
Application Number 20/00503/FUL 

Site Address Aconbury Link Building, Worcestershire Royal 

Hospital, Charles Hastings Way, Worcester, 

WR5 1DD 

Description of 

Development 

Creation of a new roof plant room.  

Case Officer Mike Nicholls Applicant Pinnegar Hayward 

Design 

Ward Member(s) Nunnery Ward Agent Mr Simon Wills 

Reason for Referral to 

Committee 

 

At the request of the 

Deputy Director of 

Economic 

Development and 

Planning 

Expiry 

Date 

 15 September 2020 
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Whether the proposals would result in undue noise and 

disruption; or is unacceptable in visual terms. 

Web link to application  https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Planning/Display/20/00503/FUL 

Recommendation 

 

The Deputy Director of Economic Development and 

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

 
1. Background 
 

 1.1 The application was registered on 21 July 2020 and was due for a decision on 15 

September 2020. An extension of time for the determination of the application has 
been requested to allow determination by the Planning Committee. 

 
1.2  The application has been referred to the Planning Committee at the request of the 

Deputy Director of Economic Development & Planning who considers that the proposals 

should be considered at the same time as another - separate - application within the 
site is considered by the Planning Committee. This submission, reference 

10/00520/FUL, has generated significant public interest and given that the proposals 
have some similarities, it considered that the two matters should be determined in 
conjunction with each other. 

 
2.       The site and surrounding area  

 
2.1 The application relates to an existing link building with the Worcestershire Royal 

Hospital complex off Charles Hastings Way.  

 
2.2 The proposal is within the Nunnery Ward. 

 
2.3 The host building is a three storey brick built structure that provides a physical link 

between buildings. It has a parapet wall on the rooftop which also houses a lift shaft 

and a water tank. 
 

 

https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Search/Results
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Existing elevation 
 
 

 
  

 
3.      The proposals 

 
3.1 The proposal seeks to introduce a new roof plant equipment room on the rooftop. The 

new plant room would be situated between a lift shaft housing and a water tank and 
would measure approximately 9.8m x 9.6m x 4.5m high (max). It would be 
constructed in grey metal cladding sheets to match the nearby buildings. It would 

house a variety of plant including boilers which would result in 3no 1.3m high flues 
projecting from the roof. 

 
3.2 During the course of the application a noise report was undertaken to assess the 

proposals in conjunction with application 19/00520/FUL for the installation of 5no.air 

handling units and 2no. air cooled chillers on the roof of the Aconbury East building 
elsewhere on this agenda. 

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

 
3.4 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 documents in order to  

  familiarise themselves with the proposals prior to consideration and determination of 
  the application accordingly. 

 
4.  Planning Policy  

 
4.1  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. 

 
4.2  The Development Plan for Worcester now comprises: 

 
 The South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) which was adopted February 

2016, and; 

 The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy, which was adopted on December 2012.  
 

South Worcestershire Development Plan 
 

4.5     The following policies of the SWDP are considered to be relevant to the proposal: 

 
SWDP 21: Design 

SWDP 31: Pollution & Land Instability 
 

Material Considerations 

 
1. National Planning Policy Framework 

 
4.6 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.  

 
4.7 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.  

 

4.8 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. 
 
4.9 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.’ 
 

4.10 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  

 

4.11 On 6th March 2014 the Government also published National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG) that has been updated in the meantime and comprises, amongst other 

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

 

4.12 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 

 
4.13 The following Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) are relevant to the application 

proposals: - 
 



 South Worcestershire Design SPD 
 

 The South Worcestershire Design 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  
 

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.” 

 
4.14  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 

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

considering this application:- (insert as appropriate) 

 
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) 
 

5 Relevant Planning History 

5.1 The site has been the subject of the following relevant planning applications: 

19/00813/FUL - The addition of a new air handling unit to serve internal alterations. 

Approved 12 December 2019  

20/00520/FUL - Retrospective application for the installation of 5no.air handling units 

and 2no. air cooled chillers on the roof of Aconbury East. Not yet determined. 

