
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE
22 February 2019

A report by the Acting Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure
_____________________________________________________________________

Application Reference No. 1/19/9001

Application Type: Full & Change of Use

Proposal: Change of use to and construction of a Multi-Use Games Area and 
associated enabling demolition and structural stabilisation works.

Location: Land adjacent to Brook Street Primary School (formerly 3 & 4 Roseville 
Terrace), Edward Street, Carlisle, CA1 2JD

Applicant: Cumbria County Council & Brook Street Primary School

Date Valid: 21 January 2019

Reason for Committee Level Decision: Application made by the Acting Executive 
Director for Economy and Infrastructure

____________________________________________________________________

1.0 RECOMMENDATION

1.1 That planning permission is granted subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 
1 to this report. 

2.0 THE PROPOSAL

2.1 Planning permission is sought to change the use of a parcel of derelict land that 
formerly hosted two terraced properties (3-4 Roseville Terrace), that have since 
been demolished, and a rear lane access road; for use as (and construction of) a  
Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) in connection with Brook Street Primary School. 
It would thus result in a change of use from a dwelling-house (use class C3) and 
highway (sui generis) to part of a school (use class D1 – Non-residential 
institution).

2.2 To enable the re-use of this land it is proposed to construct an insulated cavity 
wall with redbrick masonry outer-leaf to the gable end elevation of 2 Roseville 
Terrace with a new extended foundation. Repairs to the chimney of this property 
are also proposed to be undertaken by the applicant. To provide access to the 
proposed MUGA facility from the school it is proposed to demolish a small 
outbuilding utilised for storage within the school site.

2.3 The proposed MUGA would measure 14m wide by 20m in length. This area is 
proposed to be surfaced with permeable tarmac coated with a green coloured 
permeable floor covering. This would be underlain with granular surface water 
attenuation. It is proposed that ground levels would be set so that step free 
access can be gained to the MUGA. The MUGA would be fully enclosed by a 3m 
high paladin style fence. Closer gauge rebound mesh panels are proposed to be 
used up to a height of 1.2m with 50mm gauge panels above. These materials 
would also be used for the gates. A single gate would be provided to the eastern 
school side and a double-leaf gate to the southern Edward Street side. This latter 
gate is proposed to provide vehicle access for emergency and maintenance 
vehicles only. The fencing (and gates) are proposed to be coloured blue. To the 



 

Edward Street (south-west elevation) it is proposed to erect a dwarf red brick wall 
to 1.2m in height in front of the fencing so as to echo the boundary wall of the 
former dwellings and to restrict casual views of children utilising this area. Above 
the paladin fencing and double-leaf gate it is proposed to erect a decorative 
metal frieze finished in a blue colour. The frieze would measure up to 1.3m in 
height, consequently it would stand up to 4.3m above ground level. The frieze 
would extend for the full Edward Street elevation and wrap around the western 
corner and along the side of the front garden of 2 Roseville Terrace.

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION & BACKGROUND

3.1 Brook Street Primary School is centrally located within a terraced residential area 
within Carlisle, just to the south of the City Centre. The school occupies a 0.35ha 
site. Buildings cover approximately 0.25ha of this area. Residential roads bound 
the school to its northeast (Howe Street), southeast (Brook Street), and south-
west (Edward Street). To its north-western sides it is bounded by No.54 Howe 
Street and a rear access lane that serves 38-54 (evens) Howe Street, 1-2 
Roseville Terrace and the Elim Free Church. Consequently, the school site is 
virtually landlocked and has limited space for external play. 

3.2 The site is not within a conservation area (being 125m northeast of the 
Botchergate Conservation Area boundary), and despite being a fine redbrick 
Victorian building, the school is not a listed heritage asset. 

3.3 The proposed land to be developed is adjacent to the northern western side of 
Brook Street Primary School. Roseville Terrace formerly consisted of four 
residential properties. Following subsidence issues to 3 & 4 Roseville Terrace, 
they were subsequently demolished towards the beginning of this decade. Since 
demolition, the site has remained fenced-off and derelict. The main front and rear 
walls and traditional pitched slate roof were crudely cut-back as part of the 
demolition and the party wall to 2 Roseville Terrace appears to have been 
rendered in an attempt to create a weather tight elevation. The rear boundary 
walls to Howe Street and Roseville Terrace measure 2.2m in height. 

