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Introduction
Westerham Town Council (WTC) and the community it represents wish to see the
Covers Farm Sand Pit site land restored to a state befitting its situation in the Kent
Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, adjoining the Surrey Hill AONB, within
the Green Belt and close to areas of SSSI and Ancient Woodland.
This must be achieved in a manner that causes least damage and disturbance
to local communities and their environments. With this in mind the application
before KCC, which seeks to vary the conditions of the current extant permission
SE/83/1511, should be robustly evaluated against the tests of necessity, feasibility,
deliverability within a limited timescale and against the requirement that options
for the achievement of the restoration which minimizes the environmental impact
have been thoroughly evaluated.
Westerham Town Council (WTC) does not consider that the current application
meets these tests either on planning or engineering grounds and therefore
objects strongly to the application.
In responding to this application, WTC has consulted with the following
Westerham Community Groups: Keep Westerham Green, Westerham Residents
Association, Westerham Town Partnership and residents most affected by this
proposal.
It has also taken independent professional advice on the engineering aspects of
the application and has included that advice within this response.

1. Summary of objection:
We submit that:

1.1. Kent County Council (KCC)’s statement prior to this application that the 1983
restoration plan is ‘unfit for purpose’ and that ‘there is insufficient material on
site’ to achieve the restoration objectives’ is prejudicial to the current
(KCC/SE/0495/2018) application. It constitutes an unacceptable and
constraining premise for this consultation and is unsupported either by
previous Squerryes Estate submissions or by this application.

1.2. the application fails to establish that the restoration can only be achieved

through the import of a minimum 800,000cu.mtrs of infill and the construction
of a haul road through the AONB.

1.3. the application fails to fully evaluate any other options to minimise the
environmental and transport impacts of any remedial works.

1.4. the application fails to accurately reflect the cumulative environmental and
transport impacts with other major development schemes currently in
planning including a submitted application at Moorhouse tile works and the
emerging local plans in Sevenoaks, Bromley and Tandridge districts.
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1.5. the application fails to show that effective consultation has taken place with
local authorities, the environmental agencies or community prior to its
submission

1.6. the application fails to demonstrate that it will not harm areas of SSSI, Ancient
Woodlands and the AONB landscape character and therefore fails policies
in both NPPF and Local District Plans.

2. Previous applications
There has been an extant restoration plan in place since 1983 (SE/83/1511) ‘to
secure an orderly and progressive pattern of working and restoration of the site
and ‘its integration back into the pattern of land use of the locality’
A number of conditions were attached to this (Notification of Grant of permission
to develop land: 24 April 1984)
Additional time for the restoration has been regularly applied for and agreed as
follows:
(SE/83/1511/R2) (Redland Tiles)
Squerryes Sandpit, Westerham, Kent
Variation of condition (2) of planning permission reference SE/83/1511 to
allow a longer period for completion of working and restoration
SE/14/1680 (KCC/SE/0150/2014) (Monier)
Covers Sandpit, Westerham, Kent, TN16 2EY
Application to vary condition (ii) of planning permission SE/83/1511 to enable
an extension of time to restore the sandpit formerly known as Squerryes
Sandpit until 31st October 2015
SE/15/3212 (KCC/SE/0342/2015) (Monier Redland)
Covers Sandpit, Westerham, Kent, TN16 2EY
Application to vary condition (ii) of planning permission SE/83/1511 to enable
an extension of time to restore the sandpit (formerly known as Squerryes
Sandpit) until 31 October 2017
It should be noted that Westerham Town Council as consultee to this
application responded ‘ The Town Council has been advised by the lessee
that work to restore the site began on 14 October this year (2015). They tell us
that ground works can only proceed as ground conditions permit due to
heavy Gault clay subsoil. As a result ground works will take place during drier
conditions between March and September. The request to extend the date to
October 2017 suggests that it will take two years to make good the site, which
seems excessive. Notwithstanding this we are told that all materials including
topsoil are already on site and no additional imported material will be
needed. With this confirmed we have no objection to extending the long
stop completion date to October 2017.’
SE/17/3215 (KCC/SE/0279/2017) (Morants Promotions)
Covers Sandpit, Westerham, Kent, TN16 2EY
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Application to vary condition (ii) of planning permission SE/83/1511 (and
subsequent amendment SE/15/3212) to enable an extension of time to
restore the quarry (formerly known as Squerryes Sandpit) until 31 October 2019