Pre-application Engagement 

None 

Public Consultation by Applicant 

None 

6.  Consultations 

6.1 Formal consultation has been undertaken in respect of the application. The following 
comments from statutory and non-statutory consultees and interested third parties 

have been received in relation to the original and amended proposals and are 
summarised as follows: 

Neighbours and other third party comments: Objections have been received from 

nearby residents as follows: 

Written on behalf of residents in Leopard Rise and The Heights: Objection on 

following grounds: 

 

“It has become impossible to maintain any sort of noise control for the Worcestershire 
Royal Hospital Site with so many different actual and potential plant noise. Therefore 

with existing issues from other hospital site equipment and on-going complaints 
currently being investigated by W.R.S. there should be a hold placed on further 
development approvals. 

 
This Planning Application should be put on hold at least until the Aconbury East 

Rooftop Plant can be fully assessed for noise levels and approval has been given by 
the Planning Committee. 

 
A BS4142:2014 + A1:2019 Noise Survey should be carried out to ensure the noise 
from the various equipment can be contained within the structure and will not cause 

additional noise issues for residents leading to complaints. 
 

Local Residents in Leopard Rise and The Heights are now really concerned at the rate 
of planning applications for the hospital who seem to want to put noisy equipment on 
every available rooftop. This needs investigation by W.R.S. to stop rooftop over 

development and to restrict noise. 



It would be more sensible to build this Plant Room on the ground to keep the 
noise low down, restricting noise travel and concealing behind other existing 

buildings. 
 

Comments: 
The planning application must ensure that the New Plant Room is constructed from 
Red Brick as per the existing building. This is to ensure all noise from plant equipment 

is contained within the plant room itself.  This should not be “Optional” as per the 
application  

 
Christopher Allen, 9 The Heights: states that in his experience as a Quality 
Manager working with this type of equipment, noise levels can be quite high 

especially over time as bearings on Pumps, Motors and Gas Boosters wear. Acoustic 
Shrouds should be incorporated to help contain noise together with brick walls for the 

plant room itself. Also states that it is also imperative that this equipment is not 
exposed to extreme temperatures as this can also shorten the life span for the 
equipment. But ventilation (part louvered areas) as shown on the plans should not be 

placed on the North or East facing walls which could cause noise exhaust issues for 
residents along the Newtown Road area. 

 
Daryl Justice, 47 Linksview Road (summary): queries if a noise assessment report 

has been undertaken; Will the noise will add to that of the existing industrial fans? Can 
appropriate materials be used to eliminate any noise. 

 

Worcester Regulatory Services (Noise): No objection, comments as follows: 
 

“I can confirm that I have reviewed the submitted acoustics memo ref: M001-B dated 
27th August 2020 and am satisfied that this application will have no adverse impact on 
the noise climate providing the detail of this report is applied as detailed below. The 

memo advises of the specific numbers of equipment installed, location of such and the 
material and associated insulation of the plant room. It also advises of the orientation 

of louvers and the specific insertion loss to be applied as detailed on page 4 of the 
report.” 
 

Worcester Regulatory Services (Air Quality): No objection 
 

6.2 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.  

6.3 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 must 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; 
- creation of potential construction jobs during period of construction. 

 
 2.  The social role: 

  - residential amenity 
  

 3.  The environmental role: 

 - design and appearance; 
           

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

 
1. The economic role 

  
7.2 In the short term the proposal may see the creation of construction jobs for the 

 construction period of the project, which will also provide some benefit to the local 

economy in terms of employment opportunities. In my opinion, this weighs in favour of 
a recommendation to grant planning permission. 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 proposals would facilitate the continued use and operation of the building and the 
provision of 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 

Impact on neighbouring residents’ amenities  

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 that 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 In respect of potential for noise and nuisance, there have been previous complaints 

from nearby residents regarding other plant and equipment that has been installed 
elsewhere with the hospital complex at Aconbury East and I note the residents 
concerns that this proposal could add cumulatively to the problems experienced. A 

retrospective application for the retention of these other works is assessed elsewhere 
on this agenda. It should be noted however that the other equipment is substantially 

closer to residential properties. 
  