3.4 The existing outbuilding store cupboard is redbrick faced, flat roofed and 
measures 2.75m x 3.7m in footprint and 2.5m in height. A 1.5m high grey 
palisade fence has been erected on top of this to deter unauthorised access. 

4.0 SITE PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 Carlisle City Council granted planning permission for the “demolition of 2no 
structurally unstable terraced properties and erection of 4no flats” at 3-4 
Roseville Terrace in September 2006 (Ref. 06/0910). Aerial photography and 
other evidence indicates that the terraces were demolished toward the beginning 
of this decade and that there was an aborted scheme to try to rehabilitate the 
ground conditions for the proposed flats by introducing remedial piled 
foundations in 2001.

5.0 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1 Carlisle City Council Planning Department: No response received.

5.2 Carlisle City Council Environmental Health Department: Provide comments in 
respect of noise and vibration during construction, dust and contamination. 
Advise that consideration should be given to limiting the permitted hours of 



 

construction work in order to protect nearby residents from possible statutory 
noise nuisance and that appropriate noise mitigation measures should be 
considered. Highlight that consideration should also be given to measures to 
protect nearby residents from statutory nuisance being caused by dust generated 
from the development of the site. Recommend a condition be imposed to cover 
the possibility of previously unsuspected contamination being encountered during 
development.  

5.3 Cumbria Constabulary Crime Prevention Design Advisor: Relays that the local 
Neighbourhood Policing Team is in favour of the proposed MUGA and the 
restriction of its use to school pupils during school term opening hours. State they 
would not support use by the wider community due to the potential for noise 
nuisance and inappropriate unsupervised usage outside school hours as the 
facility is in such close proximity to existing dwellings. Consider the proposed 
boundary treatment will deter unauthorised access to the MUGA. Appreciate that 
the proposal to not illuminate the facility stems from the applicant’s wish to avoid 
light pollution or nuisance to residents, but that it will be more difficult to notice 
intruders inside if this were to occur and that it would affect the image quality on 
any cctv. 

5.4 CCC Highway Authority: No objection subject to the imposition of a condition 
securing a Construction Management Plan. Observe that the proposal 
necessitates the stopping up of the access roadway between the development 
site and the school and note that this is acceptable as under Section 247 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 this can be done to enable construction of 
a future development. Request that the pedestrian footway is extended outside of 
the gated access into the MUGA to prevent vehicles parking or attempting to 
enter this site and to improve the safety for pedestrians using the footway.

5.5 CCC Lead Local Flood Authority: No objection. Notes that on-site tests have 
been conducted by the applicant which indicate that the site is not suitable for 
infiltration as a method of surface water disposal and that the applicant’s site 
specific surface water management strategy therefore proposes that surface 
water discharge from the development is passed into the combined sewer at 2l/s. 
Accepts that this is the only option available in this location and is satisfied that 
this is a viable drainage solution in light of United Utilities’ response. 

5.6 CCC Historic Environment Officer: No objection.

5.7 CCC School Organisation: No response received.

5.8 Sport England North West: Provide advice. Advise that for provision of a new 
sports facility, then consideration should be given to the recommendations and 
priorities set out in any approved Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facility 
Strategy that the local authority may have in place. In addition, to ensure they are 
fit for purpose, such facilities should be designed in accordance with Sport 
England design guidance notes. 

5.9 Health & Safety Executive: No response received.

5.10 Electricity NorthWest: No response received.

5.11 Northern Gas Networks: No objection. Note there may be gas apparatus in the 
area that may be at risk during construction works and should the planning 
application be approved, then the applicant should contact them directly to 



 

discuss their requirements in detail. 

5.12 United Utilities Water Ltd: No objection subject to imposition of a condition 
ensuring that the surface water pass-forward rate to the sewer network does not 
exceed the proposed 2l/s. 

5.13 The County Councillor for Currock Electoral Division, Councillor Reginald 
Watson, has been notified of the application.

5.14 One representation has been received from the occupier of 2 Roseville Terrace.  
The representation highlights the issues of damp and pigeon ingress that have 
affected their property since the demolition of the adjoining terraced units and 
considers it fair that they receive compensation for this inconvenience. Sets out 
that they understand that the applicant is going to rectify the condition of the 
party wall. States that they would not have knowingly purchased an end of 
terrace house and that they will find a difference in the noise levels as a result of 
the proposed MUGA development adjacent to their property as the existing 
school yard is currently quite a distance from their property. In light of this they 
request whether partial double glazed windows could be provided to their 
property.