3. Current application
The current application states its objectives as:

3.1. To provide an engineering design to stabilise the quarry.
3.2. To meet the statutory planning requirement to restore the site to a suitable
landform and land use
3.3. To ensure the restored landform includes a sustainable drainage system (to
avoid the over spilling of water in the northern void onto adjoining land)
3.4. (Temporary objective) to avoid the use by HGV traffic of the A25 through
Westerham and to the west through Limpsfield and Oxted.
3.5. Within the overall objective of securing an acceptable restoration scheme
for the whole of Covers Sand Pit the applicant sets out four main
construction/geotechnical purposes.
3.5.1.
3.5.2.
3.5.3.
3.5.4.

To stabilise the north escarpment so as to safeguard the
adjacent M25.
To minimize the volume of construction waste imported.
To dewater the North lake after infilling and achieve sustainable
drainage of the restored land.
To restore the landscape to “good quality permanent pasture.”

However, the application KCC/SE/0495/2018 fails to justify any of the above
objectives for the following reasons:

3.6. Stabilisation and the M25.
3.6.1.
DM 18 defines the site as “currently unstable” and in 3.5.3 of the
Application and Planning Statement, (APS), reference is made to
“making the quarry safe in terms of slope stability.” However other
than some weathering of surface slopes within the Gault clay, the
slope stability calculations and engineering evidence for an
unstable conclusion to be reached do not align with the indicative
geological section in Appendix A in the assessment document: ie
the underlying Folkestone Sands are not included. The presence of
the Folkestone Sands would have a beneficial effect on any slope
stability analysis that is undertaken.
3.6.2.
Slope instability appears to be superficial and limited to the
weathered gault clay. Any deeper failures would have to go
through the underlying Folkestone Beds which is unrealistic. Equally,
the slope stability analysis uses low engineering parameters relevant
to the weathered gault clay. However, any deep seated failures
would pass through unweathered gault clay, which would have far
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better parameters for cohesion and friction and give greater
factors of safety against the failure of the slope.
3.6.3. The APS in 1.3 refers to “structural engineering to stabilize the
steep, (it isn’t), northern face” but the engineering parameters and
form the engineering would take are absent evidence.
3.6.4.
Also in 1.3 reference is made to the “long term integrity of the
M25” but this is nonsensical as if in doubt Highways England would
be taking current action to manage it in accordance with their
standard HD22/08: ‘Managing Geotechnical Risk’.
3.6.5.
Highways England,(HE), response to a stability risk to the M25
could potentially be to install a single row of bored piles or similar as
per the 2000 Godstone slippage. The report on the Godstone
incident concludes that its cause cannot be taken as a precedent
for this application.
3.6.6. There is no evidence to demonstrate that the fill material once
placed provides sufficient passive resistance to stabilize the
slope.
3.6.7. End tipping into water precludes compaction yet 2.3.1. refers to
‘additional compaction” when placed. This does not fit with
either method compaction or end product compaction as
defined in the SHW.
The only suitable material that can be tipped into water without
compaction is Class 6A fill as defined in the Specification for
Highway Works. This classification of fill has very specific grading
requirements and the planning application does not appear to
consider that only this type of material would be suitable, as it
refers to the fill throughout the application as:
 “Self-compacting”
 “suitable engineering fill”
 “waste”
 “of a generally cohesive nature”
3.6.8.
The arterial bund embankments provide no lateral support to
the east/west
running M25. To do so they should run north/south.
3.6.9.
5.3 of the Main Report continues unfounded speculation as a
basis for action regarding the M25 “integrity risk” despite the
Highways England/Squerryes meeting minutes of 16/7/2018 denying
such dangers could arise.
3.6.10. Volume 1 Non Technical Summary 1.3 lacks documented
hydrological assessments in support of the statement that
floodwater “could overflow” across adjoining land.
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3.6.11. More to the point photographic evidence (Appendix 1) shows a
reduction in the lake level over the last three years not an increase
of 1.5 metres per annum and little evidence of increasing levels
post 2014. This is due to the base of the lake being silted rather than
clay sealed. (Source. URS/AECOM 10/11/2018)
3.6.12. 3.1 refers to “emerging geotechnical risks” but without
evidence. This is repeated in 1.11 of the Main Report with added
‘potentially significant effects but without supporting
documentation.
3.6.13. Further examples of misleading unproven risk alerts are in 4.16
bp3 and 5.3 of the Main Report and quote “deep rotational
movement,” “and is predicted to continue,” and “the situation is
not sustainable since progressive failures could ultimately pose a risk
to the integrity of the M25”
3.6.14. There is some evidence of cracking on the site but this is
confined to the weathered material where vegetation is absent.
Also absent is engineering evidence, shear strength values and the
outcomes from Quarry Regulations site investigations quoted in 5.2.
Without supporting data from verifiable sources the above statements
are pure speculation.
The overall site infill to achieve an acceptable level above the water table is
significantly less than that proposed but no evidential calculations have been
done to establish this.

