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2.4 REFERENCE NO - 15/510605/FULL

APPLICATION PROPOSAL

Removal of condition 2 to allow permanent use of the stadium for speedway of planning
permission SW/09/0314.

ADDRESS Central Park Stadium Church Road Sittingbourne Kent ME10 3SB

RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

On balance, the use of the site for speedway racing does not cause such significant harm as to
warrant refusal of planning permission.

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO COMMITTEE

As the Head of Planning considers the application raises difficult questions of policy
interpretation and further difficult, major issues which warrant Member determination.

WARD Murston PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL APPLICANT Cearnsport Ltd
N/A AGENT Ms Mary Power

DECISION DUE DATE PUBLICITY EXPIRY DATE

30/03/16 12/02/16

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY (including appeals and relevant history on adjoining

sites):

App No Proposal Decision Date

SW/08/0962 This application sought permanent | GRANT 16/1/09

planning permission for the use of the
site for the holding of speedway racing.
Members though resolved to grant
temporary planning permission, to allow
the use of the site on a trial basis only,
for a period of a single season. The
permission granted required the erection
of an acoustic fence (Members may
recall that the fence which has been
constructed does not comply with the
approved details), and also sets a limit
on the number of races and the start and
finish times for meetings, in accordance
with the details and specific times
submitted with the application. 17 races
are permitted per meeting, meetings can
take place once per week, and start and
finish times are: on weekdays between
1700 & 2030 hours only, with warming up
of bikes permitted from 1630, and from
1500 to 1800 hours on Bank Holiday
Mondays, with warming up of bikes from
1430 hours.

SW/09/0274 This application sought to amend the | GRANT 11/09/09
design of the acoustic fence approved
under SW/08/0962. This application was
approved. The fence as constructed
does not comply with these approved
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details either.

SW/09/0275

This application sought to vary condition
(2) of SW/08/0962,in order to allow a
minimum of 7 seasons speedway use.
The application made clear that a
permanent planning permission was
being sought and that 7 years would be
the minimum the applicant considered
would enable the use to be viable. The
application was not originally
accompanied by any viability
information. Some information in this
regard was submitted at a late stage
during the consideration of the
application. However - it was not
considered sufficient to justify the grant
of a 7 year temporary planning
permission, nor the grant of a permanent
planning permission.

REFUSED

17/08/09

SW/09/0313

This application sought to vary condition
(7) of SW/08/0962, in order to allow the
warming up of speedway bikes at 2pm
rather than at 2:30pm as specified in the
original permission.

REFUSED

28/08/09

SW/09/0314

The application sought to vary condition
(5) of SW/08/0962, in order to allow
meetings to be held once per week only
on any weekday, rather than on either a
Monday, Tuesday or a Wednesday.

The applicant submitted appeals against
the refusal of SW/09/0275 and the
approval  (including the disputed
condition restricting use to one season
only) of SW/09/0314. At the appeal, the
applicant produced detailed viability
information, which the Inspector
considered in coming to his decision to
allow both appeals and grant temporary
planning permission for four years use
of the stadium. A copy of the appeal
decision is attached as Appendix A to
this report.

The use commenced in 2013, and may
therefore continue, under the terms of
the temporary planning permission
granted on appeal, until the end of the
2016 season.

GRANT

13/10/09

SW/14/0088

Variation of condition (7) of SW/09/0314,
to allow speedway racing between 15:00
& 22:00 hours on weekdays and bank
holidays.

REFUSED

23/9/14
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15/500862/FULL | Variation of condition 7 of SW/09/0314 to | APPROVED | 12/5/15

allow speedway racing between 1800
and 2130hrs on Fridays

MAIN REPORT

1.0

1.01

2.0

2.01

2.02

2.03

2.04

2.05

DESCRIPTION OF SITE

Central Park Stadium lies within the built up area of Sittingbourne, on the fringes of
the Eurolink industrial estate, and adjacent to the East Hall Farm industrial and
residential development. Murston lies to the south of the site. An established sport
venue, Central Park Stadium is used successfully for greyhound racing and,
currently, for league speedway racing. A large parking area is located to the front of
the building. Pit areas for the speedway bikes and riders etc are located to the north
east of the site. A substantial acoustic fence has been erected along the southern
boundary of the site, in order to try and prevent substantial noise and disturbance to
the dwellings in the vicinity, the closest of which lies approximately 150 metres to the
south.

PROPOSAL

This application seeks the deletion of condition 2 of the planning permission granted
for speedway racing at Central Park Stadium on appeal, under reference
SW/09/0314.

Condition 2 of SW/09/0314 requires the use for speedway racing to cease after four
years (i.e. at the end of the current season). The deletion of this condition would
make the planning for the use of speedway racing permanent,

The application as submitted also sought consent for a later finish time for racing on
Fridays (in a similar manner to that approved under 15/500862/FULL). That element
of the application has now been deleted.

The application is accompanied by a noise assessment, dated Jun 2013, attached at
Appendix B, and a supporting statement, an extract from which is attached at
Appendix C to this report.

The conclusion of the supporting statement reads as follows:

“The use of Central Park Stadium as a permanent speedway venue is an existing
and appropriate use. The location is ideal for a popular sporting event that attracts
many visitors to Sittingbourne. It appropriately adds to the other mix of uses
permitted at the Stadium including football, greyhound racing and concerts. To
maximise the economic use of the stadium for sporting uses, accords with the
principles of the Council’s policies for economic and viable activity, in line with its
objectives for boosting job creation and economic activity. Permanent speedway use
of the Stadium will add to its economic viability particularly where greyhound racing is
now declining as a spectator sport.

The evidence submitted with the application demonstrates that...a permanent
speedway use would [not] give rise to demonstrable or substantial harm to nearby
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2.06

3.0

3.01

residents. This application should be considered in light of the potential benefits to be
derived from approving this application, given that the use already exists and is
appropriately sited and that the existing planning conditions provide appropriate
residential amenity protection. Noise complaints received by the Council represent
significantly less than 10% of the local residents that live close to the Stadium.

Speedway racing is important to the community of Sittingbourne which is
demonstrated by the significant levels of support.

The approval of this application would help to offset the downturn in revenue from
greyhound racing and would help to secure the continued use of the Stadium. There
would be significant benefits to the local economy and to the community within
Sittingbourne, helping to promote speedway racing at this location and to encourage
young people to participate in the sport.

Speedway race meetings will remain at the same length and would not generally
exceed 2 hours. Given the short duration of the races, the noise impacts of the
speedway, whilst being noticeable to adjacent residential properties, are predictable
and will not reach harmful or disruptive levels due to existing mitigation measures.
The existing planning conditions will remain in place to ensure only one speedway
race takes place per week between Mondays and Fridays and only 17 races per
event in accordance with the principles established to balance the economic needs of
the Stadium for speedway use and protection of residential amenity

We therefore conclude that the speedway use is an appropriate use in this location, it
is an existing use and should continue on a permanent basis in compliance with local
and national planning policies.

For all of the reasons set out above, it is considered that the application proposals
should be permitted given the conformity with national and local planning policies.”

Notwithstanding the content of the supporting statement, the agent has confirmed
that the application does make the case that permanent permission is vital for the
viability of the wider use of the stadium but no financial information has been
provided in this respect, and the applicant and agent do not intend to provide any
further information regarding this.

POLICY AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Paragraph 109 — The Planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural
and local environment by....preventing both new and existing development from
contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability;

Paragraph 120 - To prevent unacceptable risks from pollution and land instability,
planning policies and decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate
for its location. The effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, the
natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area or
proposed development to adverse effects from pollution, should be taken into
account. Where a site is affected by contamination or land stability issues,
responsibility for securing a safe development rests with the developer and/or
landowner.
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Paragraph 121 - Planning policies and decisions should aim to:

e avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of
life as a result of new development;

¢ mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of
life arising from noise from new development, including through the use of
conditions;

e recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses
wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable
restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were
established;

Paragraph 70 - To deliver the social, recreational and cultural facilities and services
the community needs, planning policies and decisions should:

e plan positively for the provision and use of shared space, community facilities
(such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings public
houses and places of worship) and other local services to enhance the
sustainability of communities and residential environments;

e guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly
where this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs;

e ensure that established shops, facilities and services are able to develop and

e modernise in a way that is sustainable, and retained for the benefit of the
community; and

e ensure an integrated approach to considering the location of housing, economic
uses and community facilities and services.

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

The following are extracts from the NPPG on Noise:
“Can noise override other planning concerns?

It can, but neither the Noise Policy Statement for England nor the National Planning
Policy Framework (which reflects the Noise Policy Statement) expects noise to be
considered in isolation, separately from the economic, social and other environmental
dimensions of proposed development.

Local planning authorities’ plan-making and decision taking should take account of
the acoustic environment and in doing so consider:

¢ whether or not a significant adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur;
¢ whether or not an adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; and
o whether or not a good standard of amenity can be achieved.

At the lowest extreme, when noise is not noticeable, there is by definition no effect.
As the noise exposure increases, it will cross the no observed effect level as it
becomes noticeable. However, the noise has no adverse effect so long as the
exposure is such that it does not cause any change in behaviour or attitude. The
noise can slightly affect the acoustic character of an area but not to the extent there
is a perceived change in quality of life. If the noise exposure is at this level no specific
measures are required to manage the acoustic environment.
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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
above this level the planning process should be used to avoid this effect occurring,
by use of appropriate mitigation such as by altering the design and layout. Such
decisions must be made taking account of the economic and social benefit of the
activity causing the noise, but it is undesirable for such exposure to be caused.

The following table summarises the noise exposure hierarchy, based on the likely
average response
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not intrusive

cause any change in behaviour
or attitude. Can slightly affect the
acoustic character of the area
but no such that there is a
perceived change in the quality
of life.

Adverse Effect

Lowest Observed
Adverse Effect
Level
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Perception Increasing Effect | Action
Examples of Level
Outcome
Not noticeable | No Effect No Observed | No specific
Effect measures required
Noticeable & | Noise can be heard, but does not | No Observed | No specific

measures required

Noticeable &
intrusive

Noise can be heard and causes
small changes in behaviour
and/or attitude, e.g. turning up
volume of television; speaking
more loudly; where there is no
alternative ventilation, having to
close windows for some of the
time because of the noise.
Potential for some reported sleep
disturbance. Affects the acoustic
character of the area such that
there is a perceived change in
the quality of life.

Observed
Adverse Effect

Significant
Observed
Adverse
Level

Effect

Mitigate and
reduce to a
minimum

Noticeable and
disruptive

The noise causes a material
change in behaviour and/or
attitude, e.g. avoiding certain
activities during periods of
intrusion; where there is no
alternative ventilation, having to
keep windows closed most of the
time because of the noise.
Potential for sleep disturbance
resulting in difficulty in getting to
sleep, premature awakening and
difficulty in getting back to sleep.
Quality of life diminished due to
change in acoustic character of
the area.

Significant
Observed
Adverse Effect

Avoid

Noticeable and
very disruptive

Extensive and regular changes
in behaviour and/or an inability to
mitigate effect of noise leading to
psychological stress or
physiological effects, e.g. regular
sleep deprivation/awakening;
loss of appetite, significant,
medically definable harm, e.g.
auditory and non-auditory

Unacceptable
Adverse Effect

Prevent

The subjective nature of noise means that there is not a simple relationship between
noise levels and the impact on those affected. This will depend on how various
factors combine in any particular situation.
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These factors include:

the source and absolute level of the noise together with the time of day it occurs.
Some types and level of noise will cause a greater adverse effect at night than if
they occurred during the day — this is because people tend to be more sensitive
to noise at night as they are trying to sleep. The adverse effect can also be
greater simply because there is less background noise at night;

for non-continuous sources of noise, the number of noise events, and the
frequency and pattern of occurrence of the noise;

the spectral content of the noise (ie whether or not the noise contains particular
high or low frequency content) and the general character of the noise (ie whether
or not the noise contains particular tonal characteristics or other particular
features). The local topology and topography should also be taken into account
along with the existing and, where appropriate, the planned character of the area.

How can the adverse effects of noise be mitigated?