6.0 PLANNING POLICY

6.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that 
planning applications must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Government policy is a 
material consideration that must be given appropriate weight in the decision 
making process.

6.2 The Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP) was formally adopted on 8 
November 2016. The key policies of this relevant to the determination of this 
planning application are considered to be: 

 SP 1: Sustainable Development;
 SP 6: Securing Good Design;
 SP 9: Healthy and Thriving Communities; 
 CC 5: Surface Water Management and Sustainable Drainage Systems;
 CM 2: Educational Needs;
 CM 4: Planning Out Crime;
 CM 5: Environmental and Amenity Protection;

6.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in a revised form 
in July 2018. The national online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) suite was 
launched in March 2014 and is continually updated. Both are material 
considerations in the determination of planning applications. The following 
sections and paragraphs of the NPPF are considered to be relevant to the 
determination of this application:

 Section 2 - Achieving sustainable development: Paragraphs 8 & 11;
 Section 8 - Promoting healthy & safe communities: Paragraph 91, 94, & 95; 
 Section 11 - Making effective use of land: Paragraphs 117, 118 and 121;
 Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places: Paragraphs 127 & 128;
 Section 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change: Paragraphs 163 & 165;

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/part/3/crossheading/development-plan
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/contents
http://www.carlisle.gov.uk/planning-policy/Adopted-Plans/Carlisle-District-Local-Plan-2015-2030
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/policy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/


 

7.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT

7.1 The key planning issues relevant to the proposed schemes are considered to be:

a) Is the proposed use/development of this land acceptable in principle?

b) Whether it would adversely impact on residential and local amenity in terms of 
noise, lane access and potential visual impact?

c) Whether the application appropriately addresses land stability issues to ensure 
the safe use of the land?

d) Whether it appropriately manages surface water and does not increase flood 
risk?

7.2 Other planning issues are whether the proposal makes appropriate and adequate 
provision in respect of land contamination and designing out crime.

Is the proposed use/development of land acceptable in principle?

7.3 Policy SP 9 seeks to proactively improve the health and sense of wellbeing of the 
district’s population and to maximise opportunity for sport and physical activity. 
Policy CM 2 expresses support for the expansion, alteration and improvement of 
existing educational facilities. This echoes paragraph 94 of the NPPF, which 
directs that great weight, should be given to proposals to expand or alter schools. 
Section 11 of the NPPF seeks planning decisions to encourage multiple benefits 
from urban land and that substantial weight should be given to the value of using 
suitable brownfield land for identified needs and to support appropriate 
opportunities to remediate derelict, contaminated or unstable land. It continues 
that decisions should promote effective use of land whilst safeguarding and 
improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. Brook 
Street Primary School is a popular sustainably located educational facility which 
currently has 267 pupils on role. However, it has limited external play areas 
dedicated for sport and the provision of the physical welfare and sports 
curriculum. Consequently, the school has to arrange and provide split playtimes 
and lunches to safely accommodate all of the children in the outdoor area. The 
proposed MUGA would thus provide valuable and much-needed additional sport 
and outdoor amenity space for this school. In light of the above, I consider that 
this proposal to create a MUGA for school use on derelict land adjacent to an 
existing primary school meets an identified need and is strongly supported by 
planning policy in principle. 

Amenity: Would the proposal adversely affect residential and local amenity 
in terms of noise, lane access and potential visual impact?

Noise: 
7.4 As the land is adjacent to the school, noise from the existing school during its 

operational hours is already characteristic of the local environment. Given this; 
and the presence of existing walls (the gable-end of 2 Roseville Terrace and rear 
boundary walls to properties) and the proposed dwarf wall to Edward Street 
providing additional acoustic containment/dampening; I consider the proposal 
would not notably increase noise levels already experienced in the area during 
the day. I note that 2 Roseville Terrace has no windows directly facing the MUGA 
area and a 2m high rear boundary wall. Consequently I do not believe any 



 

difference in noise levels would have an unacceptable impact upon the amenity 
of this dwelling. A condition is proposed to restrict the hours of use to school term 
time opening hours (07:30-17:00 Monday to Friday) in order to safeguard 
residential amenity. Conditions are also proposed in respect of the construction 
phase, so as to limit the hours of construction activities and require the 
submission of details of measures to minimise potential noise, vibration, light and 
dust related impacts. No lighting of this MUGA is proposed. Due to the relative 
proximity of the site to housing, a condition is also proposed to prohibit lighting of 
the MUGA during operation to protect residential amenity. 