3.7. Haul Road issues.
3.7.1.
The Technical Annexes 9.4 propose a haul road of 20 metres, (4
metres in Main Report 5.17), and should be constructed of an
engineered base of Type 1 materials (series 800 of the SHW)
We see no reference to these quantities nor their safe removal post
contract given the likely heavy contamination.
This is not material which should find its way into restoration.
3.7.2.
Appropriate HD 22/08 analysis has not been done to take
account of required practical test loads and overloading factors of
1.6/1.8 relative to the surcharging risk based on 200 HGV
movements per day.
Substantially understated traffic volumes quoted by the applicant
at this risk sensitive location in the Squerryes/Highways England
meeting minutes should also be noted.
3.7.3.
Segregation management between the haul road and the M25
to avoid lorries going off track is a serious Safety risk and not
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commented upon.
3.7.4.
We conclude that the language used in the application to
support the contention of instability is extreme but is entirely
unsupported.

3.8. The minimum volume of imported waste material.
3.8.1.
Firstly, we continue to object to the premise that insufficient
material exists on site.
The history of sand extraction shows that the calculated restoration
shortfall at its finish to be no more than 60,000 m3.
In 2004 with sand extraction completed the geotechnical advisers
to LaFarge Redland, URS, produced a restoration plan in line with
the original permission which utilized 1M m3 of on-site material.
The shortfall meant a contour reduction of two to three inches only
and the restoration material formed the “saddle” between the two
lakes.
Whilst the restoration plan was never implemented by LaFarge it is
our understanding it was submitted to KCC by URS, as would be
expected and proved acceptable. This is supported by the
continuing stance of KCC, until 2017, that the plan was still robust
and materials on site. The only difference today is the existence of a
quantity of water and the disputed methodology of its future
management.
Notwithstanding the water presence the pit faces have been stable
for 15 years.
Given this history it is surprising KCC so readily accepted the
argument by the landowner, supported by GB Card’s 3/6/2016
Technical Note on Proposed Restoration, without obtaining for itself
corroborating geotechnical advice.
3.8.2.
The infill that is proposed is “material sourced from the
excavation sector of the construction market”. See 5.39 Volume 1
Main Report.
This definition does not mention “demolition” which would give rise
to materials that can be crushed and graded for re-use.
Material from excavated sources will not achieve this re-use or
qualify as engineering material.
3.8.3.
The application across all the submitted documents is wholly
inconsistent with regard to defining the infill material.
5.37 proposes to use suitable self compacting granular fill to place
in the water. Such material exists only as defined in the SHW, in this
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instance class 6A and is engineered to specification
In the Application and Planning Statement it states “using imported
suitable engineering materials” but without any reference to
specifications regarding grading, moisture content, chemical
composition and testing.
In 2.3.2 it refers to occasional treatment to provide a soil substitute.
What is this treatment that converts waste into soil?
In 3.3.2 the material is described as waste which in any event has
no engineering properties.
In DM11 it is described as of “a generally cohesive nature” which
implies a clay type rather than granular which will limit compaction
timings and reaction to water.
Table 6.6, Main Report quotes “The principle engineering material is
expected to be clays, chalk and clay rubble which is generally
cohesive.”
This contradicts other parts of the application where granular
material is proposed but supports its likely source as the excavation
sector.
3.8.4.
Stockpiling comments are also inconsistent where graded
material are referred to as “generally <5mm in size as a result of
screening” while earlier described as rubble and fails the
requirements of well graded engineered fill in any event.
3.8.5.
At the recent 3/12/2018 “drop in” meeting with the Westerham
Community DK Symes acting for the applicant stated “20% of the
800,000 m3 might be recoverable as graded engineering material.”
This contradicts the Scoping documents where it is stated “the
majority of the 800,000 is of suitable quality for engineering the
structural bunds.”
As a result of the contradictory statements above we would challenge
the stated volumes of imported material required to achieve the infill
proposed.
3.8.6.
The proposed waste materials will generate substantial income
for the applicant, up to £15 per cubic metre. It is not unreasonable
to suggest that it is in the interest of the owners to import as much
valuable material as possible.
However engineered material to specification will have to be
bought in at substantial cost.
The applicant Morants Promotions Ltd nor its holding company has
any evidenced funds to pay for imported engineered material.
9

