I structures nearby
	National
	Y - change
	New structures may be intervisible from some buildings (but not most), but not to a degree that impacts their significance.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	







Name: WENTWORTH CASTLE
List Entry Number: 1000415
Location
The garden or other land may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.
County: 
District: Barnsley
District Type: Metropolitan Authority
Parish: Non Civil Parish

County: 
District: Barnsley
District Type: Metropolitan Authority
Parish: Stainborough
National Park: Not applicable to this List entry.
Grade: I
Date first registered: 01-Jun-1984
Date of most recent amendment: Not applicable to this List entry.

Legacy System Information
The contents of this record have been generated from a legacy data system.
Legacy System: Parks and Gardens
UID: 1381

Asset Groupings
This List entry does not comprise part of an Asset Grouping. Asset Groupings are not part of the official record but are added later for information.

List Entry Description
Summary of Garden
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.
Reasons for Designation
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.
History
Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details.
Details
Formal gardens which were laid out in the period c 1713-30 with mid C18 additions surrounded by parkland of early and mid C18 date.

HISTORIC DEVELOPMENT

The Everingham family settled at Stainborough c 1567. The estate was sold to the Cutler family in the mid C17 and sold again in 1708 to Thomas Wentworth. Wentworth wanted to impress a rival branch of the family, the Watson Wentworths at Wentworth Woodhouse (qv), and to press his claim to the title Earl of Strafford. The development of the house and grounds at Wentworth Castle has been seen as a demonstration of these ambitions and as an outlet for his energies following the end of his political career after the death of Queen Anne in 1714 (Ray 1990). The site at this date is illustrated in an engraving of 1714 by Knyff and Kip and by an aerial view of 1739 by Badeslade (both reproduced in Ray 1992). The gardens and parkland were altered and embellished by the second Earl of Strafford, Wentworth's son, who was a friend of Horace Walpole and may have been advised by him. Walpole, who described Wentworth Castle as 'my favourite of all great seats, such a variety of ground, of wood and water; almost all executed and disposed with so much taste' (quoted in Lemmon 1978), was certainly involved in the design of a gothic temple in the park. The estate remained in the family until 1802 when the Strafford title became extinct and continued in the ownership of the Vernon Wentworths who sold the house and gardens to Barnsley Council in 1948. During the mid C20 parts of the park were subject to opencast mining. The land was subsequently restored and returned to arable and pasture land, in which use it remains (1997). The house and gardens are currently (1997) in use as an adult education centre.

DESCRIPTION

LOCATION, AREA, BOUNDARIES, LANDFORM, SETTING Wentworth Castle is situated c 3km south-west of Barnsley in an area which is predominantly rural and agricultural. The c 300ha site is on land which slopes gently downwards to the south and east. The boundary is formed by Lowe Lane to the north, where there is a wall and a steep bank. The south-west side of the side is bounded by Stainborough Lane as far as Cold Bath Farm, and from that point south-eastwards by fencing along the edges of fields and woodland. The south-east and east boundary is marked by fencing and walls along the edge of Wallside Plantation, Ivas Wood, Walker's Pond, and Menagerie Wood.

ENTRANCES AND APPROACHES The principal entrance is on the north side of the site off Lowe Lane where there is a lodge called Steeple Lodge (c 1775, listed grade II). A drive leads south to Home Farm and to late C20 parking areas on the north side of the house. This approach is shown as an avenue on the north side of the public road (which ran on a line between the house and Home Farm until c 1720) on the Knyff and Kip engraving of 1714 and as a wider avenue on the Badeslade view, after the public road had been moved northwards to its present position. The remains of an avenue aligned with the south front of the house extends for a distance of c 500m. This is on the same axis as the approach from Steeple Lodge and is shown on a c 1730 estate map and Badeslade's view but not on Knyff and Kip's 1714 engraving. This was the former principal approach from the south, shown on a county map of 1771, but the driveway is no longer discernible. On the north-east side of the site there is an entrance with a stone pedimented arch (listed grade II) at the south end of Park Drive in the village of Stainborough. A drive, running on the line of the former public road, leads south-west as a causeway across meadow land and the Serpentine River via Serpentine Bridge (dated 1758, listed grade II), and on to the north side of the house. A formal approach to the house from the east is shown on the 1714 engraving and on the c 1730 estate map, when there were entrance gates at the end of an avenue aligned with the east front. An entrance on the south-east side of the site at the end of a lane running west from Round Green Lane, opposite Round Green Lodge, has a lodge and an obelisk (1733, listed grade II) called Queen Anne's Obelisk from which a track runs north-westwards and joins with the drive from Stainborough.

