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Web link to application  https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Planning/Display/19/00202/REM 

Recommendation 

 

The Deputy Director – Economic Development & 

Planning recommends that the Planning Committee 
grant planning permission, subject to the 
conditions in section 9 of this report.   

 
1. Background 

 
1.1 The application was submitted on the 8th July 2019. The application expires on 

2nd September 2019. An extension of time for the determination of the 
application was agreed until 30 March 2020 and a further extension of time 
has been requested to allow determination by the Planning Committee. 

1.2 The application is referred to the Planning Committee at the request of 
Councillor Roberts on grounds of impact on local residents.  

2. The Site and Surrounding Area 
 

2.1 The application site is located off Charles Hastings Way, forming part of the 
Worcester Royal Hospital complex. The Aconbury East building lies toward the 
northern edge of the Worcestershire Royal Hospital site, south of Newtown 

Road.  The Aconbury East building is part of a group of buildings that were 
developed in the 1970’s and has physical links to Aconbury West, Aconbury 

North and Elgar Unit. Aconbury East is connected to the adjacent buildings 
which are in various ownerships/tenancies. Worcestershire Acute Hospitals NHS 
Trust currently own and operate Aconbury East and North Block at 

Worcestershire Royal Hospital (Newtown), however Worcestershire Health & 

https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Planning/Display/19/00202/REM


 

Care NHS Trust (WHAC NHST) currently own and operate the Elgar Unit and 
lease and occupy part of Aconbury North. 

2.2 The Aconbury East Building is a four-storey stand-alone unit that was originally 
built as a ward block, with some outpatient support services. The building has 

stood vacant for a period of time and is currently being refurbished.  
 

 

3.  The Proposal 

3.1 The application seeks full planning permission for the installation of 5no.air 
handling units and 2no. air cooled chillers. The application is retrospective in 
nature and in this respect the planning history of the site is relevant to these 

proposals. Planning application P17G0351 granted consent for the 
refurbishment and recladding of Aconbury East building, to bring existing ward 

facilities up to current hospital standards. It is also the intention that one of the 
wards will be utilised as a High Dependency Unit (HDU). The ground floor will 
predominantly remain unchanged, however there will be provision for 

equipment storage and plant space for medical gases manifolds. The first floor 
will be completely stripped back to shell and core and left vacant for possible 

future expansion. P17G0351 also granted consent for the provision of a 
pedestrian link bridge from the second floor of the Aconbury East building to 

the second floor of the main hospital building providing a direct, safe access 
route for patient transfers, which is to include bed traffic. The bridge link has 
been completed. This application also included a new roof top plant including 

air handling units, chillers, heat recovery and boiler/hot water equipment to 
serve the upgraded Ward accommodation, for compliance with current Hospital 

standards. Works on the refurbishment are underway.  
 
3.2 Following determination of the application and the process of detailed design 

development and specification, it was established that some amendments to 



 

the scheme were required. A Non-Material Amendment application (Ref. 
P18G0449) was submitted that sought an amendment to Condition 2 of the 

original permission (that required the development to be carried out in 
accordance with approved plans). The amendment related to the proposed 

materials to be used in the cladding of the building to improve its thermal 
properties. Additional plans that included building elevations, floor and roof 
plans were submitted as part of the application.  

  
3.3 At the same time and following further detailed analysis of the building 

structure and plant performance, it was confirmed that the acoustic 
performance of roof plant would no longer require acoustic screening and this 
was also omitted from the scheme as part of the NMA application. The 

application also addressed practical issues regarding the construction of 
acoustic screens on the existing roof, that was found to be structurally 

problematic due to the position and loading of the steelwork to support the 
louvres/screening and cope with the anticipated wind loading, needing to be 
transferred back to the existing concrete frame. The NMA application was 

approved on 23rd November 2018. 
 

3.4 Since that time and as a response to further detailed design in respect of the 
specification for the associated roof plant, the works completed in conjunction 

with the refurbishment of Aconbury East has included the installation of 3 no. 
air handling units (AHUs) and 1 no. air cooled chiller unit, with associated 
ductwork. Whilst the quantity and size of these units is consistent with the NMA 

approval, the associated area of ductwork has increased as a result of need to 
ensure both the service and acoustic performance are appropriate to the needs 

of the medical services that are proposed for the building. Furthermore, the 
current permission includes the installation of a further 2 no. AHUs and 1 no. 
chiller, which will be required in the longer term to maximise the use of the 

building and enable the most flexible hospital services can be provided.  
 

3.5 Following a complaint from a local resident that the AHU being installed does 
not accord with the application as approved, the Local Planning Authority took 
the view that the development varied from that which had previously been 

authorised, and an application for retrospective planning permission was 
submitted in order to seek to regularise the situation.  

