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Summary 

1 The Plan should be reviewed in the light of: 

[a] the rejection of the planning application on the 10/12 Priory Road site – which now 

allows for the proposed sale to be included in the overall plan. 

[b] likely problems with Historic England on the demolition of Priory Lodge Hall – now 

officially listed by Historic England. 

[c] the questionable need for another Council Chamber 

[d] doubts about moving the Tourist Information Centre 

2 The District Council Plan is not well presented and its conclusions would be unlikely to 

stand up to scrutiny in a commercial environment; it is a recipe for cost overruns, an 

unsuitable result and illusory savings. 

3 Is this the best way to spend [at least] £1.5m? 

4 The Grange is an underutilised Council asset in need of considerable expenditure. A use 

for the building should be agreed without delay. This has little bearing on the 

Accommodation Plan and should be agreed as a high priority. 

5 A detailed analysis of staff accommodation needs should be added to the Plan. 

6 A process of public consultation should be carried out before any more work is done. 

7 It has been suggested that, in view of the poor business case, this is a politically 

motivated attempt to keep the District Council in Malvern. 

8 The question of conflict of interest needs to be reviewed – both with regard to the 

interests of elected members and also the desirability of the Council approving its own 

applications. It may be legally correct but the public perception is negative. The web site 

record of councillors’ conflict of interest and pecuniary interest is out of date. 
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Comments 

 

1. Scope of Paper 

This paper does not address the specific problems inherent in moving the Tourist 

Information Centre – these are considered in another paper. 

2. History and Heritage 

When the District Council applied for permission to make changes to the interior of the 

Council House, [Application Number 16/00684/LBC] both the Victorian Society and Historic 

England were very positive about what they considered appropriate – see Appendix E. 

It seems very unlikely that they would approve any new build within the curtilage of the 

Council House. 

As of 21st February, the Council House and Priory Lodge Hall have been listed by Historic 

England: 

Council House 

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1156369 

Priory Lodge Hall 

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1442151 

3. Strategy 

No mention is made of any medium term strategy to merge with Wychavon District Council 

– which would negate the need for such a proposal. 

4. Public Participation 

No public participation has taken place prior to the paper being approved by the Council. 

This is contrary to the Council’s own planning guidelines. 

5. Alternative Accommodation 

No alternatives are offered in the paper; without knowing the number and grade of staff 

affected, it is not possible to make any suggestions. 

6. Council Meetings 

With a relatively small number of meetings each year, it should be possible to hire facilities 

in [eg] the Elgar Suite in the Abbey Hotel. There were six meetings in 2016. 

7. Registrar Location 

Weddings could continue in the Council House as now. If this is not possible, one of the local 

hotels would be able to take on the wedding services. 

8. Staff Requirements 

Although the object of the paper is to centralise MHDC staff in Malvern, there is no analysis 

of number of staff involved – either now or in the future. With the steady movement of 

functions to Wychavon, it could be assumed that the trend was downwards which dilutes 

the need for the paper. 

9. Desk requirements – hot desking 

Many organisations are cutting back on staff accommodation as home working and hot 

desking become more common – not quantified in the report 

10. Staff Car Parking 
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The proposal will remove a number of parking spaces from the current car park – adding 

more pressure on street parking. 

11. Table 1 Cost Analysis 

£1.4m to renovate and new build.; check estimate. 

The figures quoted would be appear to be optimistic [low] bearing in mind the possible 

requirement to conform to the existing listed building. 

12. Table 2 Analysis 

 

Table 2      Annual  Savings / (Costs) £000  

  Income  Expenditure 

Brunel House (building costs)      61  

TIC (net running costs)      100  

Facilities Management        10  

TIC Rental Income    17  

Brunel Rental Income    60  

Council Chamber Rental Income    15  

TIC / Reception (Staffing)        50  

Council Chamber (Building)        20  

   92  231 

Total Savings (per annum)    139  

 

The figures in this table appear to be very rough estimates and do not seem to add up? 

The TIC figures appear to be slanted to make the case – until recently, the net loss of the TIC 

including staff costs was £88k pa. 

13. The Grange 

See Appendix D 

This building which is Grade II listed, is owned by the District Council has been empty for 

three years after it was declared in need of expensive renovation. 

In view of its location next door to the Theatre and limited car parking, it has not been easy 

to find an alternative use although it was about to be sold to a local company until they 

found out how much remedial work is required.  

• As the building is owned by the District Council, they have a duty to maintain it. 

� There is a feeling in the town and among councillors that it should not be sold but retained 

as a town asset. 

� Many suggested options have been put forward – all related to community activities from a 

gallery for local artists to an administrative extension to the Theatre. 

With the current review of District Council accommodation, and after it has been used as a 

temporary furniture store, now is the time to make a decision about its medium/long term 

use. 

14. Conflict of Interest 

The question of conflict of interest by the elected members does not seem to be taken into 

account when considering planning applications and there would appear to be a number of 

recent applications that seem questionable. See work by IE Developments - 

http://www.iedevelopments.co.uk/news/  
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This company is the preferred company for the development of the Depot Site; it is not clear 

at the time of writing what sort of tendering process was carried out. 

There is also considerable concern that the District Council is the arbiter on its own planning 

applications which must be construed as a direct conflict of interest; in this instance, it 

appears that the Council has not adhered to its own planning guidelines.  