PRINCIPAL BUILDING Wentworth Castle (listed grade I) was built for Sir Gervase Cutler 1670-2. The east wing was added 1710-20 by Johann Bodt for Thomas Wentworth, first Earl of Strafford, and the south front by his son William, to his own design. The building has had C20 alterations and additions in connection with its current use (1997) as a college, and a number of late C20 buildings lie to the north of the house. Immediately west of the house and connected to it by a glazed link is a conservatory (listed grade II*) of c 1840 constructed by F W T Vernon-Wentworth. The Home Farm is situated c 100m north-east of the house and consists of a complex of buildings including a stable block and barn of c 1715, altered or rebuilt mid C18 (all listed grade II), and a variety of other ancillary buildings of later C18 and C19 date (most of them listed grade II). The church of St James (c 1842, listed grade II) is situated on the north side of the open courtyard formed by the farm buildings.

GARDENS AND PLEASURE GROUNDS On the east front of the house there is a terrace with stone gate piers and ornate iron gates at the north and south ends (early C20, listed grade II). A lawn slopes down to the east and to a stone balustrade of early C20 date. Immediately east of this a beech hedge screens a late C20 car park. There are long-distance views from the terrace across parkland to agricultural land beyond. The Knyff and Kip engraving shows that a terrace on the east front of the house had central steps leading to a forecourt with a central octagonal pond which was aligned with the avenue approach from the east. This arrangement is also shown by Badeslade in 1739.

Steps lead up from the east terrace to a lawn on the south front of the house. A ha-ha (listed grade II) with a bow aligned with the front is situated c 100m south of the house and continues south-westwards along the edge of the pleasure grounds to a point c 600m south-west of the house where there is a scarp on the south and west side of Stainborough Castle (see below). The lawn below the south front rises to the west, overlooked by a temple (1739, listed grade II*) called the Corinthian Temple situated c 70m south-west of the house. Both the Knyff and Kip and the Badeslade engravings show the lawn laid out as a formal garden with shaped beds and statues. On the higher ground west of the Temple there is a terraced walk which runs north from the ha-ha for a distance of c 120m, overlooking the west side of the house and the conservatory. Three routes lead south-westwards from this walk. At the south end a yew-lined path runs alongside the ha-ha. Parallel to this and c 80m to the north is Broad Avenue. A third route, called Lady Augusta's Walk, runs at the mid-point between these. This area is planted with a mixture of shrubs and mature trees, including cedars, yew and pines, and a system of grass paths radiates from Lady Augusta's Walk in a pattern shown on the Badeslade view and apparently maintained or periodically restored since that time. The framework of this part of the garden was established in 1713 when estate papers (quoted in Ray 1992) record the first Earl of Strafford initiating the laying out of two wildernesses in geometrical form on each side of a gravel path in a pattern which is probably reflected in the Knyff and Kip engraving. North of Broad Avenue another avenue, called The Avenue or Lady Lucy's Walk, has as a terminus of the vista looking east, a building called the Gun Room (1732, listed grade II) which may have been a bath house. The Avenue, which was replanted C20 with limes, runs at an oblique angle to Broad Avenue, so that the two converge at a point c 200m south-west of the house. The Avenue is on the line of the former public road and it is shown as an avenue on the Badeslade view in 1739 by which date the road had been re-routed.