 
3.6 The variations between the approved AHU installations and the current 

proposals are shown below and members also have the opportunity to view all 

of the submitted plans and documents for these applications on the Council’s 
website.  

 
 



 

 
 

P17G0351  

 
    P18G0449  
 



 

 
    Current Proposals 
 

3.6 The current planning application therefore retrospectively seeks full planning 

permission for the installation of 5 no. air handling units (AHUs) and 2 no. 
chiller units to support the comprehensive medical services proposed for the 

complete refurbished building.  
 

3.7 It is proposed that this plant will be operational 24 hours a day 7 days a week 

and the ductwork will be coated with an off-white matt finish to minimise glare. 
 

3.8 During the course of the application a noise report was undertaken to assess 
the proposals in conjunction with application 20/00503/FUL for the installation 
of a new plant room on the roof of Aconbury Link Building elsewhere on this 

agenda. 
   

3.9 The application is accompanied by a full set of plans together with a suite of 
supporting documents, including a noise report. 

 

3.10 In accordance with Article 15 (7) of The Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended); 

full details of the application have been published on the Council’s website. As 
such, Members will have had the opportunity to review the submitted plans and 
supporting documents in order to familiarize themselves with the proposals 

prior to consideration and determination of the application accordingly. 
 

4. Planning History 
 
4.1 The planning history of the site of relevance to the proposals is summarised 

below:  



 

P17G0351 - Refurbishment and re-cladding of Aconbury East building including 
new link bridge to main hospital. Approved 31 July 2017 

 
P18G0449 - Amendment to condition 2 of application P17G0351 to allow an 

upgrade to the thermal properties of proposed design. Approved 23 November 
2018  

 

5. Planning Policy 

5.1 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (‘the Act’) establishes the legislative 

framework for consideration of this application. Section 70(2) of the Act 
requires the decision-maker in determining planning applications/appeals to 
have regard to the Development Plan, insofar as it is material to the 

application/appeal, and to any other material consideration. Where the 
Development Plan is material to the development proposal it must therefore be 

taken into account.  Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 requires the application/appeal to be determined in accordance with 
the Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
5.2 The Development Plan for Worcester now comprises: 

 
 The South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) which was adopted 

February 2016  
 The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy, which was adopted in December 

2012  

 
South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) 

 
5.3 The following policies of the SWDP are considered to be relevant to the   

application proposals:          

 
   SWDP 1 –   Overarching Sustainable Development Principles 

  SWDP 21 – Design 
 SWDP 31 - Pollution and Land Instability 

   

 Material Considerations  
 

1. National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
 
5.4 The revised National Planning Policy Framework was updated on 19 February 

2019 and sets out the government’s planning policies for England and how 
these are expected to be applied and is a material planning consideration in 

determining planning applications.  
 
5.5 All the policies in the NPPF constitute Government's view of what sustainable 

development in England means in practice: an economic role, contributing to a 
strong, responsive, competitive economy; a social role, supporting vibrant and 

healthy communities by providing the supply of housing required to meet the 
needs of present and future generations and by creating a high quality built 
environment with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs; 

and an environmental role, protecting and enhancing our natural, built and 
historic environment. Economic, social and environmental improvement should 

be sought jointly and simultaneously.  



 

5.6 Paragraph 38 of the NPPF encourages Local Planning Authorities to approach 
decision taking in a positive way and to foster the delivery of sustainable 

development. Local Planning Authorities are advised to approach decisions on 
proposed development in a positive and creative way. They should use the full 

range of planning tools available, including brownfield registers and permission 
in principle, and work proactively with applicants to secure developments that 
will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area. 

Decision-makers at every level should seek to approve applications for 
sustainable development where possible. 

 
5.7 With regard to design, paragraph 127 (f) states that planning policies and 

decisions should ensure that developments: 

 
f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote 

health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future 
users; and where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine 
the quality of life or community cohesion and resilience.’ 

 
5.8 Paragraph 180 advises: 

 
‘Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 

appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 
cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to 

impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they should: 
 

a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from 
noise from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant 
adverse impacts on health and the quality of life; 

b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively 
undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value 

for this reason; and 
c) limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, 

intrinsically  dark landscapes and nature conservation.’ 

 
2. National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

 
5.9 On 6th March 2014 the Government also published National Planning Practice 

Guidance (NPPG) that has been revised and updated in the meantime and 

comprises, amongst other matters: Design, Determining a planning application, 
Health and Wellbeing, Noise, and Use of Planning Conditions.  