The statement in 2.1.7 of the Application Statement that the above
companies are owned/controlled by the Squerryes Estate are
unsupported by the audited accounts of the two companies as
filed at Companies House.
3.8.7.
The slope angles of the bunds are stated as 1:2.
The Risk register, item 1 identifies the likely presence of softened
subsoil in the base of the north lake. The risk control measure is to
excavate the material but this requires underwater excavation or
dewatering, neither being appropriate.
The likely low strength of the subsoil and undrained shear strength
precluded 1:2 slopes; 1:4/5 is more realistic.
The impact upon quantities at relatively small changes to the slope
angles is massive as are the resulting transport movements for the
surrounding communities.
3.8.8.
The importation of excavated waste despite the assurance in
2.3.1 of the Application Statement that “stricter quality control” on
the site will exist via screening and segregating, clearly infers
inconsistent materials without engineering properties and high
rejection levels.
The impact upon quantities is severe, with resulting impact on traffic
levels and disruption to local communities
3.8.9.
Restoring to good quality permanent pasture will require some
Importation of material.
No quantities are referred to in the application. By way of example
100mm across the site requires some 100,000 m3 of material.
3.8.10. As stated earlier, the arterial bunds do not achieve support for
the allegedly unstable North Slope. The removal of two bunds
reduces imported materials required, as would accepting an
overall reduction in height of the landform by half a metre. These
alterations save some 700,000m3 of infill.
3.8.11. The GB Card Technical Note on the proposed Restoration dated
3/6/2016 and included in the scoping documentation identifies the
infill requirement of the compartment zone restoration as
1,861,100 m3. This is in addition to the quantities for the bunds.
The source of the compartment infill was stated as being on site.
On these figures the requirement for infill is nil.
We conclude that the misleading and inconsistent description of the
waste proposed for infill precludes KCC from achieving any certainty
regarding the “minimum amount” requirement.
The 800,000 m3 is an arbitrary amount supported only by vague
methodology and unsupported risk allegations regarding slopes and the
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M25 stability. At the 3 December ‘drop in’ session it was indicated by
the applicant’s advisors that this was the amount needed to achieve
the land form selected.
Granting permission for the 800,000 m3 will leave KCC vulnerable to
further requests for additional infill should the waste imported provide
inadequate quantities of suitable material as is entirely likely from the
3/12/2018 DK Symes quote, “20% of the 800,000 m3 might be
recoverable as graded engineering material.”