This will depend on the type of development being considered and the character of the
proposed location. In general, for noise making developments, there are four broad types
of mitigation:

engineering: reducing the noise generated at source and/or containing the noise
generated;

layout: where possible, optimising the distance between the source and noise-
sensitive receptors and/or incorporating good design to minimise noise
transmission through the use of screening by natural or purpose built barriers, or
other buildings;

using planning conditions/obligations to restrict activities allowed on the site at
certain times and/or specifying permissible noise levels differentiating as
appropriate between different times of day, such as evenings and late at night,
and;

mitigating the impact on areas likely to be affected by noise including through
noise insulation when the impact is on a building.

Are there further considerations relating to mitigating the impact of noise on
residential developments?

Yes — the noise impact may be partially off-set if the residents of those dwellings
have access to:

a relatively quiet facade (containing windows to habitable rooms) as part of their
dwelling, and/or;

a relatively quiet external amenity space for their sole use, (e.g. a garden or
balcony). Although the existence of a garden or balcony is generally desirable,
the intended benefits will be reduced with increasing noise exposure and could
be such that significant adverse effects occur, and/or;

a relatively quiet, protected, nearby external amenity space for sole use by a
limited group of residents as part of the amenity of their dwellings, and/or;

a relatively quiet, protected, external publically accessible amenity space (e.g. a
public park or a local green space designated because of its tranquillity) that is
nearby (e.g. within a 5 minutes walking distance).
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4.0

4.01

Saved Policies of the Swale Borough Local Plan 2008:

Policy E1 requires, amongst other things, for development proposals to cause no
demonstrable harm to residential amenity.

Policy C1 seeks to support existing community facilities, (including sporting facilities)
and states that:

“The Borough Council will grant planning permission for new or improved community
services and facilities. Additionally, where proposals would meet an identified local
need in an accessible location, it will permit development proposals that will help
maximise the use of existing public and private community services and facilities,
including those that would make them available for wider public use, in locations
where shortfalls in local public provision could be met.”

Bearing Fruits 2031 — The Swale Borough Local Plan part 1

Policy DM14 requires, amongst other things, development to cause no significant
harm to amenity and other sensitive uses or areas;

LOCAL REPRESENTATIONS

12 letters of objection have been received. These include response submitted by
Councillor Hall, who advises that he has canvassed local residents, almost all of
whom objected to the application. The objections are summarised as follows:

Inadequate noise mitigation;

Repeat applications;

Significant noise and disturbance;

If wind is from the north it is impossible to sit in garden during races;

One writer normally goes out on a bank holiday Monday to avoid the noise;

Further mitigation measures are required,;

Speedway should not be allowed in close proximity to a residential area;

Infringes the human rights of nearby residents to enjoy peace and tranquillity;

This will make sitting in our gardens in the summer even worse ;

The noise fences constructed at the site make no difference if the wind is in the

right direction -it sounds like we have the motor bikes in the garden with us;

e We also hear the Dog racing noises - but that is more acceptable - listening to
more of the revving engines is not;

e It needs to be moved somewhere or relocated to a place where there's no
houses nearby;

e One writer has lived in Oak Road for over 30 years and considers that noise
has increased — there is greyhounds racing, go-karts all weekend over the
summer months, and speedway;

e A noise report was done a few years ago, but the readings were taken in Hugh
Price close that is surrounded with trees. This noise report should be carried
out in Oak Road as this is in direct line of the stadium;

e This is a residential area with many children and the noise level is quite
unacceptable especially in the summer when windows etc are open, these
children cannot sleep with so much noise going on;

e As for sitting out in the garden on a lovely summer evening and all you can

hear is the roaring of these bikes, it really is not fair;
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Most residents can no longer be bothered to report the noise of the speedway
meetings to the Council, but still complain about it;

Over fourteen households still regularly do report the excessive noise (and
occasionally the smell);

Sometimes, if the wind is blowing in the right direction, the noise is not so bad.
Surely this shows the acoustic fence is not working to prevent the sound
escaping;

Please do not grant permanent use or we will be stuck with the noise every
season;

The trial period has proved that the acoustic barrier does not work. Particularly
when the wind has been blowing towards our properties, and in some other
atmospheric conditions, there have been a number of occasions when the
noise has been very loud and intrusive;

Local residents like ourselves should not be inconvenienced by the intrusive
noise from the Speedway for the benefit of Cearnsport, Sky TV and people who
live outside the Borough of Swale.

4.02 66 letters of support, together with petitions bearing a total of 93 signatures have
been submitted. The key points are summarised as follows:

Speedway is enjoyed by many families, and the small shift in race times will
benefit families and the local economy;

Only runs one evening per week for a couple of hours;

With the anticipated modernisation of the town centre, there needs to be more
diverse activities and entertainment encouraged and made available;

The nearby go kart track can be much louder and runs 16-20 hours per week;

If approved, the site could become one of the top venues in the country,
hosting top national and international events. The only one in Kent — an
opportunity to put Swale on the map;

Spectators travel from all over the country to watch the racing;

Although there is a noise problem, hopefully the benefits of people coming to
the area and spending money will off set this issue;;

Will put Sittingbourne on the map with visiting fans from Kent and all around the
country;

The proposal will not increase noise pollution;

Noise for a short period of time, once per week, should be overlooked;

For the sport to thrive there needs to be enough strong and active clubs in
viable operation;

Noise from speedway is less than the noise generated by football;

Meetings are well attended;

It is the only such facility in Kent;

There is more noise from passing traffic;

We have little or no other creditable sports within Sittingbourne;

Speedway brings a lot of enjoyment to many the races are very short and thus
the actual noise is for a small time;

With an indefinite consent, the likelihood is that a higher standard of racing will
be able to be presented at Central Park in the future and that can only benefit
the area.

5.0 CONSULTATIONS

5.01 The Council’s Environmental Health Manager raises significant concerns, and
comments as follows:
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5.02

During the 3 year period to date that speedway has been operating at Central Park
Stadium the number of complaints about noise received by the Council’s
Environmental Protection Team has been relatively small given the size of the
community south of the site that are potentially affected.

The timber board fence constructed to act as a noise barrier and safeguard the
nearby community has provided from the outset what the applicant’s noise consultant
predicted it would in terms of noise attenuation. Unfortunately however, as officer’s
have previously reported, an acoustic fence was never likely to provide a satisfactory
level of attenuation and therefore harm to amenity was likely to occur at times.

This was substantiated by officers during the 2013 and 2014 racing seasons when
visits to homes in Oak Rd resulted in witnessing levels of noise that was audible and
intrusive both in gardens and at times inside homes even with the windows closed.

It is however important to realise that the noise experienced by these households is
not always at an intrusive level. The actual noise arriving at homes is to a large
extent influenced by weather conditions and specifically temperature, humidity, wind
speed and direction.

In effect with a north, north easterly or easterly light breeze i.e. blowing from the track
towards Oak Rd and Hugh Price Close, the level of noise perceived by occupiers of
homes in those roads could sound twice as loud as when the wind is in the opposite
direction. The same will be the case in zero wind conditions. This would explain the
reason why some occupiers find the levels acceptable on one occasion but not
another.

Unquestionably noise from speedway bikes is audible and sometimes very intrusive
depending on and dictated by the weather conditions prevailing at any one time.

If permanent permission is granted...there are nearby households that during the
racing season will undoubtedly suffer a loss in amenity as a result of the noise of
speedway bikes.

Part of the purpose for the grant of a temporary permission only was for the Council
to monitor the site. As set out in the Environmental Health Manager's comments
above, monitoring has demonstrated that the noise from the use gives rise to harm to
residential amenity. In addition to this monitoring, a log of complaints received by the
Council’'s Environmental Protection Team has been kept since the use commenced.
This log includes details of wind speed and direction when the race meetings took
place. In summary, the following complaints were received relating to noise from the
site:

Total complaints received from 2013-2015 (3 full seasons use, events taking place
on Monday evenings, Bank Holiday Monday afternoons): 108 complaints from 18
separate households.

2013 season — 50 complaints from 18 households

2014 season — 36 complaints from 7 households

2015 season — 22 complaints from 5 households
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5.03

5.04

6.0

This information was passed to the agent, who commented as follows:

“‘We have analysed the additional information provided by the Council’s
Environmental Health department who have monitored and registered noise
complaints regarding the stadium and speedway events. Wind direction is measured
from where the wind originates, so winds affecting the properties between the closest
house of Meeres Court Lane and the end of Hugh Price Close would be between
340° and 50°. The ‘adverse’ wind days (where wind is directed towards those
properties) were days when the winds were really light, ranging between 1.5--3knots,
which is Force 1 i.e. no real wind at all. From a lay perspective it seems unlikely that
these levels of wind would have any significant impact on noise, regardless of the
direction.

What is significant, however, is that on average 16% of the complaints received were
when no races were taking place at the stadium. This raises questions about the
validity of the complaints, particularly since between June and October 2015 there
was no difference in the number of complaints on days with or without races.

Furthermore, the data shows that the number of households which have complained
about the noise has decreased by over 70% in the past three years, demonstrating
that the acoustic fence is effective and that the use has become accepted by the
majority of residents. To deem the permanent use unacceptable on amenity grounds
in this context would be highly unreasonable.

Therefore, as requested, we confirm that we are content for a recommendation to be
made on the basis of the information, as submitted, that there are good planning
policy and amenity reasons why the speedway use should be made permanent with
the protection of the conditions imposed to address residential amenity....”

In response to this, the Environmental Health Manager commented as follows:

“Commenting on the subject of effect of wind speed and direction on the impact of
noise; making any sort of definitive assumption from the wind conditions prevailing at
the time of speedway events complained about has proved difficult. There appear to
have been several occasions when complaints were received when the wind is
recorded as blowing away from those properties concerned.

It is however true to say that on days when there is little wind at all, noise will have as
much of an adverse impact as when a light breeze is directed towards those nearest
affected properties.

Whilst | am unable to comment on the complaints apparently received following no
races taking place, it would be helpful to know what those dates were as it does raise
concerns over the validity of the complaints.

On the subject of the decreased number of noise complaints over the past three
years, | think this is more likely to be a demonstration of acceptance and resignation
to the situation by residents rather than any confirmation that the timber boarding
around the southern part of the stadium is an effective noise barrier.”

BACKGROUND PAPERS AND PLANS

Application papers, plans, correspondence, and appeal papers and correspondence
(where relevant) for SW/08/0962, SW/09/0274, SW/09/0313, SW/09/0314,
SW/14/0088 and 15/500862/FULL
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7.0

7.01

7.02

7.03

7.04

7.05

7.06

7.07

APPRAISAL

The use is acceptable in highway terms, and the only visual impacts are the limited
impact relating to the permanent retention of the perimeter fence and the pit
buildings. These are, in my view, unobjectionable.

The key issue for Members to consider here is whether the continued use of the site
on a permanent basis is acceptable in terms of impact on residential amenity. If
Members conclude that this is not acceptable, Members will then have to balance the
benefits of the proposal against the harm caused and decide whether the benefits
outweigh the harm.

The Environmental Health Manager is clear, as set out above, that the level of noise
experienced by nearby residents can be “intrusive”. Representations from some local
residents support this. This is of course disputed by the noise consultant for the
applicant, and by their agent. It is important to note that Officers have been clear
from the outset here that the acoustic fence (either as approved, or as constructed)
would be insufficient to make a meaningful difference in terms of the noise levels
experienced by local residents.

| have no doubt that the holding of speedway meetings at the site does have a
detrimental impact on the residential amenities of the occupiers of nearby dwellings.
This is mitigated to an extent given the controls in place and given the frequency and
duration of such meetings. They can only take place once per week, last around two
hours in duration, the races themselves (there are normally a maximum of 17 per
meeting) are short in duration, and (leaving the issue of later finishing on Friday’s
aside)

That said, the stop-start nature of the noise, and its tonal characteristics potentially
increase the harm to residential amenity suffered by local residents.