 
5.10 With regard to the noise from the installation, guidance on noise can be found 

in NPPG Noise (2019). In respect of how it can be established whether noise is 

likely to be a concern, NPPG Noise advises that: 
  

  “At the lowest extreme, when noise is not perceived to be present, there is by 
definition no effect. As the noise exposure increases, it will cross the ‘no 
observed effect’ level. However, the noise has no adverse effect so long as the 

exposure does not cause any change in behaviour, attitude or other 
physiological responses of those affected by it. The noise may slightly affect the 

acoustic character of an area but not to the extent there is a change in quality 
of life. If the noise exposure is at this level no specific measures are required to 



 

manage the acoustic environment. 
 

  As the exposure increases further, it crosses the ‘lowest observed adverse 
effect’ level boundary above which the noise starts to cause small changes in 

behaviour and attitude, for example, having to turn up the volume on the 
television or needing to speak more loudly to be heard. The noise therefore 
starts to have an adverse effect and consideration needs to be given to 

mitigating and minimising those effects (taking account of the economic and 
social benefits being derived from the activity causing the noise). 

 
  Increasing noise exposure will at some point cause the ‘significant observed 

adverse effect’ level boundary to be crossed. Above this level the noise causes 

a material change in behaviour such as keeping windows closed for most of the 
time or avoiding certain activities during periods when the noise is present. If 

the exposure is predicted to be above this level the planning process should be 
used to avoid this effect occurring, for example through the choice of sites at 
the plan-making stage, or by use of appropriate mitigation such as by altering 

the design and layout. While such decisions must be made taking account of 
the economic and social benefit of the activity causing or affected by the noise, 

it is undesirable for such exposure to be caused. 
 

  At the highest extreme, noise exposure would cause extensive and sustained 
adverse changes in behaviour and / or health without an ability to mitigate the 
effect of the noise. The impacts on health and quality of life are such that 

regardless of the benefits of the activity causing the noise, this situation should 
be avoided.” 

 
3. Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

5.11 The following Supplementary Planning Documents are relevant to the 
application proposals:- 

 
 Design Quality SPD 
 

 The Design Quality SPD was adopted on 5th March 2018 and replaces the 
previous Supplementary Planning Guidance Note 3: Design (SPG3). Both 

documents encourage high standards of design for development proposals in 
accordance with the aims and interests that the NPPF seeks to protect and 
promote in this regard. The Design Quality SPD is consistent with the planning 

policies in the SWDP.  
 

 Planning for Health in South Worcestershire SPD 
 
 The Planning for Health SPD - primarily focuses on the principal links between 

planning and health. It provides guidance and interpretation of the SWDP from 
a public health perspective. The SPD addresses following nine health and 

wellbeing principles: 
 

 Sustainable development 

 Urban form - design and the public realm 
 Housing and employment 

 Age-friendly environments for the elderly and those living with dementia 
 Community facilities 



 

 Green infrastructure and play spaces/recreation 
 Air quality, noise, light and water management 

 Active travel 
 Encouraging healthier food choices 

 
4. Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE)  
 

This document sets out a policy vision to:  
 

Promote good health and a good quality of life through the effective 
management of noise within the context of Government policy on sustainable 
development.  

 
To achieve this vision the NPSE identifies the following three aims:  

 
Through the effective management and control of environmental, neighbour 
and neighbourhood noise within the context of Government policy on 

sustainable development:  
 

Avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life;  
Mitigate and minimise adverse impacts on health and quality of life;  

Where possible, contribute to the improvement of health and quality of life.  
 
In achieving these aims the document introduces significance criteria as 

follows: 
  

SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level  
This is the level above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of 
life occur. It is stated that “significant adverse effects on health and quality of 

life should be avoided while also considering the guiding principles of 
sustainable development”.  

 
LOAEL – Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level  
This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be 

detected. It is stated that the second aim above lies somewhere between 
LOAEL and SOAEL and requires that: “all reasonable steps should be taken to 

mitigate and minimise adverse effects on health and quality of life while also 
considering the guiding principles of sustainable development. This does not 
mean that such adverse effects cannot occur.”  

 
NOEL – No Observed Effect Level  

This is the level below which no effect can be detected. In simple terms, below 
this level, there is no detectable effect on health and quality of life due to the 
noise. This can be related to the third aim above, which seeks: “where possible, 

positively to improve health and quality of life through the pro-active 
management of noise while also considering the guiding principles of 

sustainable development, recognising that there will be opportunities for such 
measures to be taken and that they will deliver potential benefits to society. 
The protection of quiet places and quiet times as well as the enhancement of 

the acoustic environment will assist with delivering this aim.”  
 

The NPSE recognises that it is not possible to have a single objective noise-
based measure that is mandatory and applicable to all sources of noise in all 



 

situations and provides no guidance as to how these criteria should be 
interpreted. It is clear, however, that there is no requirement to achieve noise 

levels where there are no observable adverse impacts but that reasonable and 
practicable steps to reduce adverse noise impacts should be taken in the 

context of sustainable development and ensure a balance between noise 
sensitive and the need for noise generating developments. 