The web site register of Pecuniary Interests is out of date – last entries 2015. 

15. Inclusivity 

The report purports to be a review of the District Council’s accommodation policy – yet it 

fails to include a number of properties – including Portland House and ‘the Depot’ adjacent 

to the Splash. 

16. The Depot Site 

This application was rejected by Planning Committee South on Wednesday 15th February on 

the grounds that the application was not in accord with the Conservation Area; in particular, 

the proposed three storey lock of flats overlooked the wall into Priory Park and would have 

had an adverse effect on views to/from the Park. There were also doubts about the 

proximity of the western wall – only four feet from the flats as well as traffic access on to 

Priory Road. 

It is unclear if the developers have an option on the site subject to planning permission; if so, 

there is likely to be a second application. 

In any case, there are concerns about the process of this application: 

• It was not subject to tender 

• There is no provision for a Section 106 levy 

• A senior member of the Council has financial links with the developer. 

In view of the above and the fact that the sale of the site was not included in the 

Accommodation Plan, there are grounds for reviewing the whole Paln. 
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Appendix A - Council and Member Accommodation 

Relevant Wards  
Executive Committee  

 

20th September 2016 

 

All Wards  

Portfolio Holders  

Cllr P Grove  

Cllr P Cumming  

Head of Service  

Deputy Chief Executive – Andy Baldwin/  

Andy.baldwin@malvernhills.gov.uk   

Contact Officer  

As above  

(If you have any queries or questions about the content of this report, please speak to the portfolio 

holder or contact officer in advance of the meeting.)  

 

1. Purpose and Summary  

1.1  This report sets out proposals to rationalise the staff accommodation onto a single site (plus 

the depot site) and also to seek agreement to a very significant improvement in the public 

and community space offered at the Council House site by replacing the current council 

chamber which is poor state of repair and is not fit for purpose.  

1.2  The proposals should be seen as a package to create a single campus for the Council, better 

and more flexible community facilities, but equally importantly deliver savings well in excess 

of the target already identified in the Council’s Business Plan for property. The Business Plan 

shows a £1.8m revenue funding gap by 2020 unless decisions are taken to close the gap.  

2. Recommendations  

That Executive Committee Recommends to Council  

 

i. To support the decision to invest in the Council House as the Councils single site office 

location.  

ii. To market Brunel House for rental or sale on terms to be agreed by the Deputy Chief 

Executive in consultation with the Resources Portfolio Holder.  

iii. To build a new community building on the site of the Council Chamber, to provide 

improved facilities for both the Council and the wider community.  

iv. To market 19/21 High Street Malvern for rental or sale on terms to be agreed by the 

Deputy Chief Executive in consultation with the Resources Portfolio Holder.  

3. Background  

3.1 The Council’s Business Plan for 2016-2021 states that the Council will explore innovative 

ways for the council to develop and achieve a resilient and sustainable financial position to 

protect services as far as is possible. Two of the four pillars in the action plan are 

“efficiencies” and “investment and growth”.  

3.2  The MTFP identified the need to make savings of £1.8M by 2020/21. The Business Plan 

identified a wide range of savings targets including a target of £100k from a single office 

location utilising one of our current sites. This leaves a gap in savings of up to £289k per 

annum to identify.  
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3.3  Finding additional savings to protect front line services is a key priority for the Council and 

the Business Plan contains a commitment to maximise income from council assets and 

reducing costs through service efficiencies.  

3.4  The Council also has both an economic and business need to ensure that its assets are 

maintained in good order. Investment in the Councils assets should be economically and 

operationally driven to ensure that the Council generates the best return from its assets, 

whilst reducing long term operating costs as far as possible.  

3.5  In line with this, an opportunity has been identified to consolidate all the Councils staff 

within the Council House and to provide a new multi-use community facility on the site of 

the existing Council Chamber. This will generate additional savings as well as being an 

investment in the infrastructure of the Council and community that will deliver significant 

other benefits.  

3.6  It is anticipated that the work would be carried out in two phases. Phase 1 would be the 

refurbishment of the Council House to achieve a single site location with Phase 2, building 

the new community facility including a reception, following on immediately.  

4. Single Office Site  

Proposal  

4.1  Working across more than one office location costs more, is inefficient and hinders the 

generation of a work place spirit and improved team morale, particularly within a small staff 

workforce as we have at MHDC.  

4.2  To locate all MHDC office based staff in one existing building would require the 

accommodation of at least 100 designated desk spaces, hot desk facilities, meeting rooms, 

toilets and kitchens to meet minimum Health & Safety requirements, server and boiler 

rooms and storage space. The feasibility of a single site located in one of our existing 

properties looked at the following properties.  

• The Grange  

• Brunel House.  

• Council House  

4.3  The Grange was found to be too small and a poor configuration for offices to meet the 

Councils requirements and so was discounted.  

4.4  Brunel House is the most modern of the Council’s buildings and the most suited for open 

plan working but it would need to be significantly extended to meet the Council’s working 

and civic space requirements.  

4.5  After consultation with the Development Management team it was decided to discount an 

extension to Brunel House both on planning and cost grounds.  

4.6  The Council House enjoys a central location adjacent to the park and together with its, listed 

status and clear architectural and historic merit is a landmark building within the town. 