Against this, Members will note that the numbers of complaints and the numbers of
separate households submitting complaints has fallen year on year since the first
season (2013). | am mindful though of placing too much weight on this as an
indication of an acceptance of the speedway use by local residents. As the
Environmental Health Manager points out, it could reflect a level of resignation
amongst local residents. | do not consider it useful to speculate on the motivation of
those submitting complaints (or indeed not submitting complaints), and the
information is basic and not capable of sufficient interrogation to come to a firm,
reliable conclusion. It is sufficient to say that the figures set out a reduction in
complaints regarding noise. This must be of some weight in the decision making
process, although to my mind it should be limited.

On the other hand, the data does set out, as referred to by the Environmental Health
Manager that complaints are less during race meetings with a southerly wind. It is
clear that weather conditions will have an impact on the level of disturbance local
residents’ experience. If the wind is southerly, the noise is effectively blown away
from the dwellings to the south and south east. If the temperature is low, residents
are unlikely to have windows open or to look to make use of their gardens.
Conversely, if the temperature is warm, residents are likely to want their windows
open, and to make use of their gardens in the early evening. The speedway season
runs from March to October, and this will be a problem during late Spring, throughout
the Summer and in early Autumn — the majority of the season.
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7.08

7.09

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

It is clear to me that, dependent on the weather conditions (in particular the wind
strength and direction, but also the temperature) during a meeting, there will be an
impact on residential amenity. The noise levels are, in my view, potentially
“noticeable and intrusive”. The effects of this are set out in the table above, but for
the sake of clarity, | repeat it below:

“Noise can be heard and causes small changes in behaviour and/or attitude,
e.g. turning up volume of television; speaking more loudly; where there is no
alternative ventilation, having to close windows for some of the time because
of the noise. Potential for some reported sleep disturbance. Affects the
acoustic character of the area such that there is a perceived change in the
quality of life.”

In my view, it is clear that the noise generated from the speedway falls into this
category. rather than “noticeable and disruptive”. The advice of the NPPG is to
“mitigate and reduce the noise to a minimum”. Arguably this has been done by the
restrictions on hours of use, the number of meetings per week, and the fact that no
practice can take place at the site.

In the supporting statement, the case is made that permanent permission for use for
speedway is necessary to support the overall viability of the use of the stadium, in
particular due to the downturn in greyhound racing popularity. | requested detailed
information to substantiate the claim being made, but have been advised by the
agent that none will be forthcoming. As such, | give this very little weight in the
decision making process.

I am though mindful that having such a facility and provision for a reasonably popular
spectator sport in the Borough is to be welcomed. The response to public
consultation on the application could be said to be indicative of the wider support the
use benefits from, although that said, many of the letters of support are identical
copies and petitions in my view should be given limited weight.

It is clear that there are benefits to be derived from having a local speedway team,
although these are difficult to quantify. The provision of jobs for example — the
supporting statement sets out that race meetings rely heavily on volunteers. In terms
of a trickle down positive impact on the town centre, or local shops and services, this
may also be limited — the site is well removed from the town centre, and it seems
likely to me that spectators would travel direct to and from the stadium rather than
spending time in the town centre either before or after race meetings. Nonetheless,
there will be some benefit locally from attracting visitors from outside the Borough,
and the provision of such a facility and local spectator sport is to be welcomed.

To sum up, Members should have regard to the following:

o The proposed use generates noise which is intrusive;

o The use though only takes place once per week and for two hours each
meeting, even then the noise events are interspersed with periods of relative
quiet;

. This though can exacerbate the impacts of noise on local residents;

. The tonal characteristics of the noise can exacerbate its impact;

o The impact of noise from the site is dependent on the weather — temperature
and wind direction;
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7.14

7.15

7.16

8.0

8.01

9.0

o The number of noise complaints from local residents has dropped both in terms
of the overall number and the number of households complaining, since the
use commenced in 2013;

o The provision of a popular spectator sport within the Borough is a benefit;

o Other benefits are more difficult to quantify and should not be given substantial
weight in the decision making process;

Members should be in no doubt that | consider this to be a very finely balanced
decision. | am mindful that the noise levels can be intrusive and harmful to residential
amenity. The race meetings take place once per week, that they are limited in
duration and that their impact can be both positively and negatively affected by
weather conditions. Whilst | give it limited weight, | am also mindful that the number
of noise complaints over the years has reduced.

In my opinion, on balance, the harm caused to residential amenity is not sufficient to
warrant the refusal of the application. I am very mindful of the impact of the
speedway use on residential amenity, but | do consider that it is comparatively short
lived, and takes place only once per week, that it is unlikely to be harmful on every
occasion a meeting takes place (due to the weather) and that there is some benefit,
even if it is not significant, to having such a facility in the Borough.

Given the above, | recommend on balance, that condition (2) of SW/09/0314 is
deleted, making the planning permission permanent.

CONCLUSION
I conclude that, on balance, the deletion of condition (2) of SW/09/0314 is
acceptable, and the planning permission should be made permanent. | therefore

recommend that the application is approved.

RECOMMENDATION — GRANT Subiject to the following conditions:

CONDITIONS to include

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

The means and details of sound amplification approved pursuant to condition (3) of
SW/09/0314 shall continue to be used at the site.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

The acoustic fencing approved under application SW/09/0274 shall be constructed in
full prior to the first use of the site for speedway, and shall be retained throughout the
duration of this permission.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

Speedway motorcycle racing shall take place only once per week between Mondays
and Fridays inclusive, between 1st March and 31st October plus four Bank Holiday
Monday afternoon meetings, and written details of the dates and times of races shall
be provided to the District Planning Authority at least two weeks prior to their taking
place.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

No speedway practice shall take place on the site at any time.
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(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

Racing shall take place between 1700 and 2030 hours only and there shall be no
warming up of speedway bikes prior to 1630 or after 2030 hours.

Bank Holiday Monday races shall take place between 1500 and 1800 hours only and
there shall be no warming up of speedway bikes prior to 1430 or after 1800 hours.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

There shall be no more than a total of 17 races (league and/or other) per meeting,
excepting re-runs of individual races which may take place additionally where
necessary in the interests of safety, but wholly within the time limits imposed by
condition (5) above.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

No other form of motorised sport shall be undertaken on the site at any time.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

There shall be no use of air horns or claxons at any time during race meetings.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

There shall be no use of fireworks or pyrotechnic devices at any time during race
meetings.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

Warming up of bikes shall take place only within the pit area as shown on the
approved plans, and shall not take place anywhere else on the site.

Reason: In the interests of residential amenity

Any facilities for the storage of oils or fuels shall be sited on impervious bases and
surrounded by impervious bund walls. The volume of the bunded compound shall be
at least equivalent to the capacity of the largest tank, vessel or the combined capacity
of interconnected tanks or vessels plus 10%. All filling points, associated pipe work,
vents, gauges and sight glasses must be located within the bund or have separate
secondary containment. The drainage system of the bund shall be sealed with no
discharge to any watercourse, land or underground strata. Associated pipe work shall
be located above ground and protected from accidental damage. All filling points and
tank/vessels overflow pipe outlets shall be detailed to discharge downwards into the
bund.

Reason: In order to prevent contamination/pollution of the land
Prior to being discharged into any watercourse, surface water sewer or soakaway
system, all surface water drainage from the speedway track shall be passed through

trapped gullies with an overall capacity compatible with the site being drained.

Reason: In order to prevent contamination/pollution of the land

51



Planning Committee Report — 28 April 2016 ITEM 2.4

The Council's approach to this application:

In accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), the Council takes a positive and proactive approach to development proposals
focused on solutions. We work with applicants/agents in a positive and proactive manner
by:

Offering pre-application advice.

Where possible, suggesting solutions to secure a successful outcome.

As appropriate, updating applicants/agents of any issues that may arise in the processing of
their application.

In this instance:

The application was considered by the Planning Committee where the applicant/agent had
the opportunity to speak to the Committee and promote the application.

NB For full details of all papers submitted with this application please refer to the relevant
Public Access pages on the council’s website.

The conditions set out in the report may be subject to such reasonable change as is
necessary to ensure accuracy and enforceability.
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Inquiry held on 16 February 2010 and e sl Hoass

27-29 April 2010 irrke ry I

Site visits made on 16 Fabruary 2010 32 61

and 28 April 2010 :HE?;;:HE:#MMM
=

by L Rodgers ecng CEng MICE MBA

an Inspscior appointed by the Sacretary of State Decision date:
for Commiundtias and Local Governmant 25 May 2610

Appeal A Ref: APP/V2I55fA/09/2114712
Central Park Stadium, Church Road, Eurolink, Sittingbourne, Kent
MEL1D 35B

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Flanning Act 19240
against a refusal te grant plansing permission under section 73 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 for the development of land without complying with
conditions subject to which a previous planning permission was granted,

The appeal Is made by Cearnsport Ltd agalnst the decisien of Swale Borough Councl.
The application Refl SW/09/0275, dated 3 April 2009, was refused by notice dated

17 August 2009,

The application saught planning permission for a part change of use of the existing
gports stadium to permit the holding of spesdway meetings, induding the instaliation of
a clinker track surface, provision of a covered “warm up” 2rea and pits and erection of
an acoustic fence around part of the perimeter without complying with 2 condition
gttached to planning permission Ref SW/OB/N962, dated 16 January 2005,

The condibien In dispute Is Mo 2 which states that: The use of the site for speedway
shill cease on or before 31% October in the calendar year of races first taking place.
The reason given for the condition is: In order to allow the District Planning Aubhority to
redssess the impact of the use, having regard to the residential amenities of the
accuplers of nearby dwellings, and in pursuance of Policies 51 and E2 of the Swale
Borough Local Plan 2008,

Appeal B Ref: APP/V2255/8 09/ 2115416
Central Park Stadium, Church Road, Eurofink, Sittingbourne, Kent
ME1D 35B

The appeal Is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Flanning Act 1990
8a8inst a grant of planning permission sublect to conditions.

The appeal is made by Cearnsport Lbd against the decision of Swale Borough Counci,
The application dated 9 April 2000, was spproved on 13 October 2009 and plannfng
permission was grarted subject to condidons.,

The development permitted is & vadation of conditian (5) of SW/08/0952 to allow
speedway motorcyde racing to take place once per week between Mondays and Fridays,
a5 opposed to betweaen Mondays and Wednesdays. .

The condition in dispure is Mo 2 which stetes that: The use of the site for Speadway
shall cease on or befere 31" October In the calendar year of roces first taking place,
The reason given for the condition 1s: In order to aliow the District Planning Autharlty ba
redssess the Impact of the use, having regard to the residential amenities of the
oocupiers of nearby dwellings, and in pursuance of Policles E1 and EZ of the Swale
Barough Local Plan 2008,

| SWALE BOROUGH COUNCIL f

20 1A 229
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Application for costs

1. At the Inquiry an application for costs was made In respect of both appeals by
Ceamsport Ltd against Swale Borough Council, This application is the subject
of a separate Dedsion letter.

Decisions

2. [allew Appeal A and grant planning permissien for a part change of use of the
existing sports stadium to permit the holding of speedway mestings including
the installation of a clinker track surface, pravision of a covered "warm up’ area
and pits and erection of an acoustic fence around part of the perimeter at
Central Fark Stadium, Church Road, Euralink, Sittingbourne, Kent MELO 356 in
accordance with the applicetion Ref SW/09/0275, dated 3 Aprll 2005, without
compliance with condition numbers 2, 4 and 5 previously imposed an planning
permission Ref SW/08/09562, dated 16 January 2009 but subject to the other
conditions imposed therein, so far as the same are still subsisting and capable
of taking effect and subject bo the following new conditions:

{2}  The use of the site for speadway shall cease within four years of the date
of the first race taking place. The local planning authority shall be
notifled of the date of the first race in accordance with the arrangements
laid out in condition (5.

(4) The acoustic fencing approved under Ref SW/09/0274 shall be
constructed in full prior to the first use of the site for speedway and shall
thereafter be retained until use of the site for spesdway has caased,

18}  Speedway metorcyde racing shall take place only once per week
. between Mondays and Fridays inclusive between 1% March and 317
Qctobar plus four Bank Holiday Monday afterncen meetings and the
dates and times of races shall be provided on the stadium website,
published In the local press, made avallable at the application site and
provided in writing to the local planning autharity, all at least six weeks
prior to their taking place.