Lane Access: 
7.5 It is considered that the loss of the south-eastern spur of the gated access 

roadway from Edward Street to the rear of the Howe Street and Roseville 
Terrace properties would not unduly impact the ease of access to the rear of 
these properties, with appropriate safe access still available from the minor 
residential road of Grey Street. It is noted that the applicant has applied for a 
Stopping Up and Diversion of Highways Order using Sections 247 and 248 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 in respect of this. In light of CCC Highways 
request and the occasional nature of the need to utilise the Edward Street access 
gates to the MUGA, the applicant proposes to remove the existing dropped kerb 
to the lane and reinstate this to a kerbed pavement so as to improve the 
pedestrian environment.

Visual Impact/Design:
7.6 The proposed provision of a redbrick leaf wall to the gable end of 2 Roseville 

Terrace represents an appropriate external finish and would visually improve the 
appearance of the elevation of this building. The proposed MUGA would follow 
the building-line of the school on Edward Street and has been designed to echo 
the appearance of the existing Edward Street entrance to the school whilst also 
making reference to the existing residential dwarf wall to Roseville Terrace. 
Whilst the proposed fencing would be tall, it would be below the eaves height of 
the adjoining buildings and its paladin form would maintain the openness of this 
area. The proposed blue colour finish to the fencing, gates and frieze would 
match the colour of the existing school gates and rainwater goods, thus helping 
to visually integrate it into this educational facility. Consequently, I am satisfied 
that the proposal has been sensitively designed to minimise its visual 
impact/presence on the street-scene and to integrate it into the existing 
environment. I therefore consider the proposal secures good design and 
complies with Policy SP6.

7.7 In light of the above I am satisfied that the proposal would not generate or result 
in exposure to, either during construction or on completion, unacceptable levels 
of pollution from noise, dust, vibration or light which cannot be satisfactorily 
mitigated. The proposal has been sensitively designed to minimise its potential 
visual impact to an acceptable level and is judged to not have an unacceptable 
impact upon the highway network. In light of these conclusions it is considered 
the proposal, subject to the conditions proposed, would not have an 
unacceptable impact on residential or local amenity. 

Land Stability: Does the proposal appropriately address land stability 
considerations?

7.8 The application has been informed by advice from consulting engineers. Whilst it 
appears that the land is relatively poor for supporting a building structure, the 
consultant engineer does not consider that the ground conditions would present 



 

any significant issues for a surfaced play area and lightweight construction 
required for the perimeter fencing. It is also proposed to create an extended 
foundation to underpin the existing and new outer leaf wall to the gable end 
elevation of 2 Roseville Terrace. Subject to this intervention, I consider that the 
land could be safely used by the school as a MUGA. A condition is proposed to 
ensure that the gable end elevation 2 Roseville Terrace is remediated prior to the 
commencement of the use. In light of the above, I am satisfied that the proposal 
does not present an unacceptable risk to human health and therefore comply 
with Policy CM5.

Flood Risk: Does the proposal appropriately manage surface water?

7.9 The site and school are not within fluvial flood risk zones 2 or 3. The ground 
investigation report indicates that site ground conditions are not favorable for surface 
water discharge to soakaway. The applicant therefore proposes to manage rainfall on the 
site by providing stormwater attenuation capacity under the permeable MUGA surfacing 
with a lined system beneath this to prevent infiltration, with water outfalling to the local 
drainage network at restricted rates to provide a betterment to the existing unrestricted 
drainage from the former housing on site. I am satisfied that this drainage approach is 
acceptable in the circumstances and that sufficient capacity is proposed to take into 
account climate change projections. Resultantly the proposed development would not 
increase surface water flood risk to neighbouring land. The proposal is therefore 
considered to comply with Policy CC5.

Other Planning Considerations

Land Contamination: 
7.10 The ground investigation undertaken on site uncovered the presence of asbestos 

containing material (ACM) and one Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH) 
compound – namely an outlier concentration of Dibenz(a,h)anthracene that 
exceeds the soil guideline values in the made ground on the site.  The Ground 
Investigation Report includes a health risk assessment. Risks to workers involved 
in the development of the site can be satisfactorily managed by the 
implementation of an appropriate health and safety regime in accordance with 
guidance set out by the Health and Safety Executive. Material containing the 
identified contaminants would be removed from the site and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed landfill. Any residual risks to users of the MUGA will be 
removed by provision of an impermeable barrier between the ground and the 
MUGA surface. Such a barrier is to be provided beneath the surface water 
drainage system. As such there would be no pathway between any potentially 
remaining contaminants and users of the MUGA and not present an 
unacceptable risk to human health and therefore comply with Policy CM5. 