 

5. Case Law  
 

5.12 Consideration of Development Plan policies is not a legalistic forensic exercise.  
Often policies will pull in different directions.  Decision makers need to consider 
whether the proposal broadly accords with those policies as confirmed in the 

case of R. on the application of Laura Cummins and London Borough of 
Camden, SSETR and Barrett Homes Limited [2001] in which Ouseley J. cited R. 

v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne [2000].  As Sullivan J. said in the Milne case 48. 
“It is not at all unusual for development plan policies to pull in different 
directions.  A proposed development may be in accord with development plan 

policies which, for example, encourage development for employment purposes, 
and yet be contrary to policies which seek to protect open countryside.  In such 

cases there may be no clear-cut answer to the question: “is this proposal in 
accordance with the plan?”  The local authority has to make a judgement 

bearing in mind such factors as the importance of the policies which are 
complied with or infringed, and the extent of compliance or breach.” 
 

5.13 Citing City of Edinburgh Council v. Secretary of State for Scotland [1997] 
Sullivan J. went on to say that “I regard it as untenable to say that if there is a 

breach of any one policy in a development plan, a proposed development 
cannot be said to be “in accordance with the plan”. Given the numerous 
conflicting interests that development plans seek to reconcile: the needs for 

more housing, more employment, more leisure and recreational facilities, for 
improved transport facilities, the protection of listed buildings and attractive 

landscapes et cetera, it would be difficult to find any project of any significance 
that was wholly in accord with every relevant policy in the development plan. 
Numerous applications would have to be referred to the Secretary of State as 

departures from the development plan because one or a few minor policies 
were infringed, even though the proposal was in accordance with the overall 

thrust of development plan policies.  For the purposes of section 54A it is 
enough that the proposal accords with the development plan when considered 
as a whole. It does not have to accord with each and every policy therein.” 

 
6. Relevant Legislation 

  
5.14 The following legislation is also relevant and has been taken into account when 

considering this application: -  

 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

Planning Act 2008 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 

(England) Order 2015 
Localism Act 2011 -  

Growth and Infrastructure Act 2013 
Human Rights Act 1998 



 

Accessibility and Equalities Act 2010 
Air Quality (England) 2000 Regulations 

The Human Rights Act 1998 (Article 8) 
 

6.      Consultations 

6.1 Formal consultation, including the display of site notices, has been undertaken 
in respect of the application. The application has raised a number of letters of 

representation and detailed comments that are summarised for ease of 
reference as follows: 

 
 Accuracy and reliability of submitted documents and noise report that is not 

considered to represent a robust assessment of the noise impacts of the 

proposal (a copy of a recent representation on behalf of local residents 
received on 12th October is attached as Appendix 1)  

 Cumulative impact of noise from other sources within the hospital 
 Potential disturbance to sleep and quality of life from noise disturbance 
 Glare 

 Retrospective nature of the application 
 Visual impact of the proposal 

 Concerns regarding noise levels in particular in the evening 
 Impact on quality of life and health 

 
6.2 The following comments have been received from statutory and non-statutory 

consultees: 

 Worcestershire Regulatory Services: 
 

Initial comments:  
 
“Thank you for consulting WRS on the above application in relation to a 

retrospective application for an air handling unit on the Acornbury East building 
at Worcester Hospital. 

 
I can confirm that I have reviewed the application documents, particularly the 
acoustic review undertaken by BAM Construction. Please be advised that it does 

not appear that this company is an acoustic specialist although some basic 
acoustic information has been provided. 

 
In my capacity of assessing the suitability of this development in this location 
and how this could potentially effect amenity it is difficult to do so because the 

information provided is not sufficient. I am not advised of the current 
background noise climate so I am unable to conclude how this unit could 

impact. The report states that the air handling unit will achieve 50dBA at the 
boundary and then goes on to compare this to other sound sources in the 
environment. This is a very crude method of measuring noise propagation and 

is not one suitable for this development (I have done the same and with a very 
basic calculation I conclude that the air handling unit will give a noise level of 

47.5dBA at the residential dwellings at 75 meters away). This is because 
various factors such as tonality, intermittency have not been taken into account 
which will influence the likelihood of complaints from this unit. 

 



 

I therefore advise that a full BS 4142:2014 Method for rating and assessing 
commercial sound is undertaken to assess the likelihood for complaints and this 

assessment will give an indication if any acoustic screening is required to 
achieve acceptability.” 

 
Over the course of the application further updated noise reports have been 
submitted. The most recent of these takes into account the roof plant proposed 

under application 20/00503/FUL for the installation of a new plant room on the 
roof of Aconbury Link Building. In response, Worcestershire Regulatory Services 

has commented as follows: 
 
“The noise reports submitted provide predictions and claims that the noise from 

the proposed plant will meet certain criteria.  
 