3.9. De-watering the north lake and drainage of the restored land.
3.9.1.
It is unclear how the applicant will place and compact the fill to
create a wetland.
The post infill levels are higher than needed for the purpose of slope
stabilization. Further the ground levels are substantially higher than
the groundwater table and higher than materials currently retained
in the clay/soil lined depressions.
As a result the wetlands’ future is limited unless controlled
placement of fine grained material is undertaken at the surface to
minimize percolation.
Surface Water Drainage and Flood Risk.
The application lacks a Flood Risk Assessment as required by the
2017 scoping in respect of Surface Water Drainage and Flood Risk.
This should include the assessment of potential impacts upon land
drainage, (surface water flows), as well as any physical disturbance
of groundwater levels or flows and impacts upon the aquifer,
(detailed hydrogeological risk).
Volume 1- Non Technical Summary, 3.4 Option 2 if presented with
an option for an engineered drain to the south lake would address
any flood concerns.
3.9.2.
5.4.1 of the Main report refers to the fill displacing the water but
what will happen is that the fill becomes saturated and the fines in
the fill material will be washed out and pumped to the south lake
with contaminated water as a result
3.9.3.
The application states that the water from the northern lake will
be pumped into the southern lake and from there it will ‘naturally’
infiltrate to the exposed Folkestone bed sands. The rate of
dewatering would be controlled so as not to exceed the
calculated infiltration capacity. Given that the previously
calculated vehicle movements and infill material quantities govern
the northern lake infill, there has to be some connectivity in this
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process that cannot be verified. The potential to exceed this
infiltration capacity is therefore a serious consideration.
3.9.4.
SDC Level 1 Strategic Flood risk Assessment identifies one of the
primary sources of fluvial flood risk to the district as the River Darent.
As a result it requires that where appropriate, site-specific FRAs
should include the assessment of mitigation measures required to
safely manage flood risk along with the promotion of Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS) to create a conceptual drainage strategy
and safe access/egress at the development in the event of a flood.
Early on as part of the design of the development a survey is
required to confirm whether the water table is low enough to allow
for SuDS techniques that are designed to encourage infiltration.
3.9.5.
Developers need to ensure that new development does not
increase the surface water runoff rate from the site and should
therefore contact the LLFA and other key stakeholders at an early
stage to ensure surface water management is undertaken and that
SuDS are promoted and implemented, designed to overcome sitespecific constraints.
In March 2015 the LLFA was made a statutory consultee. As a result,
Kent County Council, is required to provide technical advice on
surface water drainage strategies for larger developments. We
would argue that this is of such magnitude as to require such
technical input. Further, the Environment Agency should also be
involved under requirements of the North Kent Rivers CFMP (2009)
Policy option 6 as it applies to the upper Darent river, which is of low
to moderate flood risk, where the Environment Agency is required
to take actions with others to store water or manage run-off in
locations that provide overall flood risk reduction or environmental
benefits.
The southern area of the site contains the historic landfilling area
and is the most sensitive in terms of risk to Controlled Waters
(Principal Aquifer and SPZ3).
Consequently, a robust risk assessment will be required.
3.9.6.
The EIA also calls for comment on opportunities to enhance
green infrastructure and reduce flood risk by making space for
water. Green infrastructure should be considered within the
mitigation measures for surface water runoff from development and
used to protect slopes from erosion and slippage.
The application fails to provide detailed evidence of any material
planting to support the mitigation of flooding or ground water
runoff, nor indeed as an invaluable means of stabilising
embankments.
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We conclude that the very serious risks associated with dewatering are
the only real concerns of Highways England as evidenced by the
minutes of the Squerryes Estate/H.E meeting.
The absence of clarity as to the relationship between appropriate infill
and water displacement linked to vague construction methodologies
preclude any precision in the control of “minimum” volumes of infill
material.

3.10.

Restoring the landscape to good quality permanent pasture.

Soil and soil substitutes require, at a 10cm coverage, some 100,000m3 of
material. This volume does not appear to have been accounted for in the
800,000m3 of infill.

3.11.

Need and Alternatives

The 2017 Scoping Opinion under “Need and Alternatives” requires an
assessment of the need for the development alongside an outline of the
main alternatives to the final proposed works and the main reasons for the
choice made, taking into account the environmental effects and the
concept of sustainable development should be included.
There is a lack of any consideration of alternative engineering solutions to the
applicant’s proposals.
This is contrary to BS 6031:2009 regarding earthworks: this recommends
‘reductions in gradient of the side of slopes and/or the provision of berms: the
use of synthetic reinforcement, and use of piles should be considered and the
use of vegetation to stabilize slope faces and reduce erosion.’
10.23 reference 54 also makes reference to the use of a single row of spaced
bored piles to stabilize a Gault clay embankment. This option was not
included in the geotechnical options and should have been.
The brief statement contained in para 3.4, Non-technical summary fails to
consider seriously any options other than the proposed one, and the sole
criterion for evaluation appears to be the claimed instability of the northern
slope. There is no evaluation, as recommended under BS6031, of the carbon
calculations of each option considered.
Our advice is that other options could and should be considered: piling,
buttressing, greater use of material on site, adopting a slightly different
landform requiring less material.
None of these have been considered or evaluated.

3.12.