3. I &llow appeal B, and vary the planning permission Ref SW/09/0314 for a part
change of use of the existing sports stadlum to permit the helding of speedway
meetings anluding the Installation of a dinker track surface, provision of 2
covered ‘warm up”’ area and pits and erection of an acoustic fence around part
of the perimeter at Central Park Stadium, Church Road, Curolink,
Sittingbourne, Kent MEL1D 358 granted on 13 October 2009 by Swale Bnmuqh
Council, deleting conditions 2 & 4 and substituting for them the following
conditions:

(2}  The use of the site for speedway shall cease within four years of the date
of the first raca taking place. The local planning suthority shall be
notified of the date of the first rece in accordance with the arrangements
laid out in condition (5).

(4]  The acousklc fencing spproved under Bef SW/09/0274 shall be
constructed in full prior to the first wuse of the site for speadway and shall
thereafter be retained untl use of the site for speedway has ceased,
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Main issue

4, Although there are two appeals, both are In respect of a common condition,
therefore consider there ta be only one main issue! whether the condition In
dispute is necassary In the interests of the [lving conditions of local residents
and meets the other tests of Circular 11/95,

Reasons
The necessity of the condition

5. The Appellant accepted at the Inquiry that speedway is an inharently noisy
sport, It was alse accapted that the residential development near to the
stadium is neise sensitive and that the nolse climate at the nearest propertles
is likely to chanpe as a result of the proposed use.

G, According to the Statement of Commeon Ground (S0CG) on nolse, the nearast
noise sensitive residential properties are those to the south of tha stadiurm at
Hugh Frice Close and Oak Road and the currently uninhabited and dilapidated
praperty at Mere Court to the sast. With the acoustic barrier in place, the
Appellant predicts a speedway nolse level of some 57dB Lagg,.n 8t Mere Court
and around 52dB Lesg,anat Hugh Price Close with maximum neise levels no
greater than 75dB Luqaspe. The Appellant suggests that, having reference to
the British Speedway Promoters” Assoclation {B5PA) adopted criterion, these
noise levals are unlikely to give rse to justifizsble complaints from lecal

residents.

7. In predicting the likely noise levels above, the calculations not only assumed
that the noise barrier would be in place but that the noise source would be in
the cantre of tha stadium, Initially, the Council quaried the validity of
assuming that the noise source would be in the centre of the stadium, pointing
out that as the bikes moved further away from the barrier, it would become
less effective. However, following further work during the coursa of the Inguiry
(Document 18), the Coundll acceptad that the increased attanuation over
distanca would compensate for any reduction in the effectiveness of the
barrer, The reverse would be true in that the barier would be more effective
when the blkes were at their closest. Consaquently, It was agreed by the
Councll that there would be similar noise levels at Hugh Price Close and Oak
Road irrespective of the bike's position on the track. Mevertheless, the Coundil
remalns concerned that the submitted avidence |s insufficient to demonstrate
that the predicted noise and disturbance would be at an acceptabls leyvel,

8. Ishall turn first to the effect on the proparties at Hugh Price Claze and Oak
Raad which, based on the submittad evidence, would be similar. The ambient
avening noise levels at Hugh Price Close were measured at around
4 2-45dB Lago, not untypical for a suburban area. ¥ found on my visits that the
arca was generally guiet. The predicted speedway noise level would be soma
7-10 o2 above the ambient noise levels and, IF one were to apply a
BS 4142: 1997 {Methad for rating industrial neise affecting mixed residential
ar industrial areas) type methodalagy, would be likely to lzad to some
complaints. This would be particularly so if a 5 dB correction was to be applied
to account for the intermittent nature of the nolse.

SWALE POROUGH C&T\i‘al;;
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9.

10.

11.

12.

However, the Appellant argues that experience elsewhers, reflected in the
2003 repart commissionad by the BSPA, Freliminary Assessmeant of
Environmenital Noise from Speedway in the UK, suggests that an energy
aquivalent noise level of between 15 and 18 dB{A) above the background noise
fevel would be an appropriate criteria for determining whether the noise from
speedway wodld be acceptable, The Appellant also claims further support from
the Code of Practice on Environmental Naoise Control at Concerts (The Molse
Council 1995). This, it is pointed out, includes guidance stating that the Music
Moisa Lewve! should not exceed the background noise level by mare than
15dB(A) over a 15 minute perlod. Whilst the Appellant acknewledges that [t
would be strictly incorrect to apply oriteria for music nolse to speedway noise,
it Is nevertheless suggested that an excess of greater than 10 dB(A) would be
acceptable for 8 shart-term, nccasional, noisy evant.

I find none of these arguments conclusive. The Council’s view [s that BS 4142
does not sit comfartably with the analysis of speedway noise and [ agree that
looking at an Laegn figure would not be representative of the characteristics of
speadway where parcels of high activity are followed by refative lulls. A
BS4142 type analysis may therefore underestimatea the potential for annoyanca
and it is possible that justified complaints could arise at lower excess nolsa
levels than envisaged by BS 4142, However, and conversely, B5 4142 [s an
accepted method of assessing the nolse from fiked plant where any potential
annoyance may extend over a much loenger peried than would be the case with
speedway, 1 therefore consider it highly questionable as to whether BS 4142
can be directly applied to speedway and using a BS 4142 type of analysis has
the potential to underestimate, or indeed overestimate, any harm.

Tuming to the BSPA report, this has the advantage that it relates directly to
speedway. Howewver, It has never been turned into a code of practice and has
therefore not undergone the scrutiny normally associzted with that process, It
remains a private report commissioned by the Promoters” Assoclation and for
these reasons can, in my view, attract no more than maderate weight. In any
event, whilst the report shows that, at certaln stadia, levels of speedway nolse
greater than 17 dB(A) over the background noiss have not attracted
complaints specific to blke noise, 1T alse shows that at other stadja, lower levels
of excess naise have resulted in a range of complaints. The condusicn of the
report that an "enargy equivalent noise level of between 15 and 18 dB(A)
above the background noise level would be an appropriate criteria for
determining whether the nolse from speedway would be acceptable” seems, on
this basis, open to guestion,

I respect of the guidelines in the Code of Practice on Environmental Nolse
Control 8t Concerts, these are concerned with far fewer events than would be
likely here, Although there iz some ambiguity about the number of speadway
evants likely to take place at Central Park Stadium In any ona season, the
Council’s analysis of the potential number of rrce meaetings shows that, within
the framewark prescribed by cther conditions on the existing permissions, up
to 39 mestings could be held during 2010. This far exceeds the 4-12 concert
days per calendar year per venue referred Lo in the guidelines, However,
compared o the nolse from speadway, the neoise assodated with concerts is
likely to be more sustained throughout the course of the event. Tt would in any
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13

14

i5.

16.

17,

18.

case have different characteristics which in my view would render direct
comparisons Inappropriate.

1 have also been referred to other guldance on nolse matters including Minarals
Piznning Guidance 11: The cantrol of noisa at surface mineral workings

(MPG 11}, This says that, other than in certain specified cireumstances {which
may result in lower, or higher, limits} the daytime nominal limit at noise-
sengltive properties used as dwellings should nermally be 55 dB L 4 i (free
field) where 1 h means any of the one hour perlods during the definad working
day. Howewver, whilst the noise levels at Hugh Price Close and Oak Road would
come within the limit, the permitted hours of speedway aperation would in part
fall outside the normal dafinition of ‘daytime’ and again the noisa
characteristics in terms of duration and pitch are likely to be significantly
diffarent between a speedway and mineral workings.

Although my attention was aiso drawn to the World Health QOrganisation (WHO)
guidalines, the Council and Appeallant agresd that whilst the noise fram
speadway would not increass the existing 16 hour daytime noise level by mora
than 1 dB(A), neither party were contant with the inclusion of intermiktent
nolse within & WHD type assessment.

Notwithstanding the diffieulties in applying existing guidance, the Appellant
argues that, based on the Lugun 8N Lamagts @nzlysis, the noise levels would
be consistent with the existing levels in the area and would be less than in
other places where speadway has been successfully introduced. However, in
comparing the predicted and existing noise levels, the analysis does not
specifizally account for tha nature of tha neise, and partfcularly the fact that
the higher levels of noise would be sustained over the duration of a race and
would mot simply ba very short, discrete events.

For these reasons T consider that it [s not possible to establish with any
reasonable dagrae of certainty wheather oF nat there wolld be material harm to
the living cenditions of local residents in Hugh Price Clase and Oak Road, The
fact that the BSPA report shows that complaints have arisen at a variety of
noise lavels suggests that much is dependent on the particular lacal
circumstances, As was polnted out at the inguiry, It is, for instance, difficult to
accurately model the effect of the range of reflective surfaces around the
stadiurm.

In respect of the proparty at Mere Court, IF one were to assume the
background noise levels were similar to those at Hugh Price Clase, the
préedicted speedway noise level of some 57dB Lisgn would, even adepting the
conclusion of the BSPA report, be approaching the upper imit of acceptability
and would be more likely to result in material harm. However, [ am consclous
that the property is in a dilapidated state and whilst T accept the Council's point
that it could potentially be made available for ocoupation, T was glven na
substantive evidence to show that It would be restored to residential use. In
thesa circumstances 1 consider that the possibility of harm to any potenlial
fubure residents of Mere Court should carry only limitad welght.

Although T accept that the proposed use could be detrimental to local residents,
the Appellant points out that the speedway noisae levels arising at Hugh Price
Close would be significantly quister than If & neighbeur, gven af Few h-:lusns
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distant, were mowing a lawn with 2 powered lawnmower. The Introduction of
new silencers is likely to further reduce the predicted noise levels and, despits
the Councll’s concerms as to whether use of the new silencers could be
controlled, I nota that a licensed speedway promoter s not given parmission to
stage speedway radng until he has signed a contract to abide by the Speedway
Control Bureau {SCR) rules and regulations. Amnangst other matters, these
requilate the use of silancers, In these circumstances, and despite the limited
testing to date, I consider it reasonabla to have same regard to the benefits of
tha new silencers, It (s also the case that each race would be short in duration,
that there would be only a limiked number of meetings during the year and that
tha timing of the meetings, particularly the finlsh times for the evening
mestings, would be such as to minimise disturbancs at what are generally
accepted as the most sensitive times of the day.

19, According te the Appellant, the Introduction of speadway would alsa help B
offset the downtum in revenua from grevhound racing and would help to
secure the future of the stadium. [t was also said that the development would
rasult in & contribution to the local economy. Whilst thesa assertions were not
supported by substantive evidence, it nevertheless seems to me likely that
there would be some benefits to the community.

20, However, natwithstanding any possible benefits, given that I have found that
the proposed racing could be detrimental to lacal residents there may also be
conflict with the Swale Barough Local Plan, particularly Policies EX and E2, In
these circumstances an unrestricted permission would not be appropriate.
However, it is not cartain that residents would suffer material harm. Circular
11795 says that “where an application Is made for 8 permanent permission far
a use which may be "potentially detrimental” ta existing uses nearby, but there
is Insufficient evidence to enable the suthority to be sure of its character or
effact, it might be appropriate to grant & temporary permission in arder to give
the development a trial run”,

21. In this case, the number of years of racing could be controlled by condition.
However, Circular 11/95 makes it clegr that any such temparary permilssion

should be réasonablz having regard to the capital expenditure necessary to
carry out the development and & trial period should be set that is sufficiently

lang For it to be clear by the end of the first permission whether permaneant
permission or refusal is the right answer. [ deal with these matters balow,

Whether ar not the disputed condition is reasonable and meats the other tests of
Circular 11/95

22. According to the Appellant, the capital expenditure required to prépare the
stadium for speedway racing would ba of the order of E250,000. Although the
Council guestioned the make up of the figure, the Ceundlt also noted that the
capital costs of recent similar profects at other stadia were comparable or
slightly higher. Motwithstanding the Councils concerns it therefore seems
reasanahiz to take a figure of £250,000 as the likely capltal expenditure,

23. The farecast profit and Inss account submitted by the Appellant suggests that
payback would occur 2arly in the fifth year of operation. This payback periad
was also guestioned by the Council anc In particular the inclusion of @ nan-cash
itemn of £25, 000 par annam for depreciation. The Coundil also queried other
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24,

25,

26,

27,

8,

25,

matters in the projection such as the assumed number of meetings (25), the
iazk of ather (ncome opportunities and the lack of any sponsorship income,
Howewver, even If all the Council's suggasted adjustments were to be adopted,
payback is shown as pccurring in year two.