WRS broadly agree with the methodologies used by the consultant which 
provides the data that is relied upon, however WRS are unable to validate or 
give assurances that the predictions are correct. In light of this, we recommend 

that safeguards are put into place for post completion noise testing which can 
therefore be verified with WRS. If the predictions fall short of requirements, any 

attenuation required can be agreed and implement to ensure that predicted 
outcomes and require noise criteria is met.”   

 
Councillor Roberts: “I request that this matter is considered by the Planning 
Committee and that a site visit is carried out to help put the impact of the 

development into context. The presentation made to committee members 
would benefit from the inclusion of photographs taken from the bedrooms of 

occupiers of houses in The Heights. The design nature and configuration of the 
development is entirely unsympathetic to a site that was designed to fit into a 
largely residential environment. I can not believe that plans for a proposal of 

such an industrial nature would have been accepted if put before the 
committee in other than a retrospective application. That the development has 

been done outside planning approvals does not mean that it conforms to an 
acceptable standard. No doubt there will be claims that a suitable screen to 
soften the impact of the plant would be too expensive, particularly as this is a 

hospital building. Committee members will dismiss this as they will be aware 
that 'care' budgets are separate from building budgets. I have no doubt that 

they will look at retrospective proposal in the same way as they might any 
other commercial development, and recognize that the layout of the unit, its 
design, appearance and materials are entirely inappropriate for the setting.” 

 

 Councillor Agar: “Following residents' comments, I would want to be sure that 

the air con. unit does not function as a mirror, reflecting the sun and that any 

appropriate noise mitigation measures are taken.” 

 

  6.3 Members have been given the opportunity to read all representations that have 
been received in full. At the time of writing this report no other consultation 

responses have been received. Any additional responses received will be 
reported to members verbally or in the form of a late paper, subject to the date 
of receipt.  

6.4 In assessing the proposal due regard has been given to local residents 
comments as material planning considerations. Nevertheless, I am also mindful 

that decisions should not be made solely on the basis of the number of 



 

representations, whether they are for or against a proposal. The Localism Act 
has not changed this, nor has it changed the advice that local opposition or 

support for a proposal is not in itself a ground for refusing or granting planning 
permission unless it is founded on valid planning reasons. 

 
7.      Comments of Deputy Director of Economic Development and Planning 

7.1 Policy SWDP1 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan sets out 

overarching sustainable development principles and these are consistent with 
the Framework. The various impacts of the development have to be assessed 

and the benefit and adverse impacts considered, to establish whether what is 
proposed is sustainable development. Taking the above matters into account I 
consider the main issues raised by the proposal relate to whether the 

development would be sustainable, having regard to the 3 dimensions of 
sustainability set out in the Framework: economic, social and environmental, in 

particular with regard to: 

1.  The economic role; 
 

 2.  The social role: 
  - Impact on neighbouring residents’ amenities  

 Noise and disturbance 
 Glare 

 Visual impact 
 

 3.  The environmental role: 

  - design and detailing 
           

  These issues will now each be considered in turn.  
 
  Sustainable Development 

 
1. The economic role 

7.2 Construction jobs have been created for the duration of the construction period 
of the project and will also facilitate the conversion of the building to provide 
inpatient services, which will also provide some benefit to the local economy in 

terms of employment opportunities. Whilst this is welcomed, nevertheless due 
to the relatively limited and short-term nature of these benefits I attach limited 

weight to this aspect of the proposals accordingly.  
 

2. The social role 

7.3 The proposed installation will facilitate the conversion and re-use of the 
building to provide inpatient services, including the provision of an HDU, as 

part of the hospital services. As a consequence, it has important social roles 
which weigh in favour of granting planning permission. However, one must also 
consider the impact of the development on nearby residents, who have raised 

objections on grounds relating to, amongst other matters, noise, glare and 
visual impact. 

  Impact on neighbouring residents’ amenities: noise and disturbance 
 



 

7.4 The site lies adjacent to residential properties located within Leopard Rise and 
The Heights that are located on the opposite side of Newtown Road. Policy 

SWDP 21 requires that new development does not have a significant adverse 
effect on neighbouring amenity. Policy SWDP 21 also requires new proposals to 

integrate effectively with its surroundings in terms of form and function and the 
complement the character of the area.  This is consistent with paragraph 127 of 
the NPPF that requires planning policies and decisions, amongst other matters, 

to ensure a high standard of amenity for existing and future users of land and 
buildings.  

7.5 Policy SWDP 31 “Pollution & Land Instability” identifies noise as one form of 
potential pollution which could have a detrimental impact on the environment 
and quality of life. The policy states that proposals must be designed so as to 

avoid any adverse impacts – including cumulative ones – on human health and 
wellbeing. 