However, site constraints such as the juxtaposition to the park and the internal layout of the 

building, would make a potential sale problematic in terms of viable alternative uses and 

realising any significant value from the disposal could be difficult. If the Council is to keep 

the Council House it needs to make the asset work more effectively and efficiently.  

4.7  The Council House can be remodelled to accommodate the entire office based staff group 

without the need for extension. One non-financial benefit of using the Council House site as 

the office location is that it would provide a satisfactory layout for enhanced team working.  

4.8  This proposal would also maintain the civic part of the building (including the Morgan and 

Elgar rooms), with modernisation and refurbishment of the staff areas. Historic England have 

been fully consulted and support the proposed limited internal works.  

4.9  For these reasons it was concluded that the only viable and cost effective option is to 

refurbish the Council House as the Council’s single site office location.  
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Benefits of single site location  

4.10  Efficiency – to locate all office based staff on one site will have a large number of synergies, 

both managerially and operationally.  

4.11  Refurbished accommodation – most of the office areas of the Council House require 

refurbishment and this has been identified in the Council’s 5-year condition surveys. This 

means investing in the building is necessary whether or not it is utilised as single site office 

accommodation. Examples include the basement which is in serious need of damp proofing 

works and redecoration to the upper floors and stair wells.  

4.12  Improved ICT capability – the wiring, server room and WIFI capability of the Council House 

need refurbishment and upgrading. Again, much of this work is a sunk cost which will be 

required if the Council maintains its current office accommodation requirements.  

4.13  Maintains meeting room space – the civic area of the Council House (Morgan and Elgar 

rooms) will remain. All of the staff can be comfortably accommodated within in the office 

areas of the building.  

4.14  Conserves and enhances a listed building – the refurbishment, will ensure that the Council 

House remains well maintained and fully occupied. It also aligns with the objective in our 5-

year plan to „Protect, enhance and promote our natural and built heritage‟.  

4.15  Savings – The relocation to a single office site will generate savings in the revenue running 

costs, long term capital replacement and refurbishment costs of Brunel House which are 

critical to the business plan.  

4.16  Economic development - the move to a single site will allow Brunel House to marketed for 

rental with a view to attracting a long-term tenant on a fully repairing and insuring lease. 

There is a shortage of quality office accommodation within the town centre and in addition 

to providing an income stream for the Council, it will help stimulate economic growth by 

attracting people new jobs into the town centre. Although the recommendation covers both 

leasing or disposal, depending upon the prevailing state of the market, our strong 

preference is to lease Brunel House as it will generate an ongoing revenue stream which is 

required for the business plan. This also maintains Brunel House as an appreciating capital 

asset for the Council.  

 

Issues with operating a single site  

4.17  Staff car parking – Staff car parking is already an issue across two sites and the loss of car 

parking spaces at Brunel House will exacerbate this problem. Following consultation an 

agreement has been reached with the staff and Trades Unions. The preferred solution will 

be implemented in October with staff being relocated to Priory Road car park.  

4.18  Meeting rooms – The Council House currently has adequate meeting space, Brunel House 

however doesn’t. Combining the larger staff group on the Council House site will put more 

pressure on available meeting space. Phase 2 of the proposal provides the solution to this by 

the replacing the existing Council Chamber with a new building which will incorporate 

flexible meeting room space.  

 

Planning Considerations  

4.19  The Council House is a Grade II listed building and whilst the existing Council Chamber is not 

listed in its own right it is curtilage listed by virtue of its proximity to the Council House.  

4.20  An application for listed building consent has already been submitted for the internal works 

to the Council House and is due to be considered by SADMC on 21 September.  

4.21  Planning permission and listed building consent will be required for the development of the 

new community building. Indications from preliminary consultation with Historic England are 

that consent for this development cannot be guaranteed and the Council will have no 

control over the timescale of future discussions which could delay delivery of the project. 
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Members of the conservation and property teams will be meeting with Historic England to 

consult on our plans.  

Costs  

4.22  Capital costs of repairs & refurbishment to the Council House are £250,000, these include 

the repair and maintenance costs of damp proofing, rewiring and redecoration.  

4.23  Capital costs associated with single site are an additional £200,000 which involves internal 

modifications to the building to make the building work more flexibly for the larger staff 

group the building will accommodate.  

4.24  Total capital costs are therefore £450,000 which can be met from the approved 2016/17 

capital programme.  

Project Management  

4.25  The works will be managed by the in-house property services team who have a great deal of 

expertise of office moves. The refurbishment is likely to take 4-5 months during which time 

Council House will need to be vacated. This is hoped that the works will be commence in Oct 

2016 and with all staff will moving into the refurbished Council House in March 2017.  

4.26  A robust project plan will be implemented so that staff may be relocated during this period. 

It is envisaged that the majority of staff will be accommodated in Brunel House but there will 

also need to be greater use of home working and hot desk facilities at the Civic Centre in 

Pershore during this period.  

4.27  During this period the Grange will be used for storage of furniture and filing until the Council 

House is ready for reoccupation. The long-term future of the Grange will need to be decided 

once its use as a storage facility has ended. The Grange is registered as an asset of 

community value and as such its future disposal or use will require careful consideration.  

4.28  Communication with both staff and members during this time will also be important as well 

as managing any risks during the project.  

5. New Community Building  

 

The Proposal  

5.1  The current Council Chamber is 

nearing the end of its useful life and 

will require considerable investment 

in the structure of the building or 

demolition.  