7.9 In respect of this specific application, Worcestershire Regulatory Services Noise Team 
has assessed the proposals in the context of the existing plant and equipment 
elsewhere on the site and the overall cumulative impacts. They have no objections to 

the proposals, subject to the requirements of the noise report reference M001-B dated 
27th August 2020 being applied. A condition is recommended accordingly. With regard 

to the plant housing, Worcestershire Regulatory Services do not consider it needs to be 
in brick for noise mitigation purposes. For this reason I consider the proposal would not 
cause any undue noise and nuisance and is therefore compliant with policy SWDP 31. 

 
3. The Environmental Role 

 
Design and Appearance 
 

7.10 In terms of appearance, the design of the cladded plant room is entirely functional and 
in keeping with its setting – cladding is a feature of many new developments on the 

hospital complex. The structure would be approximately 1m higher than the existing 
water tank and would not be visible from outside the hospital complex. In my opinion,  
its raised location on the roof between larger buildings and beyond the normal eye line 

would not result in any significant visual harm. I note the objectors request for the 
structure to be red brick rather than cladding to match the main building but these 

comments appear to be based on the need for a brick structure to reduce the potential 
for noise, rather than in appearance terms. Given that Worcestershire Regulatory 
Services do not consider a brick structure necessary to reduce noise and given the 

limited visual impact of the structure, I do not consider a brick housing is necessary. 
 

7.11 Overall, in my opinion the scheme meets the requirements of SWDP 21 which require 
proposals to integrate with the form and function of the wider area. 

8.      Conclusion and planning balance 

 
8.1 In my opinion, the above assessment of the planning application proposals against the 

wider planning policy framework demonstrates that the application responds to, and is 
in accordance with, the requirements of the adopted planning policy within the 
development plan and material considerations relevant to the determination of the 

application. 

8.2 In respect of potential adverse impacts, the proposal has generated objections from 



neighbouring residents closest to the site that mainly focus on the cumulative noise 
impact from buildings and structures within the hospital complex. These are significant 

concerns which are to be given appropriate weighting in the determination of this 
application. However, I note in particular that there has been no objection (subject to 

the imposition of the planning condition highlighted above) to the proposal from 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services who have thoroughly assessed the applicants’ noise 
report. Accordingly, whilst I note these concerns, I can give the potential of the plant 

room to generate significant additional noise limited weight in light of the consultation 
comments.  

8.3  On balance, I am of the opinion that the submitted scheme has indicated more then 
sufficient detail to warrant approval and would not cause undue noise and would not be 
visually unacceptable. 

8.4  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. Overall there are no demonstrable issues before me that would result in 
refusal of permission, 

9.     RECOMMENDATION   

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

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 

years from the date of this permission. 

Reason: To conform with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out and completed in 

accordance with the following approved plans and associated documents and the 

specifications and recommendations contained therein, except where otherwise 

stipulated by conditions attached to this permission 

(10) 001 D12678 Phd (10)001   Site Location Plan 

(10) 002 D12678 Phd (10)002   Block Plan 

(20) 001 D12678 Phd (20)001   Existing Plans 

(21) 001 D12678 Phd (21)001   Existing Elevations 

(30) 001 D12678 Phd (30)001   Proposed Plans 

(31) 001 D12678 Phd (31)001   Proposed Elevations 

20338 M001-BNoise Memo 20338-M001-B Building services review- noise 

egress.pdf 

Reason: To ensure compliance with the approved scheme. 

3. The installation of the plant and equipment authorised by this permission shall be 

carried out in full accordance with the submitted noise report by Sandy Brown 

Consultants, reference M001-B, dated 27th August 2020.  

Reason: To ensure the proposal preserves residential amenity and to prevent 



unacceptable noise pollution to the detriment of human health contrary to policy 

SWDP31 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan. 

 

 