Transport and Access
3.12.1. We have significant concerns with the conclusions in the
application that there will be ’no severe impact on the operation of
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the surrounding road network ‘
3.12.2. The assessment limits itself to the small area immediately
surrounding the site. It fails to provide adequate information on the
impact on the settlements along the A25 at Brasted and Sundridge,
both of which have pinch points and suffer equally with Westerham
from existing traffic congestion. Two thirds of the HGV traffic to the
site is planned to approach through these settlements.
3.12.3. Similar issues arise with the remaining HGV movements planned
to be via Westerham Hill and through Biggin Hill into the London
Borough of Bromley. The steep hill has no passing lane and higher
exhaust emissions from low revving engines will be inevitable as will
significant delays to existing road users.
3.12.4. Approach to the site via the Croydon Road (B2024) has only
been included as a ‘sensitivity test’. However this too would have
similar issues with HGVs approaching down the steep hill and
travelling through Warlingham and onwards into the London
Borough of Croydon.
3.12.5. No assessment of the impact on either road safety or on other
road users of the proposed crossing from the haul road to the site
has been made.

3.13.

Timescale of work
3.13.1. The basis of the calculations on which the volumes of infill have
been made has already been questioned above. Material
delivered may not always meet specifications; inappropriate
material will be stored on site and then either removed or used
elsewhere. Equally, no calculation of material needed to build the
proposed bunds along the haul road has been included. Neither
has any contingency been included to allow for additional
materials should changes be required during the works.
These factors will inevitably result in increased traffic flows.
3.13.2. It is also unrealistic to assume, as the application does, that the
material will be readily available to maximise the infill rate 11 hours
a day six days a week, 251 days a year for 4-5 years (para 5.28).
Estimates have been made on the basis of similar reclamation sites,
but no supporting details are provided.
3.13.3. Given the seasonality of construction groundwork, the location
of sites needing to dispose of material at an economic distance
and cost may not enable this forecast to be met. This too would
extend the time considerably.
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3.13.4. Further, the calculations assume 11-hour working days. The work
requires daylight working: with minimal lighting installed and earlier
darkness between the months of November and February, this
would be impossible, even if ground conditions allow for 12 month
working, which the owners have previously stated in their planning
extension applications, is not possible.
Just on the figures provided, it can be reasonably assumed that the
scheme would take at least 7-8 years to complete, rather than the
5-6 years stated in para 5.29.

3.14.

Noise

WTC and its community are particularly concerned at the noise effects on
Churchill Primary School and the nursery which also operates from the site
which would be in close proximity to the proposed haul road.
The site and surrounding areas already suffer from noise and high levels of
pollution from the M25.
The practicality of the mitigation suggested in Para 12.30 (Main report) ‘works
likely to generate high levels of noise such as the construction of the bund
adjacent to the school would be carried out in school holidays or outside
lesson times where practicable’ is questioned. No detail is given on which to
evaluate whether this suggestion is either feasible or likely to be effective.
It is also noted that there is a gap in the ‘protective bund’ proposed
immediately to the north of the school, which will reduce the claimed
mitigation measures.
Para 5.25 of the Non-Technical Summary refers be to ‘the greatest effect
(0.7dB on weekdays and 0.9dB on Saturday mornings) would on Beggars
Lane which is not immediately adjoined by residential properties ‘. This
statement ignores the existence of the large residential area of Ash, Hartley
and Madan Roads which are within a short distance of both Beggars Lane
and the M25 and already suffer high levels of noise.

3.15.

Air Quality

The application makes no assessment of the likely effect of dust and vibration
along the haul road. Neither is there an assessment of the effects on air
quality – or noise – on the already affected Ash and Hartley roads.
The increase in diesel particulates caused by HGV traffic results in failure to
meet SDC adopted Local Plan policies on the reduction of pollution from
traffic.

3.16.