5.2  Unless the Council builds a new fit for 

purpose chamber it may be forced to 

hold its larger meetings at alternative 

venues in the future.  

5.3  The current building also does not 

provide a space suitable for Council 

meetings nor can it be flexibly used 

for other events.  

5.4  The proposal is for a new building to accommodate an enlarged council chamber complete 

with flexible meeting space and the reintroduction of Council reception facilities via a new 

reception area which will link directly to the Council House. The reception would also double 

as a new TIC for the town and enable the current town centre property to be rented out to 

generate an income stream.  

5.5  The current TIC costs £100k per annum to run net of income, which is a very large 

commitment and is potentially unaffordable given the savings the Council needs to make. 

Although the TIC provides a brilliant quality of service, a proportion of its work is aimed at 

the local resident, with the sale of Conservators car parking passes and coach trips out of the 

area as two examples.  
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5.6  The current lack of reception facilities at the Council House doesn’t portray the Council in 

the best light to our residents and also hinders the Council’s ability to generate additional 

income through room hire. A reception facility on its own is unaffordable, however it is felt a 

dual use reception area with TIC is the best most affordable solution. Not only does this 

provide a far more professional front of house, it also safeguards a quality council run TIC in 

the town aimed more directly at the incoming tourist, accessing the town either from the 

train station or from the main tourist car parks.  

5.7  Tourists today make use of a wide variety of sources for exploring a local area before even 

visiting ranging from Tripadvisor to Lonely Planet. A well signposted and marketed TIC that 

complements the online offer to the tourist will ensure that the district derives the most 

benefit from the facility. This proposal means that the Council can retain an in-house TIC 

provision from an affordability perspective.  

5.8  The new building needs to deliver greater functionality, a forward face for the Council and 

be an outstanding community asset at a significantly lower revenue cost than the current 

arrangement. For these reasons, the relocation of the TIC to the new building is pivotal to 

the success of the project both financially and operationally.  

 

Functionality  

5.9  The new building will have three distinct areas  

• Community space providing a larger 105 space Council Chamber.  

• Flexible meeting space – 2 large subdividing rooms, which can be used by members, 

council staff or the community.  

• Reception / TIC – to provide a front of house service to the Council and a revised tourist 

service  

5.10  The building can be subdivided to allow controlled access at evenings at weekends to either 

the reception or community areas whichever is required. The building will also have toilets, 

kitchen area, lobby space, storage areas and a plant room. The new building will also link 

physically to the existing Council House.  

 

Benefits  

5.11  Current building – the building is end of life, the expected costs of refurbishing the rotten 

timber structure and other essential maintenance is £180,000 within the next 5 years. It may 

be more cost efficient and practical to demolish the current building; however, this would 

leave the Council without a Council chamber and without adequate flexible meeting space.  

5.12  Larger chamber - the new chamber will comfortably accommodate 105, an increase of 25 on 

the current building. The improved physical proportions of the space and other amenities 

enable more flexible use by both the council and the community.  

5.13  Community Asset – the new chamber and flexible meeting rooms will enable use by the local 

community and businesses for events, meetings and exhibitions and enhance the Towns’ 

current offer.  

5.14  TIC – moving the TIC into the new building will bring it closer to two of the main tourist 

access points to the town, Great Malvern train station and Priory Road car parks. It will also 

link into the Route to the Hills. The proposal will also future proof TIC provision within the 

town by making it integral to the daily operation of the Council. The tourism offer provided 

by the TIC will be more directly aimed at the visitor and the changing ways that tourists 

access information.  

5.15  Income Growth - The new building will be a marketable asset to hire out to organisations for 

events, meetings and exhibitions which will generate additional revenues to the Council. We 

will also be able to use the relocated TIC / reception to provide additional marketing for the 

use of the Council House and new chamber for weddings, conferences etc.  
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5.16  Economic development –vacating the current TIC will enable the renting out of one of the 

town centres prime retail units. This will not only deliver a valuable rental stream to the 

Council but will also hopefully add value to the retail offer in the town.  

5.17  Reception – the new building will incorporate a reception for the whole site, something the 

Council has lacked for a number of years. It will enable the Council to offer a far better 

standard of customer service to members of the public and visitors alike.  

5.18  Meeting Rooms – the provision of additional meeting rooms onsite will allow staff to meet 

members of the public on site rather than at the library. This will particularly beneficial to 

planning services.  

 

Costs  

5.19  Capital – build and fit out costs are estimated at £950,000.  

5.20  Revenue running costs are estimated to be additional £20,000 per annum on the  

 

Table 1       Single Site    Do Nothing (5 year costs)  

 Council House Refurbishment    £450,000    £250,000  

 New Build Council Chamber    £950,000    £180,000  

 TIC       0     £25,000  

 Brunel House      0     £25,000  

 Total       £1,400,000    £480,000  

 

Projected Revenue Savings  

6.3 The Business Plan identified the requirement to find at least £100k from a single site property 

option. This proposal identifies significantly more than that with revenue savings estimated at £193k 

per annum as shown in table 2 below.  

6.4 This saving will significantly contribute towards the funding gap identified within the Business 

Plan.  

