
1 
 

Agreed Notes of a meeting between Westerham Town Council and Which Way 
Westerham 

23rd May 2018: Council Offices, Russell House, Westerham 

Present:  WTC:   Cllrs Alan Wesley, Helen Ogden, Eddie Boyle, Anthony Holman, David Le 
Breton and Neil Proudfoot.  Angela Howells – Town Clerk  

WWW: Mr Henry Warde, Squerryes; Ms Nora Galley, Now Planning; Mr Robert 
Rummey, Rummey Design; Mr Andrew Metcalf, Maxim PR. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of the meeting was to give WWW the opportunity to respond to concerns and 

questions raised both by WTC and the community it represents about the WWW proposals. To this 

end, an agenda had previously been sent by WTC to WWW:  supplementary questions subsequent 

to the original agenda had also been sent to WWW.  The meeting and these notes follow the order 

of that agenda and supplementary questions. (attached at Appendix A) 

It had been agreed that the notes of the meeting, once agreed by both parties, would be placed in 

the public domain. 

It was reemphasised at the start of the meeting that in line with the outcome of Westerham Town 

Council’s consultation with its residents (October 2017) and the outcome of SDC’s consultation, 

Westerham Town Council would continue to represent those views. 

Basis for, & evidence presented in support of, the case for exceptional circumstances 

WWW clarified that the evidence already with SDC comprised: 

The document ‘Which Way Westerham’ dated April 2018 together with the documents listed on the 

last page of that document.  These documents comprised WWW’s evidence base.  Two further 

documents: 

1. A response to KCC’s queries on WWW’s request for pre-application advice on a relief road.  This 

would include a non-technical summary. 

2. A statement on the viability and delivery of the proposal. 

There would also be additional evidence on flooding information. 

 

The AONB:  WTC could not understand how the AONB could be conserved and enhanced by the 

construction of a relief road and 600 houses. 

WWW said that their proposals enhance the AONB by reinstating the characteristic former N-S 

routes; by integrating the M25 and A233 into the landscape; by restoring degraded landscape 

features; by increasing biodiversity; by mitigating the effects of previous development with new 

woodland; by improving the currently very poor urban-rural edge, particularly in the east of the 

town; and by the abatement of light and noise pollution. WWW stated that their improvement 

proposals were in line with and would deliver the Kent AONB Management Plan on the c 50 ha of 

land to be improved vs the c 25 ha of land proposed for housing, employment and the relief road 

corridor.  

WWW also explained that National Planning guidelines  state that major development in the AONB  

should be refused except in exceptional circumstances. Planning permission will only be granted   
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where it is clearly demonstrated the development would be in the public interest. 

WTC queried how the number of 600 houses had been arrived at.  WWW stated that this was the 

number required to fund a relief road and stabilise and balance the town’s population structure. 

WTC stated that it would be open to SDC to allocate development in non-AONB areas of the District. 

WWW believed that Westerham was in any event a prime location for housing for SDC due to its 

sustainability as a location (as set out in WWW proposal) and due to SDC’s need to meet its 

Government defined target (Objectively Assessed Need).  

 

Relief Road delivery:  

WTC asked for clarity on the route and the timescale for delivery of the proposed relief road. 

WWW stated that the route of the relief road demonstrates at this stage the merits of the principle 

rather than the precise detail of its alignment. It would be designed to ensure free flowing traffic, 

even with the probable three additional roundabouts (London and Croydon Roads and A25 junction 

to the west of the town; any others would be slips – e.g., the second access to Churchill School).  

WWW propose that its funding and phasing would be secured with a Section 106 agreement with 

SDC on which planning permission for housing would be contingent.  Though SDC is a CIL authority, 

that option is   open to the Council.WWW explained that the eastern land parcel (366 dwellings) can 

be developed with the London Road – Croydon Road relief road section only, whilst the 

development of the other residential land parcels could not and would not precede the delivery of 

the entire relief road. . 

 

Covers Farm:  

WTC queried the current status of Covers Farm restoration.  

WWW said that the application for restoration had been delayed to monitor the effects of the 

winter 2017/18 weather.   A survey in April 2018 had revealed further deterioration in the stability of 

the pit.  This had been reported to Highways England as a medium to long term risk.   

WTC reminded WWW that it had received confirmation from Highways England in March that it 

currently had no concerns over the stability of the M25 southern embankment 

WWW stated that the original restoration plan was not now feasible due to the accumulation of 

water in the pit. It was planned to submit the restoration application in the next six months.  It 

confirmed that ultimate liability for restoration rested with the landowner, Squerryes and would be 

effected via a company, Morants Promotions, which Mr Warde clarified was wholly owned by 

Squerryes 

 

WTC asked for confirmation that the construction of a bypass was dependent on the infill of the pit 

and also queried if the proposed timescale for completion of the bypass (2025) was realistic. 