Circular 11/95 says at Paragraph 111 that & temporary permission should be
reasonable having regard to the capital expenditure necessary to carry out the
developmant and Paragraph 35 says that a condition should not be impased if
the restriction effectively nullifies the benefit of the permission. Although the
Circular does not require any permission to be long enough to pay back the
investment, and any financial prajections are likely to be subject ta variation
and uncertainty, It s=ems to me that the payback peried is one Indlcator of
what may be an appropriate lenath for any emporary permission.

In this casa, I consider that a condition which limits racing to one season, when
gven a highly optimistic scenario shows payback would not occur untll year
two, effectively nullifies the benefit of the permissicn. 1am also consclous
that, because of its forward planning cycles, the BSPA view Is that permission
being granted for a single seasen means in reality that the stadium would
never aperate. Although T find no conflicks with the other tests of

Cireular 11795, 1 therafore find the disputed conditions unreasonable.

Although the Appellant’s figures show that payback would occur In year five I
noke that over 90% of the capital Investment would be paid back in the first
four seasons. However, whilst 1 agree with the Coundl that it would not be
reasonable to include depreciation when considering the length of a temporary
permissian, it would nevertheless be very marginal to suggest that payback
would occur In yaar three, Although the Councdil’s view was that there were
other income apportunites that would help in beosting profitabiity, the
Appellant considered that it would be unreasonable to include these in the
projections. As same would affect the intended offer and some would be
subiect to considerable uncertainty, I accept the Appellant’s view.

Although the Appellant has made it elear that he is seeking unlimitad
permissions, or minima of seven years in order ta justify the Investment, it ls
my aplnian that peemissions allowing racing for four years would be reasonable
heving regard te the capital expenditure invelved, The Appellant and Council
hoth accepted that, if I determined that temporary permissions were
appropriate, their duration would be a matter for my judgement Based on the
facts before mae.

Maotwithstanding that a four year permiszion would be reasonable having regard
to the capital expeanditure Invelved, thare ramalns the question of whether a
four year permission would be reasonable having regard to the potentially
detrimental effect on local residents. Fanning Policy Guidance: Planhing and
Molse (FPG24) says that, in considering noise from recreational and sparting
activities, the local planning authority will have to take account of how
fraguantly the noise will be generated and how disturbing 1t will be, and
balance the enjoymeant of the participants agalnst nuisance ta other paople,

Despite the spposition of many local residents, a significant number of letters
have been received in support of the pmposal and there appears to be
considerable enthusiasm for the inbroduction of speedway at Central Park

SWALE BOROUGH Couir »
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Stadium. I have already established that the frequency and duration of noisy
events would be controlled by other conditions and that the projectad nolsa
levels would be further limited by the new silencers. Taking account of all
these factors it is my opinlan that limiting racing te four years would be
reasonable having regard to the potentially detrimantal effect on lecal residents
and the enjoyment of the participants. Four years would also be long enough
to datermine whether a parmanent permission or refusal |5 the right answer,

Other matters

30, A number of local residents havea raised other concerns including the use of the
proposed track for practice and junior meetings, the commercial viability of the
operation and the sensithvity of the financial information. Howewer, other
conditions would restrict the number of times that mator cycle racing can take
place and prevent use of the track for speedway practice and whilst I have had
regard to the sensitivities inherent in the financial projections, the commercial
viahility of the propasal is largely 2 matter for the Appellant,

31, In respect of the unease expressad by third parties over the potential for
congestion and additional parking on local roads, the Council has not objected
on these grounds and as greyhound racing already atbracts similar size crowds
o the stadium, 1 s22 no reasen to take a different stance.

Conditions

32. I have established that, if T ware to allow the appeals, conditions limiting the
number of years over which racing may take place would be necessary. In
respect of Appeal A, I would also need to refer back to the conditions imposed
on planning permission Ref SW/08/0952 but, for consistency with other
permissiens subseguently granted by the Councll, I would also nesd to impose
new conditions 4 and 5, Similarly, in respact of Appeal B, a new condition 4
would be required. This approach was agreed by the main parties,

Conclusion

33, [ have found that the disputed conditions are unreasonable, Howewver, [ have
also found that the effect of the proposed racing on the living conditions of
lacal residents is uncertain and potentially detdimental, Taking account of
these matters 1 have determined that canditions imiting the racing to four
years would be reasonable in all respects. Therefore, and having considered all
other matters before me, including the sustainability of the development, 1
conclude that both Appeal A and Appeal B should succeed but that the
resultant parmissions should be subject to new conditions imiting racing to no
more than four years,

Lloyd Rodgers

Inspectar
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Mr G Stoker of Counsal

He called

Mr 0 N Ledger FCIEH,
MRSPH

Mr K Gadden MISPAL
e BT Bailey MRTFI

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Mr S Randle of Counsal
He called
Mr RIC Cearns
Mr A E Mole

Mr N Hill © Eng, MIDA,
MIMechE

Mr F Robinson FRTPI,
CMILT

" INTERESTED PERSONS:
Clir M Hendersan

Ms. E Walker
Clir E Lowe

Mr B Bibby
Mr G Marriott
Mr A Swade
Clir  Banks

Instructed by Ms Elades-Chase, Head of Legal,
Swale/Tonbridoa/Maidstone Borough Councils

Environmental Protection Manager, Swale
Borough Council

Director, pmp genesis Lid

Area Planning Officer, Swale Borough Council

"Instructed by Roblnsen Escott Planning

Cearmsport Ltd

Fresident, British Speadway Fromoters
Assoclatlon

HIll Engineering Consultants Ltd

Robinson Escott Planning

Swale Borough Councillar, Member of the
Flanning Caommittae, Appearing on behalf of
Iscal residents,

Local resident

Swale Borough Counclllor, Member of the i
PMlanning Committee. Appearing on behalf of
local resldents.

On behalf of a local resident

Local resident

Lecal resident

Ward councillor and local residant

e T T

SWALE BOROUGH COUNGIL

e |

9 l
FRMAT oy i
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DOCUMENTS HANDED TN AT THE INQUIRY

=1

= o Ba b pa

10
11

13
14
15
16

17

13

19

-
i

21
22
23

24

List of persens attending the inquiry on behalf of the Appellant. Submitted by
Mr Robinson.

Bundle of letters, Submitted by Mr Robinsen.

Letber from JP Crook and Co, dated 9.2.10. Submitted by Mr Rabinsen.
BFSA letter plus attachments, Submitted by Mr Robinson.
Supplementary nolse proof of Nicholas Hill. Submitted by Mr Robinson.
Bundle of letters. Submitted by Mr Stoker.

Response to Appellant’s evidence from Pmpgenesis Ltd, Submitted by

Mr Stoker.

The 2009 Speedway Regulations (SCB). Submitted by Mr Stoker.

BS 4142: 1997, Submittad by Mr Stoker

Statement of Cormmon Ground (Noise),

Acoustic evidence of Mr Bibby

Letter from Clir Manuella Tomes

Appellant’s apening statement. Submitted by Mr Randle.

Enviraonmental Noise Assessment June 2000. Submitted by Mr Stoker.
The 2010 Speedway Regulations {SCB), Submitted by Mr Randle,

Copy of Decision Notice fram Birmingham City Council in respect of Application
Number Nf04323/08/FUL (Perry Barr Stadium), Submitted by Mr Stoker,
Letters in respect of the intraduction of new homolgated silencers (R&D
Agoragatesf/ACU). Submitted by Mr Randle.

Caloulation shest of M Hill in respect of attenuation effect of barrier with bikes
at different track points. Subrmitted by Mr Randle,

2010 Calendar showing potential number of meetings under existing
permissions. Submitted by Mr Stoker.

Table 4.1 of WHO guidelines, Submitted by Mr Stoker.,

Cauncil’s closing statement. Submitted by Mr Stoker.

Appellant’s closing statement. Submitted by Mr Randle,

Joint statement on the applicability of the WHO guidelines to properties at
Hugh Price Close and Oak Foad.

Costs application on behalf of the Appellant. Submitted by Mr Randle.

10
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Hill Engineering Consultants Limited PO Box 8937
Independent Noise and Vibration Consulting Ravenshead
07950 355042 Nottingham
NicholasHill196 1@ yahoo co.uk NG15 9WD
Mr R Ceams Your reference: 15 /5 1 0 s 0 5
Contral Park staium | RECEIVED :
g;uol'ch Road 23 DEC 2015 Our reference’ ENV/73/001/NHfjh/pL

ink
Sittingbourmne | Date: 4" July 2013
Kent ME10 3SB

By e-mail only - rogercearns@aol.com

Dear Roger,
RE: Speedway, Central Park Stadium

Further to my wsit to site on Monday 3 June 2013 to inspect the acoustic barrier and to monitor noise
from Speedway. | comment as follows.

Barrier

You will recall that in my report E15073/05 of 26th July 2008 supporting the application for Planning
Permission | recommended a '6m high acoustic barier is erected to replace the existing 'concrete slalted
wall 2.25m high' to the southemn aspec! of the Stadium shown on Figure 1. The barner should slart close
from the eastern straight and continue clockwise, unbroken, for a circumferential dislance of
approximately 200m’. | note that in Swale Borough Council's letter of 18" January 2009 the acoustic
fence proposed in your drawing of 1* December 2008 showing an acoustic barrier to run a distance of
approximately 185m at a height of 6m, to be localed skghtly behind the existing 2.25m high existing
concrets slatied fence was approved

At the site inspection | noted that the acoustic barrier has been constructed to a height of 6m, buik above
the existing concrete slatted fence on 4" by 4" square section steel columns using G-ply (1" thick), oil
treated plywood sheets, photos as follows:
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There are no substantial breaks or gaps in the barrier. Given that the current height meets the
recommended height of 6m tetal and is in the corect geographical position then there are no measures
that could be undertaken to improve the noise barrier, other than increasing its height. It is therefore fit
for purpose and meets the requirements of my criginal specification

The 1" thick plywood will provide a substantially increased noise insertions loss of at least 20 dB(A) (L.e
through the plywood) compared to the predicted 11 dB(A) shielding provided by the noise diffracting over
the heignt of the bamrier. Consequently, increasing the thickness of the current 1" plywood sheat will
show no additional benefit,
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4" Jdy 2013

In my reperting | predict a Speedway noise level of 52 dB L., 4, 8! property on Hugh Price Close and
surrounding area, 5 dB(A) below the adopted criterion of 57 dB La., based on the early evening
ambient background noise level of 42 dB Laggy, using the criterion adopted from the 2003 report

prepared by Scott Wilscn for the BSPA.

Al the site inspection the following noise levels were measured at Hugh Price close:

Time Lieg Laso L i st comments
17.00-17.15 51.8 415 75.4 local road traffic, birdsong,
17.15-17.30 53.9 425 75.8 pedestrians
17.30-17.45 54.6 43.0 77.2
17.45-18.00 55.0 445 71.0
18.00-18,15 52.8 440 B65.8 bikes warm up from 18.06
18.15-18.30 53.1 43.0 69.6 warm up until 18,23
18.30-18.45 58.2 450 80.8 first heat at 18.35
18.45-19.00 565 420 82.0
18.00-18.15 52.6 41.5 739
18.15-18.30 54.8 43.0 73.0
19.30-19.45 53.8 415 74.8
19.45-20.00 58.2 43.5 79.5
20.00-20.15 57.6 43.0 77.9
20.15-20.30 853 385 734 last heat at 20.20
20.30-20.45 51.5 370 69.2 local road traffic, local keep fit
20.45-21,00 50.6 36.5 68.2 club, pedestrians, birdsong
21.00-21.15 49.4 35.0 67.4 etc. Twilight at around 21.30.
21.15-21.20 455 36.0 63.5
21.30-21.45 446 345 649 |
21.45-22.00 422 35.0 60.4
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At the time of the measurements there was a noliceable north-easterly wind, blowing towards the
measurement location, with gusts at up to 5 m/s.