 

Table 2       Annual  

  Savings / (Costs) £000  

Brunel House (building costs)     61  

 TIC (net running costs)    100  

 Facilities Management      10  

 TIC Rental Income    17  

 Brunel Rental Income    60  

 Council Chamber Rental Income    15  

 TIC / Reception (Staffing)      50  

 Council Chamber (Building)      20  

Total Savings (per annum)    193  

 

7. Implications and Impact:  

How does it meet Council priorities?  

This proposal directly contributes to all three of the Councils priorities.  

What are the financial / resource implications?  

The Resource implications are covered in the Councils agreed capital programme. The savings 

are a significant contribution to the Business Plan savings targets.  

What are the Risks?  
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Failure to agree to the proposal will mean savings are required from other services including the 

Tourist Information service to achieve the Business Plan targets.  

The current council chamber is approaching end of life and meetings will need to held in 

alternative venues.  

 

8. Is a Diversity Impact Assessment Required?  

No  

Appendices  

Appendix 1 Draft Plan for new Community Building  

Background Papers  
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Appendix B - The Grange Steering Committee 

MHDC Executive Committee - 20 September 2016 
 

Council and Member Accommodation 
 

 

The report has laudable objectives in seeking to bring together on one 

site the Council workforce, create better and more flexible community facilities, and deliver savings 

in the Council's budget. It is particularly pleasing that the report notes the desire to provide more 

meeting spaces which would serve both for Council staff and for use by the local community and 

businesses for events, meetings and exhibitions, and in so doing it recognises the present lack of 

such facilities in the centre of Malvern.   

The report, however, does acknowledge that there are some other issues for which the outcome is 

not clear. First, there is the matter of the proposed new building for which planning permission and 

listed building consent will be required and for which indications from preliminary consultation with 

Historic England are that consent for this development cannot be guaranteed; the Council will have 

no control over the timescale of future discussions about the matter and this could delay or prevent 

delivery of the project (4.21). Secondly, the report does not address what should happen to The 

Grange, although it notes that the long-term future of the Grange will need to be decided once its 

use as a storage facility has ended and that, as The Grange is registered as an Asset of Community 

Value, its future disposal or use will require careful consideration (4.27). 

The Grange Steering Group, which was set up by Malvern Civic Society and which has other 

important community interests represented among its membership, has been developing proposals 

for the adaptation of the building for improved community use envisaging the provision of meeting 

and exhibition spaces and other facilities. The ground floor of the building would include a reception 

area in which the Tourist Information Centre could be relocated if it were to be moved (arguably a 

better location than that proposed in the report, being adjacent to the theatres which are one of the 

town's main tourist attractions). The adaptations would include the provision of several rooms 

suitable for meetings, workshops and exhibitions, including two large meeting rooms each capable 

of sub-division and each accommodating up to 80 persons. It would also be straightforward to create 

a short direct footpath link from this building to the Council House premises. The costs prepared for 

undertaking all the conversion work has been estimated by the Steering Group as £634,000 

(excluding VAT), although the possibility of using Section 106 funds to contribute towards these 

costs should not be ignored. [Full details are available for inspection.] The Steering Group has been 

exploring possibilities for funding this work including the possible purchase of the property, but if 

MHDC were to carry out and fund this work itself, it would appear to meet the objectives set out in 

the report to the Executive Committee and at the same time fulfil the aims of the Steering Group in 

preserving The Grange as an important community asset. 

The Executive Committee, therefore, is asked to give serious consideration to the proposal to 

develop The Grange in the manner outlined as an alternative to the construction of a new building 

on the site of the current Council Chamber, which could then either be retained or demolished 

(subject to appropriate consent being sought and granted). As VAT is not payable by the Council for 

its own work, the advantage of doing this would be that there would be a capital cost saving of 

£316,000 (£950,000 - £634,000), The Grange would be preserved as a capital asset for the Council, 

and scope would remain for future development of the Council Chamber site. 

Clive Hooper, on behalf of The Grange Steering Group.  
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Appendix C -The Council House (Malvern Hills District Council Offices) 

List Entry Summary 

This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

as amended for its special architectural or historic interest.  

Name: The Council House (Malvern Hills District Council Offices) 

List entry Number: 1156369 

Location 

Malvern Hills District Council, The Council House, Avenue Road, Malvern, WR14 3AF 

The building may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.  

County: Worcestershire 

District: Malvern Hills 

District Type: District Authority 

Parish: Malvern 

National Park: Not applicable to this List entry. 

Grade: II* 

Date first listed: 11-May-1979 

Date of most recent amendment: 24-Jan-2017 

Legacy System Information 

The contents of this record have been generated from a legacy data system. 

Legacy System: LBS 

UID: 152049 

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 Building 

A house, built 1874-80 for Albert Miles Speer by Henry Haddon, with carving by William 

Forsyth and stained glass by Heaton, Butler and Bayne, used as a preparatory school 

between 1909 and 1925, and as council offices since 1925. 

Reasons for Designation 

REASONS FOR DESIGNATION The Council House, built 1874-80 as The Priory for AM Speer by 

Henry Haddon, with carving by William Forsyth and stained glass by Heaton, Butler and 

Bayne, is listed at Grade II* for the following principal reasons: * Architectural interest: as a 

work of considerable quality by a known architect, with good compositional design and 

detailing; * Sculptural interest: for the quality of the carved work, both externally and 

internally, by William Forsyth; * Degree of survival: the building survives well, with very 
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good quality internal decorative schemes, particularly to the ground and first floors; * 

Historic interest: built as one of Malvern's finest houses, used subsequently as a preparatory 

school and since 1925 as local authority offices. * Group value: it has good group value with 

the adjacent Priory Lodge, originally erected as a gymnasium for the preparatory school.  