 
7.6  National Planning Practice Guidance outlines the considerations to be taken into 

account in determining planning applications both for noise-sensitive 

developments and for those activities which generate noise. Government policy 
on noise is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. Paragraph 170 

(e) of the NPPF states:   
 

‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural 
and local environment by:  
 

e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of 

soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, 
wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air 
and water quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin 

management plans;’ 
 

7.7 In addition, paragraph 180 (a) stipulates: 
 

‘Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 

appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including 
cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 

environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to 
impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they should:  
 

a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from 
noise from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant 

adverse impacts on health and the quality of life;’  
 

7.8 The proposals have attracted significant objection from local residents that are 

detailed in the consultation responses. In response, a plant noise and egress 
assessment has been undertaken in support of the proposals. The summary 

states: 
 

“Attended measurements were carried out at two locations representative of 

the worst affected noise sensitive receptors between 01:00 and 02:40 on Friday 

26 June 2020. Measurements were taken with and without the plant operating 



 

on a night with very high temperatures, to ensure that the chillers were running 
at high duty. 

 
Noise levels associated with the installed plant are very low and based on the 

measured levels have been calculated to be approximately 10 dB lower than 
the measured background noise level with all plant off. 
 

The total facade rating levels from both the installed and new items of plant at 

the worst affected noise sensitive receptors were determined to be LAr 37-38 

dB dependent on location. This is 3-4 dB lower than the night-time plant noise 

limit of LAr,15min 41 dB.” 

 
 7.9 The applicants have also submitted an updated Planning Statement and in 

respect of noise impact it is commented: 
 
  “The potential for noise impact stemming from the proposed plant has been 

comprehensively assessed and has been demonstrated to meet the required 
standards so as not to pose an unacceptable impact on the nearest residential 

properties.  
 
  This was originally assessed using the manufacturers specification assumptions 

but has subsequently been assessed with the chiller in situ. The methodology 
and findings of the surveys and analysis undertaken by the appointed acoustic 

consultant have been confirmed to be both appropriate and acceptable by 
Regulatory Services.  

  

  The additional noise assessment completed and considered as part of this 
application has, therefore, reinforced the opinion previously maintained that 

the plant proposed has an appropriate level of acoustic attenuation. As such, 
there is no longer a requirement for any acoustic screening in conjunction with 
the plant proposed to protect local amenity and/or to make the development 

acceptable in planning terms.” 
 

7.10 The noise impact assessment has been considered in detail by Worcestershire 
Regulatory Services who previously commented in response as follows: 

 

“I can confirm that I have read and reviewed the original and revised noise 

reports submitted in support of this application and residents concerns who 

reside in relative proximity to the hospital. I am also in possession of a memo 

(M001-B) which relates to the recently submitted planning application for the 

creation of a new plant room on the roof of Aconbury Link Building which is in 

relative proximity to this application. WRS also acknowledge that there is an 

active noise complaint which is being investigated jointly by WRS and the 

hospital trust. 

 

It is important that in a relatively quiet location at night, the required 

infrastructure at the hospital site should not cause the background noise level 

to creep with the addition of more and more plant. The submitted noise reports 

advise of the current and predicted noise level once all the plant is installed will 

not increase the background noise level in this area. 

 



 

If you were mindful to approve this application, WRS suggest once all plant has 
been installed and is operationally functioning, a post completion testing 

condition is applied. The requirements of the noise assessment should be 
conducted in accordance with the provisions of BS 4142 :2014 ‘Methods for 

rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound’ and the rating level does 
not exceed the measured background noise level.” 

7.11 In response to this, clarification was requested from WRS as to whether the 

proposals have been assessed to be acceptable. WRS has responded as follows: 
 

“The noise reports submitted provide predictions and claims that the noise from 

the proposed plant will meet certain criteria. 

  

WRS broadly agree with the methodologies used by the consultant which 
provides the data that is relied upon, however WRS are unable to validate or 
give assurances that the predictions are correct. In light of this, we recommend 

that safeguards are put into place for post completion noise testing which can 
therefore be verified with WRS. If the predictions fall short of requirements, any 

attenuation required can be agreed and implement to ensure that predicted 
outcomes and require noise criteria is met.” 
 

7.12 A condition is recommended accordingly. However, I note that further issues 
have been raised by neighbouring residents regarding the plant noise and 

egress assessment, together with other matters as detailed in Appendix 1. At 
the time of writing this report, further comments in response are awaited from 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services and the applicants’ noise consultants which 

will be reported to members as a late paper and will inform my 
recommendation, which may need to be amended accordingly. 