Designing out Crime
7.11 Policy CM4 requires new development to make a positive contribution to creating 

safe and secure environments by integrating measures for security and designing out 
opportunities for crime. The fencing provides clearly defined boundaries between public 
and private spaces, and are set at a height that is not easily scaled. The proposed dwarf 
wall on Edward Street could potentially be exploited as a climbing aid; however, the 
provision of the frieze above the fence here maintains a 3m high obstacle to be overcome. 
I consider the proposals to strike a careful balance between boundary treatments that help 
promote the safeguarding of children (i.e. provision of the dwarf wall on Edward Street) 
and allowing opportunities for natural surveillance through the paladin fencing in the 
event of unauthorised access. Given the design and height of the MUGA boundary 
fences/gates intrusion into this area is considered unlikely. The applicant indicates that 



 

the gate from the MUGA into the school yard would be locked outside of school hours. 
The provision of lighting to the MUGA area is considered more likely to encourage 
intrusion and out-of-hours use. The benefits of lighting this area are considered to be 
outweighed by their potential impact upon residential amenity. It is thereby judged that 
that the proposal creates a secure environment which deters crime and therefore complies 
with Policy CM4. 

8.0 CONCLUSION

8.1 The proposal would secure the productive re-use of derelict land, remediate the 
party wall to 2 Roseville Terrace and provide a facility that would meet an 
identified need for greater and improved facilities for delivery of the physical 
welfare and sports curriculum at Brook Street Primary School. I am satisfied that 
the MUGA has been considerately and sympathetically designed so as to ensure 
it would not adversely affect local or residential amenity and so that it does not 
present an unacceptable risk to human health.

8.2 In summary, it is considered that the proposed development is in accordance 
with the development plan, there are no material considerations that indicate the 
decision should be made otherwise and with the planning conditions proposed, 
any potential harm would reasonably by mitigated.  It is therefore recommended 
that this application be granted subject to conditions.

Human Rights

8.3 The proposal will have a limited impact on the visual and residential amenities in 
the area.  Any impacts on the rights of local property owners to a private and 
family life and peaceful enjoyment of their possessions (Article 8 and Article 1 of 
Protocol 1 of the Human Rights Act 1998) are minimal and proportionate to the 
wider social and economic interests of the community.

Angela Jones
Acting Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure

Contact: Mr Edward Page

Electoral Division Identification: Currock ED – Cllr Reginald Watson OBE



 

Appendix 1
Ref No. 1/19/9001

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 22 February 2019

Appendix 1 - PROPOSED PLANNING CONDITIONS

Time Limit for Implementation of Permission
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 

years from the date of this permission.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004.

Approved Scheme

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out, except where modified by 
the conditions to this permission, in accordance with the following: 

a. The submitted Application Form – dated 16 January 2019;
b. Location Plan;
c. Planning Statement – dated January 2019;
d. Structural engineer report (ref. B9506/CJW/MAB) dated 8 August 2017 and 

associated drawing no. B9506/01 - Existing & Proposed Plans & Elevations;
e. Ground Investigation Report (Report Ref. 23-24-19-1-6006/GIR1 – dated 

August 2008;
f. Drawing No. 03-12-18-1-1226-BS-031-Rev.P2 – Proposed Layout Plan;
g. Drawing No. 03-12-18-1-1226-BS-032-Rev.P2 – Edward Street Existing & 

Proposed Elevations;
h. Euroguard Rebound Sports Mesh Technical data sheet;
i. Sustainable Drainage Statement – dated 5 December 2018;
j. Drawing No. HBS-DR-C-060 - Proposed Drainage Layout; 
k. The Construction Method Statement & Environmental Management Plan 

approved in accordance with condition 3. 

Reason: To ensure the development is carried out to an approved appropriate 
standard and to avoid confusion as to what comprises the approved 
scheme.