Landscape and visual impact

The application fails to provide an assessment of landscape and countryside
effects, given the site is wholly within the Kent Downs AONB.
A full Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment should have been scoped
15

into the EIA.
AONB, Green Belt, SSSI and Ancient Woodland
The site lies within both Kent Downs AONB and the Green Belt. It is contiguous
with SSSI, Ancient woodland sites, Westerham Wood and Devil of Kent Wood
3.16.1. AONB, SSSI: the planning statement should explain the public
interest required to justify the proposed development within the
AONB. It should have particular regard to paras 115 and 116 of the
NPPF in respect of proposals for major development in designated
areas.
These paragraphs also detail the considerations which must be
taken into account when ‘development in the immediate vicinity
….or further afield’ is proposed, including those which ‘result in
construction sites that would generate large Heavy Goods Vehicle
flows over a period of a year or more.
3.16.2. Green Belt: the ‘special circumstances’ put forward to justify this
development, namely ‘the need to make the quarry safe in terms
of slope stability’ and ‘the need to avoid using the A25 through
Westerham (Application Statement paras 3.5.3 and 3.5.4) cannot
be sustained. The need to stabilise slopes has already been
questioned, as has the need for large amounts of infill. Against this
background, the ‘special circumstances’ fail.
3.16.3. Ancient Woodland, SSSI: NPPF para 118 also states: ‘proposed
development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific
Interest likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (either individually or in combination with other
developments) should not normally be permitted. Where an
adverse effect on the site’s notified special interest features is likely,
an exception should only be made where the benefits of the
development, at this site, clearly outweigh both the impacts that it
is likely to have on the features of the site that make it of special
scientific interest and any broader impacts on the national network
of Sites of Special Scientific Interest’
No robust assessment of the potential effect of the proposed
scheme on the adjacent woodlands, including the effect on the
water table is included in the application.

3.17.

Cumulative and in-combination effects

EIAs are required to consider the potential for the effects of the development
to interact with those of other developments.
The application’s statement that they have no knowledge of other major
developments other than small scale residential schemes of some 18 houses
is inaccurate and disingenuous.
16

The applicant has itself submitted a formal application for up to 600 houses
to be built in the north, east and west of Westerham together with a bypass
crossing the sandpit site. While this has not been included in the Regulation
19 consultation of the Sevenoaks District Local Plan, it is still on the table and
has not been withdrawn. In addition the applicant is fully aware of a current
application under consideration by Tandridge District Council for the
development of an adjacent site into a major distribution hub for DPD. KCC
Highways is a current consultee on this application. This would increase
commercial vehicle traffic flow along the A25 to the east of the site by at
least 200 movements per day.
Equally no account is taken of the developments contained in the emerging
SDC Local Plan to the south of Westerham which would impact on the A25 to
the east; nor of the impact of developments emerging in Tandridge’ s draft
Local Plan.

3.18.

Engagement with the local community

“The County Council would also strongly encourage the applicant to
engage with the local community prior to the preparation and completion
of the planning application.’ (KCC letter of 16 August to Morants Holdings)
This has not happened. With the exception of a ‘drop in session’ with a
restricted invitation list held on 3 December (after the submission of the
application) no engagement with the Westerham community has taken
place. Neither is WTC aware of any other pre application engagement
having take place with local government, statutory bodies or others
WTC contends that there has been an intentional policy of the applicant not
to engage with SDC in view of its own application for the inclusion of a major
housing development in Westerham and relief road crossing the Covers Farm
site. As a result to our knowledge there has been no engagement to seek
compliance with objective policies within the District emerging Local Plan.

4. Summary
This application fails to demonstrate:

4.1. that the existing restoration plan is not fit for purpose
4.2. that there is a need for the import of a minimum of 800,000cu.m infill to
stabilize the ground conditions

4.3. that there has been adequate consideration and evaluation of all other

options to minimize the environmental impact of any remedial work
including a slight reduction of the contouring which would result in the need
for very little if any imported infill

4.4. that there has been appropriate consultation with all local authorities and
community groups
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4.5. that its proposals will not harm areas of SSSI ancient woodland, the AONB
landscape character and therefore fails policies in both NPPF and Local
Plans.

4.6. that there are any ‘special circumstances’ to justify such works in the Green
Belt

4.7. that it meets the Kent Transport emerging policy LTP4 b and does not meet
any of its five outcomes

4.8. that it meets either NPPF or Local Plan policies or recommendations under
British Code of Practice BS6031:2009

4.9. that it complies with the requirements of the Kent, Waste and Minerals Policy
and that consequently it should be refused.

Westerham, 22 December 2018
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Appendix 1

Photograph taken on 2 May 2016

Photograph taken on 10 November 2018 (Showing a drop in the water level and much more
vegetation)
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