It can be seen that the bikes warm-up commenced at 18.08 and continued until 18.23. The first haat
commenced at 18.35 and the final heat at 20.20.

The average ambient noise at the measurement point in the 90 minutes prior to commencement of the
heats is calculated from the data tabulated above to be 53.7 dB(A) L... predominantly due to local road
traffic.

The average noise level throughout the course of the 2% hour meeting is calculated from the data
tabulated above 1o be 56.3 dB(A) L.

The specific noise from the Speadway is therefore 56.3 dB(A) L., minus 53.7 dB(A) Lo, This is
calculated to be 52.8 dB(A) L.

In layman’s terms, the noise from the Speedway over the course of the 2% hour meeting at Hugh Price
Close is 52.8 dB(A) L., This slightly exceeds the predicted noise level of 52 dB(A) Leg | report in my
report E15073/05 of 20th July 2008. The reason for the actual noise level exceeding the pradicted noise
level is almost certainly due to the prevailing north-easterly wind st the time of the measurement. it is
most difficult to calculate accurately the effect of wind direction and speed upon the prediction of
environmental noise and any such effect is still not included in any relevant British and International noise
prediction Standards, It is quite likely, however, that with the predominant south-westerly wind expected
at the site that Speedway noise levels will, in general, be reduced by as much as 5-7 dB(A) compared to
those measured at the site inspection reported above with the north-easterly wind experienced

The Speedway specific noise level, 52.8 dB{A) L., (with the north-easterly wind experienced) is below the
WHO evening guidelines of 55 dB Ly, and will be further reduced with a prevailing south-easterly wind.

On this basis then | conclude that the noise barrier erected satisfies my original specification and does not
require any medification. Noise levels from Speedway at Hugh Price Close are sfightly higher than
expecled bul due to the north-easterly wind experienced at the time of the measurements: with a
prevalling south-easterly wind | expect Speedway noise levels to be reduced by as much as a further 5-7
dB(A). The Speedway specific noise level measured at the site inspection is below the WHO evening
guidelines of 55 dB L,

Yours sincerely.

Nicholas Hill BSc{Hons) CEng MIOA MIMechE
Noise and Vibration Consultant
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RECEIVED
23 DEC 2015

44444

"""""""""" PowerHaus

Consultancy

CENTRAL PARK STADIUM,
SITTINGBOURNE, KENT ME10 3SB

PLANNING STATEMENT FOR
REMOVAL OF
CONDITION 2 AND VARIATION OF
CONDITION 7 OF PERMISSION

SW/09/0314

Date: 23" December 2015
Ref:- 018

PowerHaus Consultancy

Suita 6036, 1 Fore Street
Moorgate, London

EC2Y 5EJ

T: 020 3608 7612

M; 020 7245 4743

mp@ powerhausconsultancy.co.uk
woww.powerhausconsultancy.co.uk
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INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

An applcation has been submited en behalf of Cearnsport Lid concaming Central Park
Stadium Sittingboume Kent, for permission to remove Condition 2 and to vary Condition 7 of
planning parmizgion ref. SW0R/0214, undar Secfion 73 of the Tewn and Counltry Planning Act,
This would continue the speedway use st the Stadium as already permitied and allow a later
finishing time on Fridays. Al other confrols would remain as sel down In the varous
permissions, Part change of use of the Stadium was permitted for speedway meetings on 13
October 2009 subject 1o the use coming inlo effect before 167 January 20012, The use was
implamented the first week of January 2012,

Spesdway racing commenced in the 2012 season and & therafora due o cease at the end of
tha end of he Speedway season in October 2096 I line with the four-year time limit of the
planning consert {condition 2 of planning parmission SWI0S/0314 amended by Appeal decisian
APPN22Z53AMN92115416), The removal of Conditlon 2 would therefore sllow parmanent uss of
the Stadium for Speedway, which will secure an economic boost o the Stadium and Borough,
with the decling in Greyhound racing esparienced at Central Park Stadium and naticrally as a
apectator spart. The use has already been approved and is an appropriste uss in this location,

This application also saeks to continue the extended later finishing Gme o Fridays from 17,00
T 21,10, with an additional 20 minules for overruns, to attract a higher league speedway club to
e race track, and 1o ensure racess, workess and spectators can reach tha grounds in good
timi for the speedway races. Thers | no other speadway track in the country that operatos with
such restrictad hows and this significantly hampera the abdity of Cearnsport to attract a higher
league team to compete from Central Park Stadium. A higher lsague team compaliber would
positively alter the economic bensfits of the speedway operation, conffbuting o the local
soonomy. Given that the Speedway use can curently continue for a furthar year, Ceamspors
has nat bean abde o attract a higher league team due o the unceriainty over the conbmued use
of Central Pack Stadivm for Speadway and the mecessary investmant reguired for the higher
lsague leam fders.,

Planmeng permission has already been granted by the Council on 12 May 2015 referance
15500862/ FULL, to allow the later Speedway finishing ilme on Friday nights.

This application Is therefore seeking to ensure that both conditions are varied fos the original
change of wse consent reference SWHS/034, to ensure that Speedway use can be a
permanant wse and that the later finighing time on Friday's can continue sl Central Park
Stadium.

The proposed revised Condition 7 is (o say

%0 Friogys speedway racing shall fzke place betwean 1700 and 21710 howrs only [with
a further 20 minwfes o be used only in fhe event of re-runs of individual races which
may fake place addiionaly where necassary in the inferesls of safely),

PLAKKNBG STATEMENT
DECEMBER 2015
REF: D18
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I all other ciroumstfances, weekday races shal fake piace betwsen 1700 and 2030

hours only and there shall be no warming vp of speedway bikes pror fo 1830 or affer
2030 howrs,

Bank Holiday Monday races shall tske place befwean 1500 and 1800 hours only and
there shall ba ro warming up of spesdway bives prior fo 1430 or after 1800 hours”

pplcation will regulartse spesdway use at the Stadium subject fo the exiafing constrainis

83 follows:

Speedway seasen confined 1o 17 March o 31® October sach year;

Crly ane apeedway meeting per weekx Monday to Friday, plus fouwr Bank Holiday
sftermoon mestings:;

Cnly 17 heats par mesting,

iv} Mondays to Thursdays no racing after 20,30

Fridays mo racing after 21.10 excegt for re-runs up to 21,30 only; and

vi) Race mestings will finish at 16.00 on Bank Holidays,

1.8 Inform
the nu

stion hae been requested from the Council's Environmantal Healih Departmant ragarding
mber of noise complalnis associated with the Stadium uses. Tha information received is

rafarrad o in fusther datail in Section 5 bolow,

1.8 The structure of this Planning Statement will now examne tha drcumstances and planning

policke

s (o support this application and iz set out as follows:
Sectlon 2 Site and Location = describes the site and surroundings,

Section 3 Background and Planning History — sets out the relevant background with
regard i speedway racing at Central Park Stadium and the recent and relevant planning
history of the speedway use al Central Pack Stadium and other at ather atadia in the UK,

Saction 4 Meed — demonstrates the nead far the permanent use of the Stadium for
spaadway and the sesocisted later Friday night fiaishing tirme already permitbed.

Section 5 Planning Justification - assssses the proposals against the relevant
planning pelicy framewars.

Section 6 Concluslons — summarises the condusions in favour of the application,

FLANNING STATEMENT
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2.0 SITE AND LOCATION '

21 Central Park stadium iz usaed successfully for league spescway racing. A large parking area is
located to the norh and east sides of the sladium, which are the main entry poinis 1o the
Stadiem. Pit areas for spsedway bikes and riders are located i tha north east of the site. A
subslantial acoustic fence has been erecled along the southerm boundary of the site, which is
the smallest part of the sladium, which lies some 175 matres from the nearest residantisl
properties (o the soulh.

22 Central Park Stadium alse hosts grayhound racing and football activities which have been
permilied since 1996 to take place T nights & weak until 11pm, During busy times, the stadium
accommodates crowds in excess of 5,000 spectators sseociated with {hese evants, The
applicant &lao has a drinks licence untl 2am and iz permittad to hald five ouldoor concerts a
year. Speedway race meetngs as proposed on Fridays would st finish earier than other
aclivities within the same Stadium end would also fBke place comparatively infrequently,
Current planning restrictions ensure that no mora than 17 heats lake place per meating, that
there is only one mesting per week and that Speadway events can only faxe place betwesn
March and October sach year.

2.3 Ceniral Park Sladium is appropriately siluated on the culskirs of Sittngbourne, on the finges of
the Eurclink industrial astate and the East Hall Farm industrial estate. Light, general and
storage and distribution empleyment uses surround the Stadivm on the west, north and east
sides, To the south the Stadium is bordered by two playing fislds, which sit between the
Stadium and the reskdential properties to the south, The nearest residential stroets Lo the
afadium are at Murston lo the south of the site, the closast of which lies approximatalty 175m 1o
the south at Hugh Price Close and Cak Road.

2.4 The overriding charactes of the sile is thesalore Industrial and employmeant focused, with a Local
Plan alocation (2008) for asditional employment generating uses ta the east of the stadium
which is moestly complate, The emerging draft Local Flan cumenily the subject of sxamination
alao continues to surround the Stadivm area with 8 mixed use aflocation to the southleast of he
Stadium site. A Stadium use with Speedway events in this locafion is therefors higghly
appropriate as a land wsa,

FLAMNING STATEMENT 3
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30 SPEEDWAY BACKGROUND AND PLANNING HISTORY

1] Background

31 Speedway racing is a popular event ai Central Park Stadium and recsives considerable support
from the local community. Speadway race meetings consist of 17 ocne-minute races which take
place for approximately two hours @t 3 time on one weekday in the season (1% March o 31"
October), Typically, mestings lake 1hr 30 mnules however this ccoasionally increases to Thr 55
minutes if there has been a delay, such as a crash or a heat recall, The toial length of each
me=ting would remain the same, never nomally exceeding two hours,
3.2 The approved later Friday night finishing time of 21,10, with an additional 20 minutes if 2 delay
occurs s essential for the permansnt spesdway wse at Central Park Stadium. The Council
accepted that the races taking place curing the additional hour {ie. 2020 to 21.30) would
typically be limited to 5 to 3 sixty second racea, amounting to a maximuem of 8 minutes of racing
during this hour.
3.3 The speadway use is in full compliance with the terms of the relevant planning permissions
{refs, SWBE/0952 and SW/OS0314) first granted by the Borough Council but as subsequently
varied by the Inspector on appeal decisions dated 25 May 2010 (APPA2I55/A/00/2114712 and
APPAS2EE/A0N2115418 respectively), Speedway racing may continue as permitted by these
cansenis unlil the end of the 2016 season,

I} Planning Mistory
3.4 The relevant planning hislory for Gentral Park Stadium is summarised in Table 1 below:

Table 1. Relevant Planning History at Central Park Stadium

SWINa0e62 The part change of use of existing spors stadlum | Approved on 15001/09
te permit the holding of speedway meatings,
including tha installation of clinker track surface, Planming Offices
provision of covered "warm up” area and pits and recommeanded refusal,
erection of acoustic fence around part of the but Members reachead
perimater, b grant a temporary
planning permission o
allow the uae of the
zlte on a trial basis
only.
SWinanzra Erection of accustic fence around soultherm Approved on 1109009
parimeater of atadium terraces maximum height
B, 1m
EWINaNZTS Wariation of condition {2} of SW/OB/00E2 1o allow a | Refused on 1708105
minimum of 7 seasons use for the holding of
speedway mastings. Allowed on appeal
250510
SWina0313 Yariafion of condition T of SYW/ORD9G2 to allow
warming wp of speedwsay bikes from 1400 hours Refusad on ZEIE0S
on bank halldays, rather [han from 1430 hatrs,
SWI0D0314 Wariatlon of conditlon S5 of SWOSMD62 to allow 1 Appeowed 1310009
speedway race por week belwesn Mondays and
Fridays, a5 opposed to between Mondays and Appeal allowad on
Wednesdays. 2EMTEM 0 and
fmporary permissian
PLANMING STATEMENT 4
DECEMEER 2015
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Applicant ought te vary Condition 2 attached to | extended 1o four years
permission SWI0S03 14 which reatricied the uae | (until the end of the
. 1o one season only al appeal. 2016 season),

SWii4/00E8 ariation of condition (7} of SWOH0314, fo allow Rafused an 24/08/14
speadway racing between 15:00 & 22.00 hours on
waekdays and bank holidays.