History 

The Council House was built 1874-1880 for Alfred Miles Speer, a South American merchant, 

as his private home and was known at that time as The Priory. The building replaced an 

earlier house on the site, also known as The Priory, which stood from 1847-1873 and was 

the home of Dr James Manby Gully who had been influential in establishing Malvern as a 

centre for hydropathic therapy in the C19. 

 

The new house was designed in a Perpendicular Gothic style by Henry Haddon of Haddon 

Brothers, a local practice who produced much work in and around Malvern. The builders of 

the house were Collins and Cullins of Tewkesbury. The carved work for both the exterior and 

interior was carried out by William Forsyth, the Worcester based sculptor and brother of 

James Forsyth. The stained glass was provided by the firm of Heaton, Butler and Bayne. 

 

From 1909 to 1925 the house was in use as a preparatory school, and during this time a 

gymnasium and swimming pool were built in the grounds. In 1925 the building was sold to 

Malvern Urban District Council and became the council headquarters, and the gardens 

became part of the adjacent public park. With the creation of Malvern Hills District Council 

in 1974, the former gymnasium became the council chamber and remains in that use. 

Throughout the existence of the latter, the two buildings have retained a functional and 

physical relationship.  

Details 

A house, built 1874-80 for Albert Miles Speer by Henry Haddon, with carving by William 

Forsyth and stained glass by Heaton, Butler and Bayne, used as a preparatory school 

between 1909 and 1925, and as council offices since 1925. 

 

MATERIALS The house is built from coursed Cradley stone with ashlar dressings, brick 

chimneys and a tile roof. The service wing is of yellow brick and the conservatory is of 

timber and glass. 

 

PLAN The house is built to an irregular plan. The main block is roughly square on plan with 

projecting bays, and is arranged internally around a central hall which rises the full height of 

the building. The service wing extends to the north, with the conservatory and billiards 

room to the east.  

 

The former gymnasium, now council chamber stands adjacent to the north and is orientated 

roughly north-west to south-east.  

 

DESCRIPTION 

 

EXTERIOR The house is built in a Perpendicular Gothic style, with its entrance elevation 

facing W and garden fronts to the S and E, all largely asymmetrical. Windows throughout 
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mostly with mullions and transoms. The main entrance is through a projecting porch with a 

recessed door surrounded by panels with carved ashlar tracery. The porch has diagonal 

buttresses which rise to crocketted finials with carved beasts below and carved parapet 

between. Above the porch, at attic level, is a large projecting dormer with traceried window 

and ornamental flushwork at the apex. To the S, a projecting gable with further flushwork, 

and a bay window with a parapet of carved quatrefoils. To the N the stair tower is of four 

storeys with traceried windows and rises to a parapet of open panels with winged beasts on 

each face, and a spire turret on the NE corner. 

 

Projecting to the N is the service wing which is of yellow brick where it faces away from the 

road. Its N gable has flushwork of brick and stone beneath tall chimneys. The original 

kitchen is lit by four tall sash windows with a timber traceried dormer above, and a slender 

gable adjacent above a door. A further single-storey wing projects at an angle to the NE.  

 

To the S, the garden front of the house is of three bays with gables at each side which flank 

a central projecting canted bay which rises through two storeys and has a door at ground 

floor level with carved foliate spandrels and trefoil-headed windows, further carved 

stonework above and winged grotesques on the parapet. The SE corner has a large 

projecting oriel at first floor level with quatrefoil panels and traceried windows, all 

supported on a thick hexagonal shaft; its spire has been lost. The E elevation has a large 

canted bay at ground floor level, a projecting gable adjacent and ornate traceried windows 

beyond, with a projecting single-storey wing to the E with a large conservatory. 

 

INTERIOR The house is entered through a lobby with a Minton tiled floor, much ornate 

timber panelling and a fireplace in a tiled and marble surround, with carved panels above. 

The main hall is entered through an ornate screen and runs N-S through the building with a 

full height atrium now glazed over at each level. The hall floor has sections of marquetry and 

parquet, with the walls lined with dado linenfold panelling with patterned carving above. 

The ceiling is supported on moulded timber beams with a plaster cornice and the main stair 

rises from the northern end, with carved newel posts surmounted by carved gryphons and 

balustrades of cusped arcading and quatrefoil panels. The S end of the hall has an ornate 

carved screen with Minton tiles beyond and stained glass in the bay which gives access to 

the garden. The principal rooms are arranged to the S and E on the ground floor, mostly 

retaining large, ornate fireplaces; the former drawing and morning rooms retain plaster 

corning and foliate carved corbels across the bay window in the former. The library has a 

panelled timber ceiling with moulded ribs and beams and carved pendants. There is further 

stained glass in the corridor to the dining room and the dining room itself, which also retains 

timber panelling and gives access to the conservatory beyond. The former billiards room 

retains a high glazed lantern with quatrefoil windows and carved panels beneath. The 

former kitchen retains stained glass in the dormer window, and there is a large cellar 

beneath the service wing with vaulted rooms. 

