Consultation Response from KC, Conservation & Design

2024/91427 The Old School, Kirkgate, Birstall, Batley, WF17 9HE

Listed Building Consent for demolition of rear extension, replacement windows and doors, roof
repairs, installation of solar panels and air source heat pump and external alterations

Date Responded: 25.06.2024
Responding Officer: S Pickles
Responding Ref:

The application relates to the Grade Il Former National School. The Listing for the building covers both
the exterior and interior of the building. The School is understood to have been constructed in 1818.
Prior to 1800 education for poorer families was extremely limited and was generally only provided
through charitable schools. The National Schools were erected as a means of provide a base level
education for children from a poorer background.

As well as being Listed at Grade Il, the Former School is within the Birstall Conservation Area.

Having reviewed the historic map regressions, the Former School does appear to have retained its
setting, with the surrounding development to the north and south west having been created at the end
of the 19" and beginning of the 20" century. There has been some more recent development to the
south east, however this has not impacted on the way in which the School complex is experienced.

The proposals for the building form several elements. Having visited the site and reviewed the
submitted information, we are aware that works have already commenced on site which require
consent.

Solar Panels

It is proposed to fit solar panels to both roof planes. While we appreciate that there is a focus on trying
to incorporate renewable energies into buildings, as this is a Listed Building it does need to be
balanced against the impact. The submitted Heritage Statement sets out the intention to fit panels,
however, it does not provide an assessment of any potential impacts. We recognise that it would be
the intention for the panels to sit flush with the roof plane, which would see the loss of existing stone
slates.

Conservation is unsupportive of the proposed solar panels. Having visited the site, it is clear that the
roof planes are clearly visible. There is a small parapet on either side of the building, however this
provides minimal visual buffering. The existing roof is simple in form with the stone slates being clearly
visible and form a part of the overall character of the building. As noted the panels would require the
loss of existing stone slates, which while they could be conditioned to be stored, would ultimately see
the loss of fabric. The panels would create a harsh visual impact to the roof. While the panels would
provide some offsetting in terms of production of energy, we are not convinced there is sufficient
benefit to outweigh the harm from the panels. We therefore raise an objection to the proposed panels
and consider they should be omitted from the proposals.

Air Source Pump

The proposed air source heat pump is proposed to be positioned on the northern elevation to the right-
hand side of the central rear extension. We would not object the proposed air source pump however,
we consider that it needs to be relocated to be in a more discreet location, positioning it between the
two rear and side extensions, which would make it less visually obviously. See sketch plan below for
reference.




We also consider that a better alternative for the housing needs to be considered for the housing. We
appreciate the need for security measures around the pump, however, we consider that some form of
screening is required. We would advise the use of a timber housing unit for the pump to be housed in
which can have a louvred front to allow for the required air movement.

With the proposed fitting of the air source pump, we would request confirmation of any required
internal works in association with the pump.

Rear lean-to demolition

To the central rear extension on the northern elevation, it is proposed to demolish a small lean-to
addition. We would not object to the proposed demolition. The small lean-to is of no merit and does
not contribute to the Listed Building. We would however want to ensure that the area affected is made
good and any repairs required are undertaken.

Windows

We note that it is in the intention is to replace the majority of windows. We have also picked up on
the windows to the central rear extension having been replaced in uPVC. There is no record of
consent being granted for these windows and they are considered unauthorised, and we would
not support the retention of the windows as is shown on the proposed plans. This does need to
be addressed through the application.

The windows to the main building are detailed as being replaced. The windows to the front, southern
elevation are noted as being amended from their existing configuration to replicate the windows to the
rear northern elevation. The windows to the southern elevation are of 4 panes with a top inward
opening casement. We note that the rear windows are of a 3-pane configuration. Having reviewed
archive images, we can see at the time of listing the rear windows were also of a 4-pane configuration
and not as currently shown. It would therefore appear that the windows were altered at some point
without the necessary consent. We would not support the alteration in configuration given this shows
the historic configuration of the windows and therefore contributes to its character and significance.




We also require more detailed joinery drawings for replacement windows, as the currently submitted
incorporated detail is not overly clear and insufficient to make a full assessment.

Roof light — Side Extension

We note the proposed inclusion of the roof light to the side extension. While only being a singular roof
light, it would interrupt the roof line of the extension. There are existing windows to the space and
therefore there does not appear to be a clear justification for the proposed roof light.

Roof Repairs — Side Extension

We note the required roof repairs to the side extension. We are supportive of the intention to repair,
however, we are slightly concerned by the approach being taken with the use of concrete pad stones
and steel beams. Given the nature and construction of the building, we feel a more conservation/
traditional approach is required. We appreciate the need to ensure the integrity of the roof, however,
this does need to be balanced against the impact on the building.

In addition to this, with the roof being stripped for the repairs, we would ask if a bat inspection has
been undertaken. We would defer to our Ecologist however this should be taken into consideration.

Boundary Treatment, Fencing and Bollards

We acknowledge the comments about antisocial behaviour. As noted, works have already
commenced on site, which include the erection of the proposed boundary fencing. We are not
convinced or supportive of the proposed style of fencing presented. We are supportive of the fencing
being offset from the boundary wall, so as to not create an physical impact to the boundary wall.
However, the proposed style of fencing does need to be amended. We consider that at a minimum a
close mesh fencing, paint in black could be acceptable, subject to the detail and further review. This
would present the necessary deterrent but would be less physically intrusive and would still allow
views of the building.

In addition to the boundary fence, it is proposed to include a low-level fence to the entrance area and
bollards. Again, we understand the need for these additions and we accept the principle, however, we
consider the design of the fence and bollards need amending. We consider that the fence needs to be
of a more traditional design to reflect the character and setting of the Listed Building. The same is
applied to the proposed bollards. We are aware that there are more traditional style bollards available
which can be demounted.

In addition to the comments above, we would also ask for clarification on if there are any proposed
internal works. As the Listing also covers the interior of the building, if there are any proposed works,
this would require review and assessment.

As set out above, we are supportive of seeing the site brought back into use, however as currently
presented we do have concerns and are not fully able to support the proposals. We consider that as
currently presented the proposals do not meet the test of 16 (2) and 66(1) of the Planning (Listed
Building and Conservation Areas) Act. The proposals equally do not meet the test of Local Plan policy
LP35.

With amendments and revisions to the scheme, these concerns could be overcome. This would
however be subject to further review of any amendments and revisions.