16/500662/FULL | Variation of condition 7 of SW/D90314 to allow Parmitted 12 May
speadway racing bebwaen 1600 and 2130hrs on 2Ms
Fridays,

i) Operational Hours of Other UK Spaedway Stadia

3.5 Al pther speedway stadiums in the UK have later operational howrs than Central Park Stadium,
Of the 28 UK stadia that host speadway races as set out in Table 2 bedow, all finish much Iatar.

The majosity finish around 10pm on weskdays, whereas Central Park Stadium is restriclsd to

finish as eary as 20.30 during weskdays, babwesn half an hour to twe hours earfiar.

Table 2. UK Speadway Stadia Finish Times

Specdway track and location

Birmingham Brummies, Parry Bar Stadiem

inish time (app

2ca day
22.00 (Wecnesday/Thursday), 21.00

[Sunday}
Clasgew Tigers, Ashfiold Stadium 18.00 [Sunday)
Edinburgh Monarche, Armadala Stadlum 22,30 {Friday)

Berwick Bandits, Shielfield Park

22.00 (one weekday), 21,30 [Saturday)

Workington Comets, Derwent Park Stadium

22.00 (Friday | Saturday | Sunday | Bank

Halidays)
Mewcastle Diamends, Browgh Park "21.30 {Sunday)
Redear Bears, South Tees Motorsports Park 2200 {Thursday)

Scunthorpe Sconpicns, Eddie YWrighit Raceway

21,30 {Friday}

Sheffield Tigars, Sheffield Speedway, Owlarton
Stadium

22,00 (Thursday)

Baola Vue Acos, Bell Vue Stadium, Manchestar

21.30 (Monday} — Onoe mew sladium is
built and operational, will be 22.30
{Wednesday, Friday, Sahrday)

Buzton Hitmen, Buxton Speedway Stadium,
Darbyshire

17.00 {Sundays)

Stoke Polters, Chesterion Stadium, Chesterton

*21.30 (Saturday}

Kings Lynn Stars, The Siadium, King's Lynn 22,30 (Thursday)

Pelerborough Panthars, East of England 2200 (Thursday)
Showground

Wolverhampton YWakves, Monmora Graen Stadium 22.00 iManday}

Coveritry Beas, Covenlbry Stadium, Covenlry 22.00 (Friday)

Mildenhat Fan Tigecs, Mikdenhail Stadium

18,30 (Sunday)

Ipawich Witches, Foxhall Stadiem

22.30 (Weekday) 18,20 (Sunday/Bank
Hollday)

Fye House Rockets, Rye House Stadium,

*21.30 (Saturday)

Hoddesan

Lakeside Hammers, Arena-Essex Raceway, 2200 (Friday)
Thurrachk

Kent Kings, Central Park Stadium, Existing time 20,30 (Monday)
Stittingbourne Proposed time 21.30 {Friday}

Easthouns Eaghkss, Ardinglon Stadiurm, Hailsham

21,30 (Saturday)

Ishe of White Islanders, Smallbrook Stadium

21.00 {Tuesday) = axcepl when maeting
i5 dalayed, then may operats until
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21.30 |

| Pacle Firates, The Stadium, Foole 72.00 (Wednesday) !

FPlymouth Devils, St Boriface Arena, Plymouth 21.45 [Thursday to Saturday), 20.30

{Bank Holidays)

Somerset Rebels, Oak Tres Arena 22,00 (Friday)

Swindon Robins, Abbey Stadum, Swindon 22,00 (Thursday}

Dudiey Hesthens, Ladbroke Stadium *21.30 (Tuesday)

Leicestar Lions, Basumont Leys Stadium, 22,30 (Saturday)

Letcestar

Source: Spesdwey G8 (The Official Brilish Speadway Wabsite) and Individual speedway race operabor
wabeiles, actessed Dacember 2014. Link: htip:iseny speedwaygb, oofwherearetheclubs el

Mote: “A search of B individual speedway race operslor websites and the relevant planning histories (whare
medilahle) on Ihe respective laal autharily websiles has dentiiad il the atae timee and man raca days of
the speedway race meetings, and n most cases, the parmitied fnish lmes. Howevar, whan finlsh timas
wera not aveilable, it hes been azaumad that the meetings wil finish teo howes fraom Ehe start s, based
of the average length of spestwey rece mestinge lasting approximately two hours, Thamfore ingomse
cases V] the stadia may aclually have a later curfew tan indicated In this table.

36 The maost recent permissions granted at St Boniface's Collage Spons Ground, Priymouth, &t
Belle Wue Leisurs Cenire, Kirkmanshulme Lane, Manchester and Perry Bar Stadium,
Birmingham, have residential homes 200m away, at 30m and 20m from the stadium site
baundaries respactively,
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4.1 It has already been demonstrated o the Council and the Coundil has accepled the economic
casa for speedway use af the Stadium, fo add to the appropriate mix of uses and evants at this
sporling venue, This resulted in a four year permission o allow the use and tast the impact,

4.2 s alse clear that the imposed planning conditions create the appropriate planning balance to
allew the economic use whilst protecting residential amenity through the conditions. This
economic need remaing as prevalest today as it did in 2012, The use has not atiracted adverse
reaciion from large numbers of the communily, There are significantly greater numbers in
suppart of thea use (see section 5 below).

4,3  The casa for the later Friday night finishing time has also already been demonsirated and
accepled by the Councl in the recant May 2015 permission (ses Table 1 above). This baing
that the later Friday night finish allows spectalors, compelitons and volunleers to reach the
stadium, It Is Important 1o nole thal condilion & of the permission restricls the number of races
par event 1o 17 rages per mealing, which generally confines speedway events 1o a twe hour
window,

4.4  The later Friday night finishing ima benefils the speedway use as follows:

* Il enables local spectators who commute to and from London by public ransport, o
arrive at the stadiom before the starl time.

. It ig & family orientated sport and it enables parents to get home and collect their children
hefore reaching the stadium whech is difficult 1o achieve, givan the start ime is during the
peak avening nesh hour,

. Race maetings are very rellant upon volunieer asasiance and adverse taffic conditions
can present difficulties. Race meatings cannol commence without an ambulance present.

L] Competitiors also encounter difficully parliculardy when travelling from far away, The
inability of the stadium to recruit skilled and experienced speadway riders to their team is
evidence of the present difficufies, Speedway is not comparable to a football team in
salari=zs and benefits, and most competitore have a day job.

g Patential to attract mone vigitars o aliract a higher league eam or premation of the local
toam, On average, approximately 550 people atlend the spesdway racing meelings,
heawervar, & minirmun of 750 visitors are required in order to be promated fram the botlom
league. The applicant has recently received an approach from a higher league team to
transfer to Cantral Park Stadium, which would be a ssgrificant eoup for Sittingbourme. A
latler finish on Friday |s therefore required to maximise the number of people able to
altend each event and =0 that the races can be broadoast on Sky TV, Sky TV also adds
financial banefits for the speedway team and stadivm sponsors, An Increase in the
number of people able fo attend the event (3 required 1o caver the higher rider costs,

- Financal viability, [n order Lo make the stadium an atlractive venoe and to ensure ils
future financial viability, it is necessary to facilitate and attract more spectators and to
ensure that spectators are not deterrsd by inconveniant cperating hours. Thers is glso an
aspiration to attract more prestigious and intermational events which would be unable to
taks place at the stadium given the existing operating restrctions, Riders for such evants
may fravel from all over Ewrope, Such events, If they were held, would enhance the
reputation and image of the stadium as they are of immensa interest and tend to atfrac
mary new supportars.
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o] Commurity suppor 5 expected to be demonstrated from the speedway supporters,
which include local residents who live in the closest roads fo the Stadium at Hugh Price

Cloge and Oak Road, via further petitions and letiers of suppaort for the application as with
previous applicalions.

PLAMNING STATEMENT A
DECEMBER 2015
REF: 010

76



Planning Committee Report — 28 April 2016

3.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5T

ITEM 2.4

APPENDIX 1l

PLANMING POLICES AND JUSTIFICATION

Tha kay planning issues identified for congideration of the permananl spesadway use wilh tha
agsaciated |aler Friday night finishing tme as already permitled inchide:

i Thi approprateness of parmanent speadway use al lhe Stadium,

i) The sstabdished principle of a lxler Friday night fnishng lime, and

I8} The impact on the living conditions of nearby resicants by vifue of rolse and
disturbance

i) The Appropriateness of Permanent Speadway Use

The principle of speedway usa at Central Park Stadium has aslready been accepted by the
Council as an appropriate economic use in this location on the cutskirts of Sillingboume's urban
boundary, in 2 primarily industrial location served by significant numbsars of HGV's. Tha four year
timw [imit imposed by the Planning Inspectorate on appeal has allowed for a period of speraton
and an assassment of impact. Il is the applicant’s view demonsiraled by evidance, that the use
nas proven o be an acceptable nesghbour, comtrolled by the impesition of planning conditions
imiting the season, the numbers of races par weak, per avant and by the kours of cparation.

The applicant has also made significant investment 1o enable speadway racing including track
facilities, safety measuras and an acoustlc fance, |f would be a significant waglad invesiment o
require speadway to cease and would not be & auslaingble economic outcoma,

The Swale Borough Local Plan (SELP) (February 2008), recognises the imporlance of
supporling and relaining businesses and enswring thal the needs of local businesses can be
miel to the fwll (section 3.2, para. 3.72). Cors Strategy Policy 3P3 {1) states that supparting lecal
companies lo grow and develop and providing opporlenities for new isncvative industries to
flourish can help 1o satlsfy ecomomss need and bring about the required step-change in
econcmml; perfarmance, parlicularly in ils principal lown centre, Sittingbourna,

SELP Cors Strategy Policy SPT states that to satisfy the social needs of he Borough's
communities, development proposals will promote ssfe environments and @ sense of
community by Sincressing socia! mefworks by providing new community sendces and faoifilies,

increased use of local facilifies or innovative ways of providing or conbinuing exisiing services"

SBLP Developmeant Control Policy C1 (2) states (hat the Council “will gran! planning pemmission
for new or improved communily senices and faclitfios, Adoiffonally, where proposals would
mrae! an identifed local nesd in an accessible focalfon, § will permil proposals thal will heip
maximise fhe use of existing public and private communily services and faciilies, beluding
thoze thal wold make them avallable for witer public vse In locations where shortfalls i local
pubiie proviston eould be mel”,

Through the Mationzl Planning Pollcy Framewaork (2012} (NPPF), the Govemnment & committed
o ensuring that the planning system proactvely suppons sustainable economic growth and
accounts for and reacts ko markel signats. To help achieve this, paragraph 20 siates that local
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planning authorties should plan o meet the development needs of business and suppor an
ecanomy fit for the 21% Century, Fudhermore, the dosument recognises the imporiance of
supparting exsting busingss sactors whan they are expanding, and implemeanting planning to
allow rapid response to change in econoames circumstances.