 

The main stair rises to the first floor beneath a high, corniced ceiling, with a section of fan 

vaulting beneath the smaller stair turret to the roof above. There is stained glass in all the 

windows, including scenes from Aesop's Fables. The gryphon newel posts continue, and the 

ribbed stone arch at the top of the stair is supported on pairs of ornately carved corbels, 

each with birds among foliage. The first floor is arranged around a timber gallery with dado 
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panelling to the walls. Former bedrooms retain ornate fireplaces mostly with tiled surrounds 

and plaster cornices to the ceilings. The SE bedroom, now sub-divided, has the corner oriel 

with stained glass in the windows. 

 

The second floor landing has timber balustrading around the gallery; C20 fire doors give 

access to rooms which have mostly been altered to create bigger offices, some retaining 

fireplaces. The smoking room at the top of the tower has stained glass windows. 

 

Priory Lodge, which stands to the north and is listed separately, was originally built as a 

gymnasium when the house was in use as a preparatory school. The building stands close to 

the site of the original entrance lodge and has retained a close functional and physical 

relationship with the Council House throughout its history.  

Selected Sources 

Books and journals 

Patten, David, William Forsyth Sculptor and Ecclesiastical & Domestic Decorator, (2015), pp 

104-105 

Pevsner, N, Brooks, A, The Buildings of England: Worcestershire, (2007), 474-475 

Other 

Nick Joyce Architects Limited, The Council House: Heritage Statement, January 2016 

Worcestershire Historic Environment Record no. WSM37933 

National Grid Reference: SO7785245896 

Map 
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Appendix D – The Grange 

List Entry Summary 

This building is listed under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 

Act 1990 as amended for its special architectural or historic interest.  

Name: THE GRANGE 

List entry Number: 1082764 

Location 

THE GRANGE, GRANGE ROAD 

The building may lie within the boundary of more than one authority.  

County: Worcestershire 

District: Malvern Hills 

District Type: District Authority 

Parish: Malvern 

National Park: Not applicable to this List entry. 

Grade: II 

Date first listed: 11-May-1979 

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: LBS 

UID: 152080 

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 Building 

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 
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GRANGE ROAD 1. 5245 (East Side) The Grange SO 7745 NE 5/30 II 2. Circa 1830; in 

"Tudor' style. Two storeys and attics, rendered, with old tile roof. Irregular plan and 

elevations. Coping to flat-topped gables. Moulded grouped brick stacks. String above 

1st floor windows becomes rectangular dripmould above the oriel window in the 

gabled section which breaks forward to the right. Two and three-light casement 

windows with stone mullions. Four-centred heads to lights. Moulded door openings 

with 4-centred heads. Plinth. 

 

Listing NGR: SO7776745889 

Selected Sources 

Legacy Record - This information may be included in the List Entry Details 

National Grid Reference: SO 77767 45889 

Map 

© Crown Copyright and database right 2017. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey 

Licence number 100024900. 
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Appendix E – Comments on Internal Alterations to the Council House 

 

 

 

 

 

WEST MIDLANDS OFFICE 

 

Ms Bryony Taylor       Direct Dial: 0121 625 6858  

Malvern Hills District Council  

The Council House       Our ref: L00512588  

Avenue Road  

Malvern  

Worcestershire  

WR14 3AF        13 September 2016  

 

Dear Ms Taylor  

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 &  

T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015  

THE COUNCIL HOUSE, AVENUE ROAD, MALVERN, WR14 3AF  

Application No 16/00684/LBC  

We have received amended proposals for the above scheme.  

Summary  

Historic England finds that the revised plans and further information on the scheme for this 

remarkable Grade II listed Victorian Gothic house have allayed our concerns and we no longer object 

to the scheme.  

Historic England Advice  

The advice below repeats that contained in our letter dated 16 June 2016 with new comments in 

italics for clarity.  

Malvern Council House, formerly known as Priory Park Mansion, was built in 1874-80 for A. M. 

Speer, a South American merchant from Ireland, who used his private house to advertise his wealth 

and success. It was designed by Henry Haddon, of Haddon Bros, a local firm of architects which was 

very successful in this era. It is described in the Pevsner Architectural Guide to Worcestershire as the 

‘largest and best of Malvern’s Victorian Gothic houses’, and as ‘swaggering’. It is faced with Cradley 

stone and has elaborate carving by the Forsyths across richly-articulated elevations, with a tower, 

multiple oriel windows and gables, and a projecting porch. It has a very fine interior with a largely 

intact floor plan, exquisite stained glass attributed to Heaton Butler and Bayne, and excellent joinery 

and carving by the Forsyths. It is Grade II listed, however we have applied for it to be assessed for 

upgrading.  

The proposal is to make alterations to the building to accommodate local authority staff. In general 

this means creating more open-plan offices, more facilities such as kitchens and bathrooms, and 

storage in the basement. There is also some renovation works included in the application. We had a 

lengthy site visit and useful discussions on 13 June 2016. There are many aspects of the works that 

we can support. We are particularly pleased with the removal of redundant services and the 

rationalisation of new services to be inserted. We also welcome the easing and repair of windows to 

make them functional again. The main matters we wish to comment on are as follows:  
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1. Demolition: We have concerns about the extent of the proposed demolition of masonry walls and 

the interference with the historic floor plan and the change this will lead to in the character of 

certain rooms. A better understanding of the original function of rooms would help in this regard. 