Pre-Commencement Conditions

Construction Method Statement & Environmental Management Plan
3. No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement 

Environmental Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority. The Plan(s) shall include details of:
a. the proposed phasing of the development in terms of the carrying out of the 

demolition of the outbuilding, construction of the MUGA and remediation 
works to No.2 Roseville Terrace; 

b. the location, layout and site access arrangements for the temporary 
construction compound;

c. measures for maintenance of safe access to the school for staff, pupils, parents 
and visitors and to avoid congestion at the school’s peak muster times during 
school term; 



 

d. construction boundary fencing/security hoarding type, location and extent; 
e. retained areas for vehicle parking, manoeuvring, loading and unloading for their 

specific purpose during the development;
f. measures to control/minimise noise, vibration and dust during construction; 
g. the appropriate health and safety regime to be followed during site clearance 

and earthworks in light of the increases increased risk of exposure to soils 
with presence of asbestos containing material and PAHs during the 
development of the site;

h. whether any artificial lighting will be needed during construction, clearly 
justifying the need for this and providing details of its specification type, 
location and measures to ensure it will not adversely impact on residential 
dwellings; 

i. the cleaning of the site entrance(s) and the adjacent public highway;
j. the sheeting of all HGVs taking spoil to/from the site to prevent spillage or 

deposit of any materials on the highway;
k. construction vehicle routing;
l. the management of junctions to and crossings of the public highway and other 

public rights of way/footway;
m. surface water management details during the construction phase

The approved Statement and Plan shall be adhered to throughout the 
construction period.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety, local amenity and to minimise the impact 
of the development on residential amenity in accordance with Policy CM 5 
of the Carlisle District Local Plan 2015-2030 (CDLP).

Construction Phase

Hours of Construction Operations
4. No construction or earthworks; including start-up of generators or other plant 

and/or machinery and deliveries of equipment and materials; shall take place 
outside the hours of: 
08.00 am and 18.00 pm Monday to Friday 
09.00 am and 13.00 pm on Saturday.  
No work shall be carried out on Sundays or public and/or bank holidays.

Reason: In order to protect local residential amenity during the construction phase in 
accordance with CDLP Policy CM 5. 

Encounters with Unsuspected Contamination
5. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the 

approved development that was not previously identified it must be reported in 
writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority.  An investigation and risk 
assessment must be undertaken and where remediation is necessary a 
remediation scheme must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing 
of the Local Planning Authority.
Site investigations should follow the guidance in BS10175.
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation scheme 
a verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the approval in writing 
of the Local Planning Authority.

http://www.carlisle.gov.uk/planning-policy/Adopted-Plans/Carlisle-District-Local-Plan-2015-2030


 

Reason: To ensure that site workers are not exposed to the unacceptable risks from 
contamination during construction in accordance with CDLP Policy CM 5.

Highway Cleanliness
6. During the construction phase no vehicle shall leave the site in a condition that 

would give rise to the deposit of mud, dust or debris on the public highway.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Development Requirements

Remediation Works to No.2 Roseville Terrace
7. No use of the Multi Use Games Area hereby permitted shall take place until the 

remediation works to No.2 Roseville Terrace have been completed in line with the 
structural engineer report (ref. B9506/CJW/MAB) dated 8 August 2017 and 
drawing no. B9506/01 - Existing & Proposed Plans & Elevations.

Reason: To ensure the safe use of the land in accordance with CDLP Policy CM 5.

Surface Water Drainage 
8. The pass forward flow rate of surface water draining from the MUGA to the public 

sewer system shall not exceed 2l/s for any storm event.

Reason: To secure proper drainage and to manage the risk of flooding in accordance 
with policy CC 5 of the CDLP.

Multi-Use Games Area - Standard of Construction
9. The Multi Use Games Area hereby permitted shall not be constructed other  than 

in accordance with Sport England’s Technical Design Guidance Note: 
‘Artificial Sports Surfaces for outdoor sports’. 
(www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-
guidance/artificial-sports-surfaces/)

Reason: To ensure the development is fit for purpose and sustainable and to accord 
with the National Planning Policy Framework.

Operational Restrictions

Usage Restriction
10. No use of the Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) hereby permitted shall take place 

outside of school term-time. Within school term time the MUGA shall only be used 
between the hours of 07:30-17:00 Monday to Friday. 

Reason: In order to protect local residential amenity in accordance with CDLP Policy 
CM 5.

Prohibition on Floodlighting 
11. No floodlighting shall be installed on site or operated in association with the Multi-

Use Games Area (MUGA).

Reason: In order to protect local residential amenity in accordance with CDLP Policy 
CM 5.



 

Appendix 2
Ref No. 1/19/9001

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 22 February 2019

Appendix 2 - PLAN OF SITE LOCATION/EXTENT