Lady Augusta's Walk leads to a hedged rectangular area called the Secret Garden c 200m south-west of the house which is entered via a stone archway with a viewing platform reached by stone steps. Opposite this, on the south side of the garden, there is a garden shelter which also has a viewing platform reached by stone steps. This garden has a central circular lawn and flower beds, and was laid out in approximately its present form with the entrance and shelter during the late C19. This area is not shown by Knyff and Kip, but it appears on the Badeslade view and on an estate map of c 1730 as a bowling green, which is referred to in estate papers and was constructed in 1719.

West of the Secret Garden there is a grassed clearing at the point at which the two avenues converge and on the south side of this there is a stone gateway (c 1738, listed grade II) with three arched openings, called Archer's Hill Gate. The ha-ha continues on the west side of this, from which point it has a crenellated stone parapet and changes direction to run west rather than south-west. At the southern edge of the clearing, c 300m south-west of the house, there is a stone obelisk (listed grade II) called the Sun Monument. This forms the terminus of the vistas along the avenues and was erected in 1747 by the second Earl in memory of Lady Mary Wortley Montague. The axis of the garden changes at this point and the focus is to the west and a gothick folly called Stainborough Castle (listed grade II*) which stands, framed by trees, on the earthwork remains of what is thought to be an Iron Age fort (THAS 1991). The folly is a particularly early and ambitious example of a gothick mock castle which was erected c 1730 by the first Earl and is shown in the Badeslade view. Woods to the north, called The Wilderness on the 1890 OS map, are divided from parkland by a ha-ha which continues along the edge of The Avenue. The layout is much as shown by Badeslade, though at that time the Castle was approached by an avenue.

PARK Parkland surrounds the house and consists largely of pasture and land under arable cultivation. The east front of the house overlooks open parkland with scattered trees. The avenue approach from the east and Octagon Pond shown by Badeslade were removed by the second Earl c 1750 when he constructed the Serpentine River, c 500m east of the house, which is aligned approximately north/south and consists of a serpentine stone-lined watercourse, now (1997) partially dry. This is crossed by the Serpentine Bridge carrying the drive from the east entrance. Some 150m east of this is a crescent of woodland called Menagerie Wood on the inner edge of which, alongside the drive, is an early C18 building (listed grade II) called the Menagerie House which is shown on the Badeslade view and has been altered late C20. In the woods are the ruinous remains of a gothick folly, constructed in 1759 to the designs of Richard Bentley with advice from Horace Walpole. The Wood is shown with a series of lakes within it on the c 1730 map, where it is marked 'Manezery', and on the Badeslade view.

On the south-east side of the park, on the edge of Ivas Wood, there is a temple (listed grade II*) called the Rotunda which was erected in 1746 by the second Earl. Ivas Wood is shown on the c 1730 map and the Badeslade view with a pattern of drives radiating from the centre. On the south-west side of the park is a remnant of Broom Royd Wood, which was largely felled in the mid C20. The general shape of the wooded area as shown on the 1850 OS map is preserved in the pattern of field boundaries. The Wood is shown on the Knyff and Kip engraving with a geometrical pattern of rides cut through it, and on the c 1730 map and Badeslade view with a simpler pattern of rides. On the north side of the Wood, c 800m south-west of the house, is the Duke of Argyle's Monument (listed grade II*), a statue upon a column, which was erected by the second Earl in 1744. The parkland to the north and west of the monument is shown on the Knyff and Kip engraving as an enclosed deer park, and the area may have originated as Gervase Cutler's C17 deer park.

A complex system of avenues running over the park is shown by Badeslade, and was based around an axis orientated approximately north/south and east/west, which centred on the house. The c 1730 estate map shows a very similar arrangement of avenues. By 1771 these had been removed in the eastern part of the park (county map), while some vestigial avenues were evident in the western part of the park; these have now (1990s) largely disappeared.

KITCHEN GARDEN Kitchen gardens lie immediately north of Home Farm, on the east side of the main drive. They are on the site of a walled garden shown by both Knyff and Kip and Badeslade. Badeslade shows the orangery (c 1728, listed grade II) which is on the east side of the garden. The red-brick walls have been partially rebuilt late C20 and the garden has been used as a municipal nursery in the latter part of the C20, in connection with which there are a number of late C20 glasshouses.
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