Faragraph 70 of the NPFPF states that in order to deliver the soclal, recreational ang eultural
facilites and services the community needs, planning policies and declslons shaubd:

. ‘plan posthively for the provislon and use of shared space, communily faciiies (such sz
focal shops, mesling places, sporls venues, culiural buildings public howses and pisces
of worship) and ofher local servicas fo enhance fthe susisinabilily of commuries and
residental emvironarents;

. guand against the unnecessary loss of valved faciities and senices, paniouiady where
thiz wowld reduce the commmunity's ability fo meef ite day-fo-day nesds;

. enzure thal establizhed shops, facllitles and services are able fo develop and modemise
in a way that is suslainable, and refained for the benelll of the communily: and

. ensure an infegrated aoproach to cansidering e location of housing, scanomic uses and
community faciities and senvices”

It is therefore considered that the Councill's policies (SP3(1} and SPT and C1} supgort and
encouraga aconomic developmeant, tourism and sporting activities in appropriate locations and
in terms of speedway there can only be one approprate lacalion in Sittingbowme, which is the
Central Park Stadium, Parmanent use of the stadium for speedway is a highly sustainable use
of this impertant community facility and is appropriate and In accord with the Baraughs palicies.

il The Established Principle of Later Friday Might Finlshing Time

Tha Councll has aleady parmilled the lster Friday night finishing time for spaadway in May
2015, On the basws thal speedway = an approprizte use of the stadium and its lecation, the laer
fineshing time miust also suppart this economic activity,

All modermn businesses requine an elemant of flaxibilily in their operating hours, 8 fact that
becomas more pronounced for medivm sized enterprises, which are critical to the sustained
development of the UK economy. There is a need and communily support for the parmanent
use of tha Stadum for speedway, paricularly givan the reduced attraclion of Greyvhound racing
affecting Central Fark. The later Friday night finkshing Ume associated with this permanent uss,
allows spectators, compelifors and workers sufficient time to arrive before meetings commenca,
and to aftrect new visitors to the wermuwe. The success and necessary expansion of the
epeadway business depends on an increase In visitor numbers which would anabla it to move
out of tha speedway botiom league and 1o accommodals a higher league speedway team. This
would ensure the financial viakility of the business and would contributa to tha local sconomy of
Sittingbourne, It also complies with Core Strategy Policy SPT and Davelopment Control Policy
C1(2), which also seek to incraase the improve the use of communily facilifizs.
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512 In continuing to apply the varation of Condition 7 0 extend the operating hours of the speedway
race meetings on Friday, the proposal complies with both nallonal and local palicy and
contributes towards the strengthaning of the Borough's economic and employmeant provision,
particulary for this now well established sporia enterprise. The proposed wording to allow &
later finish time iz 1o atract a kegher league speedway team and ennasca he viabily of he
Stadium uses. As the proposed later finishing time is a Friday, Lhis would nat affect parents with
schaol childrar, aithar attending the frack or residents in the arsa. The peinciple of this kater
finish tirme has alroady been permilted and should therelore be approved again.

513 The principle of a fimeghing time of 2130 an Fridays only has already been established and is
antively reasenabla with the permanent use of the Sladiom for speedway, There would be no
demonstrable harm to residentlal amenity,

lii  Impact On Residential Amenity

8.14 Swale Borough Local Plan 2008 (SELF) Developmant Conirol Policy E1 sets out the general
development criteria by which the Borough Councll expects all developmenis proposals bo
comply with to protect residential amenity, Critarion 8, relevant io this application, states that
proposals should "cawse no demaonsirable frarm fo rezivenfia! amenily and other sensilive vses
or areas”.

5.15 Davslopmant Confrol Policy E2 states that ‘sl development proposals will minimise and
miligale poliution impacts and that proposals will nol be permifted thal would, indvidualy or
cumuialively, give dse lo policlion signifcantly adversely affecling the following: [intar alia)
residential amenity”

516 Para. 3.8 of tha SBLP etates that the Councll s=eks to “minimisse e impect of noise beiwsen
maw and existing wsss. The Councll requires adeguate details fo be submilled with planming
applications fo idenlify noise infrusive uses, moise sensifive aifes as wall as the measures
meeded o redece noise. By considering noiss exposure al the ime of the application, and any
increases that may bs reasonable expecied, & judgement wil then be made on the polential
roise Impact i accordance with Govemmen! Planaing Policy”.

517 Thei National Planning Policy Framework 2012 {MPPF) stalas the following noise requirements
associated with new and existing develooment;

Paragraph 1040 atates that the planning systern should contribute to and enhance the
natural and local environment by inter alia Spreventing both new and exisfing development
from confributing o ar being i &t unacceplable fak from, or being adversely affectsd by
unaccepiabla fevels of zail, air, water or nolse polution ar fand inslabilify”.

Paragraph 120 explains that "o prevent unscceptable rzks from polifion and fand
instabitily, planning policies and decisions showld ensure thal npew development iz
approprate far itz location. The effecls {including cumulalive effects) of poliufion on health,
the natural enviranmant or genersl amenity, and the pofsnlial sensiivity of e ares or
proposed development fo edverse affects from poliufion, showld be taken info acoount”
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- Paragraph 123 stpulates that planning pofices and decsans sheuld aim o

. ‘avoid noise from giving rise to significent adverse impacts on health end gualily of
fife az a result of new devaelopment,

. mitigate and reduce o & minimum other adverse Impacts on heslth and quality of iife
arising from raise Fom new development, including dhrowgh the wse of condifions;

. recognise thal development wil oflen create some noise and exisling businesses
waniing to develep in confinuance af thelr businass showd ol have unrsasonabie
restriciions pul on them because of changes in neahy land wses since they were
exfabiizhed.,.”

The Hill Enginesring Consultantz Ltd nolse assessment {July 2013), demonstrates that the
acoustic barrier required fo support the speedway use B oparating affectively so as to
eafeguard the residents from the sdverse effect of nolse emlasions, It can be soundly concluded
that thera is no démonstrable ham fo residential ameanity associated with permanent use of the
Stadium for speedway.

The Council has already supported {permission 15/500862/FULL) 5 later Friday night finish time
far tha remaindes of the permitled use of the Stadium for speadway (Octobar 2016 spasdway
season). There are no malerial reasons to suggest that both a permanent wee of the Sladium
for speedway and a laler Friday night finish for a top league speedway team would matorially
harm adjacent residenis,

The applicant requested information from the Councll's Erwironmental Heakh Department
regarding the number of noise complainis made 1o the Council sinca the use of the Stadium for
speadway in 2012, This information is attached in Appendlx 1, Further questions wera posed 10
ascertain how many of the complainants were from the same houssholds, The response is also
altachied in Appendix 2.

The Infarmation confirms hal complaints received were from the same six residents in Hugh
Price Close and seven in Oak Road and ome in Meeres Court Lane. A total of 13 residents in
the closest residential streels 1o the sladium have raised noiss complainle, which is nol an
unremarkable facl, Thare are approximalely 125 houses i these three nearest sireets only
counting the properiles located in the first row of houses along thesa sireets and therefora the
complaints represent approximately 10 % of e immediale residents closest W the stadivm

It is also impartant o note that outside of these thres closest strests no other complaints have
baen recoivad, which confirms that the acoustic fance is effective,

The Stadivm operators have not received any complaints from the Council's emvirenmental
healih department about noise, there has bean no follow up and ne action taken in respect of
the Speedway uss.
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5.24 Speedway s iraditionally & working class spert and like many other sports not all peopla enjoy
&l forms of sports swch as football. Speedwsy howsver, must be allowed to ke placs
someawhere and Cantral Park Stadium is the mast appropriste location for this usa.

5.25 The poficy tests within local planning policies and national policy guidance slipulate that
planring decizlons should aim to avold noise from generaling a significant advarsa impact on
qually of life,

5.26 Condition ¥ was originally impossd {(and supported at appesl) to offer protection against an
unknown noise environment or petential impact, given the lack of supporting technical
information availabla o the Inspector at the time, The swpporting technical information is now
avallable and unequivocally demonatrates that there = no demonsirsble hamm to residential
ameanity and hat the existing condilions for speedway use represent a balanced consideration
ta protect regidential amenity whilst enabling an economic and appropriate uss of the Stadium.
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CONCLUSIONS

The use of Central Pafk Stadiurm as a permanenl speedway verue is an exisling and
appropriate use. Tha location |s ideal for a popular sporting evant thal attracts many visiors Lo
Sittingboume, It approprately adds to the other mix of uses permitied al the Stadsum incuding
football, grevhound racing and concers, Ta madmise the sconomic use af the stadium for
sporing uses, sccords with the principles of the Council's policies for economic 2nd viable
activity, in line with its objectives for boosting job creation and economse activity, Permanent
speadway use aof the Stedium will add 1o s economic viability particulady where grayhaund
racing is now daclining as a specialor sporl,

An exlension to the operating hours by one hour an Fridays up to 21,30, has already been
permitiad by the Coundcd in line with the Stadium’s cumrent use for speadway, This application
sueks for this condition to continue to apply to the permanent usa of the Stadium for speadway,
to enable Ceamsport lo attract a higher leagues team to Sitingbousne. & higher league
speadway leam has nol yet been persuaded to move to the Stadium given the cument expiry of
the speedway usa at the end of the 2016 season. The investment required could not be
cammitled far such a shorl melrame.

The evidence submitted with the applicaton demonsirates that neither a permanent spaedway
uze and continuation of the later finish time on a Friday, would gve rise to demenstrable or
substantial harm to nearby residents. This applicatian should bo considerad in light of the
potential benefis to be derived from approving this applcation, given that the use already exists
and is appropriately sited and that the existing planning conditions provide appropdate
ressdential amenily protection, Moise complainis recefved by the Council reprasent significantly
less than 10% of the local residents that live closs to the Stadivm,

Speedway racing is important fo the community of Sittingtowne which is demonstrated by the
significant lewals of support, There s however, no ofher speedway track in tha country that
operatas with such restricied hours and this significantly hampers lhe ability of Ceamsport Lid
to attract the Top League teams to compete from Central Park Siadivm. On the basis that
permanent use of the Stadium for speedway is permilled, the extension of the Friday night
speedway times is essential fo ancourage the viability of the Stadium as a mixed sporing and
culiral vanue, Any recuced hours of use imposed on @ Friday night would ba delrimental o the
viability of the use of the site.,

The approval of this applcation would help to offset the downtuim in reverue from grayhound
racing and would help to sacure the centinued use of the Stadium, There would be significant
benefils to tha kocal econcmy and to tha community within Sitingbourne, halping o promete
speadway racing al this location and to encourage young pacple to participate in the sporl.

Speedway race mestings will remain at the same length and would not generally exceed 2
hours. Given the short duration of the races, the noise impacts of the speedway, whilst baing
noticeable to adjacent residential properies, are predictable and wil not reach harmiul or
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disruptive levels due fo existing mitigabon measures, The exsing planning conditions will

remain in place 1o ensure only one speedway race takes place per week between Moncays and
Fridays and only 17 races per event in accordance with the principles established to batancs

the economic needs of the Stadium for speedway vee and protection of residential amenity.

B.7 We therafore conclude thal the speedway use is an appropriale use in s location, iLis an
existing use and should continue on a pesmanert basis in compliance with local and national
plamnning policles. The existing condilions satistacionly project residentisl amenity and the later
Friclay night finish has already been permitted by the Council,

6.8 For all of the reasons set out above, (T |15 considered that the application proposals should be

permitted given the conformity with national and lacal planning policies,

Signed: ...
On behalf Powerhaus Consultancy

Date 237 Decomber 2075, i s
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APPENDIX 2: EMAIL FROM SWALE BOROUGH COUNCIL EHO RECEIVED 5™
DECEMBER 20135

Froam: Stave Wilcock =Sleve, Wilcock Bimidkent go.uke

Date: 2 Decernbar 20115 at 14:43

Subject: RE: FW: Canfral Park Stadium - Speadway Noise Complainis = FO| NO: 536
Tee Mary Power <mpEpoverhauseeasullangy couk>

Ce: Sharon Dormedy <SharnnDormedy Sewale. cov. ke

Mary,
Thank you for your emall.

1 can tell you that all the complaints from Meeres Court Lane are from the sarme
hausehold.

There have been six houssholds complaining from Hugh Price Close and saven
households from Cak Road.

Hope this helps

Regards

Steve Wilcock

Envirenmental Protection Team Leader

Mid Kent Enviranmental Health

Maidstone Borough Council, Maidstane House, King Street, Maldstone MELS 633
Swale Borough Council, Swale House, East Streat, Sittingbourna, Kent MEL1D 3HT
LOL7eS 417137 L OL622 02184 w www maldstone gov.uk
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