 
  Impact on neighbouring residents’ amenities: glare  
 

7.12 Residents have objected on grounds that they are currently experiencing glare 
from the sun reflecting off the installation. These concerns have been raised 

with the applicants who have agreed to coat the installation with a matt paint 
which will prevent further glare. This is welcomed and I suggest attaching a 
condition which requires the completion of this within three months of the date 

of this permission. 
 

  Impact on neighbouring residents’ amenities: visual impact 
 

7.13 A number of residents have expressed concern with the visual impact of the 
proposed installation which can be seen from rear gardens and rear habitable 
room windows from the properties in The Heights. It is clear that the 

installation is visible from these properties and that it poses a different view to 
that which existed prior to the plant being installed and that this view is 

somewhat more cluttered and untidy than a view of a building. Photographs of 
the installation as visible from the neighbouring properties on The Heights are 
shown below: 

 



 

 
 

 
 

 
7.14 The applicant has been asked to consider the provision of screening to the 

installation and options for a 2m and 4m high screens have been submitted for 

consideration as illustrated below:  
 

     
 

 
 
 

 



 

     View from Newtown Road Crossing 

 
View Prior to Refurbishment 

 
Current View – Post Refurbishment  

 
View with 2m high Screen  

 
View with 4m high Screen  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

View from Newtown Road / Leopard Rise 

 
View Prior to Refurbishment  

 
Current View – Post Refurbishment 

 
View with 2m high Screen  

 
View with 4m high Screen  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

View from Newtown Road Site Entrance  

 
View Prior to Refurbishment  

 
Current View – Post Refurbishment 

 
View with 2m high Screen  

 
View with 4m high Screen  

 

7.15 The existing roof to the Aconbury East building comprises a ‘Double Tee’ 

construction, where the top flange forms a thin concrete slab and the two 
vertical webs (known as the stems) form the tee of the section. Such 

construction is not readily adaptable to subsequent alteration. The provision of 
plant screening would need to be located at the extreme perimeter of the roof 
in order to allow sufficient access alongside the plant, etc on the roof.   

 
7.16 However, the provision of screening has been discounted by the applicants on 

structural and cost grounds for the following reasons.  
 
“a)  4m high plant screen 

 
Substantial wind load would be applied to the screen leading to a requirement 

for large base fixings which cannot easily be attached to the roof construction 
described above. Installations of the base fixings would cause significant 



 

disturbance to the parapet construction and necessitate localised strengthening 
of the roof structure with severe disruption to the internal rooms whilst 

accessing the ceiling voids. 
 

There would also be a significant increase in the overall wind load to the 
building for which it was not originally designed.  There would therefore be a 
concern with respect to the overall stability and lateral movement due to wind 

loading and the risk of damage occurring to the building. 
 

b)   2m high plant screen 
 
Whilst the wind loading to the screen would be reduced compared to the 4m 

high screen, there would still be a substantial base fixing required. In view of 
this, the difficulties in attaching to the existing structure and requirements for 

strengthening within the ceiling voids would remain. 
 
c)    Additional supporting steelwork to 4m and 2m plant screen 

 
Both the 4m and 2m high plant screen will require installation of additional 

steelwork beneath the ceiling void.  This would contribute to more weight on 
the edge of the roof parapet construction and furthermore the overall stability 

and risk of damage occurring to the building due to lateral wind loading would 
remain as mentioned above. 
 

Cost Considerations 
 

As a result of the significant structural works associated with the installation of 
screening to the building to roof level described above, the associated costs 
were assessed. Based upon the outline specification provided by the project’s 

structural engineer, these costs were estimated to be circa £200,000 and 

£400,000 for the construction of 2m and 4m screening respectively. 
 
  A large proportion of the estimated cost, circa 50% in each instance, relates to 

the costs of materials alone. 
 

         As would be expected of all public health authorities, the hospital Trust has 
sought to ensure that the cost of the refurbishment of the Aconbury East 
Building  remains both affordable within the allocated budget available for the 

scheme and,  therefore, continues to demonstrate value for money. 
 

    In considering the detailed design requirements of the refurbishment and 
associated plant specification changes, the Trust has rightly considered the 

financial viability of the proposed works in that context. 
 
  In this regard, the above outline costs were considered in conjunction with the 

proposed revisions that were embodied within the Non-Material Amendment 
application approved in November 2018. Notably that application responded to 

the operational requirement to provide dedicated mechanical ventilation and 
improved acoustic performance of the proposed roof plant and associated 
ductwork, removing any requirement for screening to provide acoustic 

attenuation.” 
 