The instances we particularly seek amendments on are as follows:  

a) The wall between the former kitchen and laundry (?) G2 and G3. There is some evidence of 

previous change here which should be further explored as it may offer better justification for the 

changes. This has been shown to be modern walling beneath supporting beams and is acceptable.  

b) The wall between G2, G3 and G4. As above in a). As there were historic openings between these 

three rooms the option of widening these openings to create more interconnected spaces should be 

explored. The proposals here are acceptable.  

c) The wall between F16 and 18. We recommend utilising the existing door in this wall instead of 

demolishing the entire wall. The demolition of this wall is now acceptable given the overall reduction 

in demolition, especially in the more significant spaces. We recommend nibs be retained on both 

walls to indicate the former wall.  

d) The wall between F5 and F6. These two rooms are part of an important suite of rooms on the first 

floor, including F7, the latter having the most decorative cornice and F6 acting as a secondary room 

to it. Whilst F6 is partially linked to F7 now, further erosion of the floor plan to link F5 to them would 

cause harm to the significance of these rooms. Removing the dogleg partition wall from F7 is a 

positive proposal. This wall between F5 and F6 is now being retained which is welcome.  

e) The wall between F11 and F10. There is an existing door in this wall and we would recommend 

this be widened instead, however we are less concerned about this instance than the previous one. 

No demolition is now proposed here and this is welcome.  

f) Reinstatement of archway into F6. We do not object to this and recommend the reuse of the 

architrave and door.  

g) Demolition at second floor: There are four instances of demolition of masonry walls here, as well 

as of partition walls, but we do not object to these.  

h) Replacement of lantern. This appears to have been replaced already but it is not clear when. 

Some refinement in the design is required to match the historic panage pattern if this can be 

determined, and if not, then to match the existing pattern. You should ensure that thicker mouldings 

than the original here do not cast shadows onto the floors below. The replacement of wired glass 

where ever possible is welcome. You should guide this detail; samples of the new glazing bars would 

be useful in this regard. 

2. New partitions: In general, we support these except for the addition of the new wall into the 

former Kitchen G2. This is to facilitate a future new build phase; however, this wall will have quite a 

large impact on this room and we are not convinced by the requirement for it. We do not object to 

this aspect and recommend you approve the design in line with our discussions.  

3. Treatment of Basement: In general, we caution against tanking as it can lead to longer-term 

damage to fabric. The problem here is in utilising basement spaces for the storage of paper files as 

they are not best suited for this. We would urge you to explore the use of fire-proof 

environmentally-controlled cupboards instead or to consider depositing deeds and other documents 

with the County Archive Service. This has been the subject of further discussion. The new proposal 

creates a sealed space and we are concerned by moisture being trapped here and the future risk to 

the fabric and finishes of the building. This could be guided by condition.  

4. Door between G17 and G8: This is a historic door and architrave on the route to the leisure areas 

of the house - the billiard room and conservatory - and would seem to be a significant area. 

Therefore, this door set should be retained in situ or relocated to the position of the proposed new 

door opening here. The application seems to indicate some retention.  
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5. Repair works: We recommend you include annotated photos or drawings of the elevations to 

describe the extent of the replacement stonework, and include methodologies that will be used to 

repair these areas.  

6. Design of new doors: There are a number of doors that require replacement, however various 

designs could be appropriate in each instance. The doors in F3 are off the first-floor landing and 

therefore visible from a significant location in the building. Their design needs careful exploration of 

various options. We recommend you approve the design of all new doors.  

7. Services: We recommend you describe your approach to the insertion of new services and the 

removal of redundant services. If you decide to use wall-mounted fixtures in the formal rooms, we 

recommend you submit drawings of these works.  

8. Some windows with older extract fittings in them have historic glass which should be retained if 

possible. You agreed to explore reusing the apertures in the existing glass for new extracts. Further 

details on these are required.  

9. In G24 the silver-covered pipes in the corner are very intrusive and we would urge you to relocate 

these if possible.  

10. In G14 the historic Gothic carved toilet paper holder should be retained therefore the kitchen 

layout should be modified as agreed. 

As the application affects a listed building the statutory duty under sections 16 and 66 of the 1990 

Planning and Development Act is to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed 

building, its setting and any features of special interest it possesses. Under paragraph 132 of the 

NPPF great weight should be given to the heritage asset’s conservation. Under the same paragraph 

‘any harm or loss requires clear and convincing justification’. Your duty under paragraph 129 is to 

avoid or minimise conflict between the asset’s conservation and any aspect of a proposal.  

We consider some of the proposed changes will cause harm to the significance of the listed building 

and have set out our recommendations for amendments and further information above. These have 

largely been taken on board. There will be more detailed points that you may wish to provide advice 

on. Any future plans for a new build element should be the subject of pre-application discussions as 

substantial demolition is being mooted which is likely to be challenging.  

Recommendation  

The amendments and further information have taken on board our earlier comments and allayed 

most of our concerns. Therefore, we recommend you determine this application in accordance with 

your expert conservation and planning advice. For clarity's sake, we do not object to the scheme in 

its current configuration and there is no need to refer it to the secretary of state if it is approved.  

It is not necessary to consult us again on this application. Please send us a copy of the decision 

notice in due course. This will help us to monitor actions related to changes to historic places.  

 

Katriona Byrne  

Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas  

E-mail: katriona.byrne@HistoricEngland.org.uk   

cc Jim Burgin, Heritage Manager 
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