7.17 The location of the building, whilst prominent at the edge of the site and 



 

opposite the rear of local residencies, lies adjacent  to  the main  boiler   house 
and chimneys, and is well screened for at least part of the year by large 

deciduous trees within the hospital site. Whilst the plant can be seen on 
approach in long- and short-range views along Newtown Road and from the 

rear of the properties on The Heights, nevertheless for the above reasons it is 
not considered that provision of screening would be necessary to render the 
development acceptable in planning terms. Although screening would hide the 

roof plant from view from these vantage points it would result in a building 4 
metres higher than at present. In my opinion, this in itself would result in a 

greater visual impact to these properties, albeit in a different and less cluttered 
form to that posed at present. In light of the above it is Officer opinion that it 
would be unreasonable to insist upon the installation of the screen given the 

significant costs.  
 

  3. The environmental role 
 
  Design of the proposed roof plant  

 
7.18 The plant is sited on the roof and will cover most of the roof space. The 

installation is standard for installations of this nature and the form, scale and 
siting is dictated by the function. Whilst visible from a number of vantage 

points, including neighbouring residential properties, the installation is 
necessary to meet operator requirements and is considered to be acceptable in 
principle. Whilst a screen to hide the installation has been considered to 

mitigate the visual impact of the roof plant as set out above, nevertheless this 
would also have a discernible visual impact and it is considered that the costs 

to achieve such a visual screen are prohibitive and in your Officer’s opinion 
unnecessary to render the proposal acceptable in planning terms.   

 

8.      Conclusion and planning balance 
 

8.1 The above assessment of the planning application demonstrates that the 
application responds to, and is in accordance with, the requirements of relevant 
planning policy and material considerations relevant to the determination of the 

application. 

8.2 Whilst the assessment is not an exhaustive list of all issues that are potentially 

applicable to this site, it seeks to address how the proposals respond to the key 
planning criteria in the planning policy framework against which the planning 
application will be determined.  

8.3 The submitted proposal makes provision for roof plant equipment necessary to 
enable the conversion of Aconbury East as part of the hospital expansion. The 

merits of providing this facility weigh in favour of granting permission.  

8.4 Residents’ concerns regarding the noise and visual impact of the roof plant are 
noted. It is Officer opinion that the proposal will not result in an unacceptable 

degree of harm to the amenities enjoyed by local residents by virtue of noise 
disturbance. The roof plant will be visible from the rear elevations of the 

residential properties on The Heights. However, these properties are in excess 
of 70 metres away and whilst visible I do not consider that this in itself is 
inherently harmful to the amenities enjoyed by these residents. Furthermore, I 

note the excessive costs of providing a visual screen to this installation. I am 



 

mindful that this cost would be met by the NHS and I do not consider it 
justified to insist upon this.  

8.5 Thus, on balance, whilst there is clearly a visual impact to the submitted 
proposal I do not consider that it is harmful to amenity and consider therefore 

that it accords with all relevant national and local planning policies.   

8.6 I acknowledge all comments received as part of the consultation process and 
consider all material planning issues have been considered in the determination 

of this application.  

8.7 For the above reasons and subject to the recommended conditions, I consider 

the proposal is acceptable and would result in a satisfactory form of sustainable 
development on the site in accordance with the policies of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan and the corresponding aims and interests 

that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote. 

9. Recommended conditions 

9.1 In the event that members resolve to grant planning permission the following 
conditions are recommended: 

 

1) The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 
from the date of this permission. 

 For the following reason: 

Required to be imposed pursuant to Section 91 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 and the time period was offered by the applicant. 

2) The development hereby approved shall be carried out in complete 
accordance with the submitted plans and submitted information (including 

recommendations within reports), except where otherwise stipulated by 
conditions attached to this permission. 

     For the following reason: 

For the avoidance of doubt and to secure a satisfactory form of 
development in accordance with policy SWDP 21 of the South 

Worcestershire Development Plan and aims and objectives of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

3.) Within three months of the date of this permission the Air Handling Units 
shall be coated in the matt paint finish as specified and shall be retained 
as such thereafter.  

For the following reason: 

To safeguard the amenity of adjoining residents in accordance with policy 

SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan and aims and 
objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

4) Within one month of the date that all roof top plant and equipment hereby 

approved has been installed and is operationally functioning, a post 
completion noise assessment shall be conducted in accordance with the 



 

provisions of BS 4142 :2014 ‘Methods for rating and assessing industrial 
and commercial sound’ to ensure that the noise level being generated does 

not exceed the measured background noise level. Details of the testing 
methodology shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 

Authority before any testing is conducted on the site and the testing results 
and details of any additional and/or amended noise mitigation measures to 
be employed, including the timescale for implementation, shall be submitted 

to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
 

The development shall not operate other than in full accordance with such 
approved details. 

 
Reason:- 

 

To safeguard the amenities of neighbouring residents in accordance with 
policy SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 and 
the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy seeks to protect and 
promote with regard to amenity. 

 

 

 

 