WWW confirmed that the Croydon Road-A25 west section of the relief road is dependent on the 

stabilisation of the pit. WWW’s view was that with a potential start date of 2019 and infill from 

south London (total 800,000 cu.m) imported by up to 150-200 lorry two-way movements per day 

outside peak hours (which WWW considered a relatively small number) over a period of between 

3.5 and 5 years, completion by 2025 was achievable. WWW was already in discussion with several 

operators who could both infill and build the road.   There had not as yet been any discussions with 

neighbouring councils (Surrey and London Borough of Bromley) about the impact of such traffic 

through their areas. WWW also explained that a construction traffic routing management plan 

precluding the use of the A25 through the town but using the Croydon and London Roads and 

Beggars Lane would have to be agreed and enforced. The vast proportion of the inert material would 

originate from the London area. 
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Air Quality 

WTC asked how the effects on air quality of a bypass plus the traffic generated by 600 houses had 

been calculated  

WWW stated that its retained consultants, Air Quality Consultants, had calculated that as traffic 

along the relief road would be largely free flowing, there would be no detrimental effect on air 

quality conditions in the relief road corridor. Additionally, the traffic reductions within the town 

centre would result in it no longer being classified as an Air Quality Management Area. 

Community benefits.  

WTC asked for further clarification of the community benefits proposed by WWW.  

Employment site:  

WWW stated that there was significant need, evidenced by their own agent and the SDC Economic 

Needs study, for small B1b, B1c and B8 employment units. The site could be ready very quickly and 

would generate early finance for infrastructure and the community facility proposals. 
 

WTC site:  

WTC explained the restrictions on the site they own and occupy which would make development of 

it non-deliverable 

WWW’s view was that with the removal of 70% of the traffic from central Westerham then the site 

would have considerable attraction and value. 
 

Doctors surgery: 

WWW stated that their proposals included provision for a shell and core multi-clinic construction 

near the school. Their view was that this would relieve parking concerns, facilitate GP recruitment 

and have no adverse impact on the pharmacy. The decision would be for the GP practice to make 

and further discussion was needed. 
 

Churchill School:  

WWW had had without prejudice discussions with the school and is funding a specialist architect’s 

report on potential improvements to which WWW could make a contribution.  WWW felt that the 

bund could also add to the facilities to support the school’s Forest School work 
 

Valence School:  

WWW regarded this as a great asset to the town as well as being the major employer. It proposes a 

DDA compliant pathway linking the school to the town along the route of the River Darent long 

distance path. 
 

Secondary schools:  

WTC asked how the WWW proposals dealt with the need for secondary age children to be bussed 

out of the town 

WWW said that this was a bigger issue than WWW 
 

King George’s Field:  

WTC queried the proposed footpath across what is currently the senior football pitch.    

WWW responded that there was an existing public right of way on this route (ref SR341) and they 

considered that the pitch could be repositioned around the footpath (indeed KCC could insist on that 

anyway).  
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Other benefits:  

WWW stated that outdoor recreation facilities would be provided at the east of the town linked to 

the Darenth pathway: environmental improvements: landscaping, planting, common land the 

management of which would be retained by the Squerryes Estate.  

 

Financial assumptions  

WTC asked how WWW could rely on a Section 106 agreement when SDC was a CIL authority.  

WWW explained that it is in SDC’s gift to use Section 106 instead on strategic sites and exempt them 

from the CIL charge, particularly where infrastructure and other facilities are necessary to make the 

strategic development permissible in planning terms as is the case here. WWW also stated that 

there was an as yet unpublished review of CIL by Government which was deemed not to be working 

well in supporting the swift delivery of needed development. WWW  explained that the need for, as 

well as the cost to the WWW project and the value of the benefits (as outlined above and including 

the relief road), would very substantially exceed the amount realisable through CIL  

 

Housing:  
 

WTC asked for further details of the composition of the 600 housing units. 

WWW responded that 360 houses would be for sale at open market rates, with 240 smaller 

affordable houses for sale and rent..   SDC Housing was in complete agreement with WWW that 

there should be flexibility on affordable housing WWW proposed the majority of the affordable rent 

are likely to be developed and retained by Squerryes ownership to provide a long term rental 

income. At present, Government defines affordable rent as 80% of market rents – but that may not 

be appropriate in the local circumstances. Priority would be given to those working for local 

employers.  Provision for shared ownership (as set out in NPPF) would be made within the 

affordable allocation and there would be some social housing provision spread among the 

developments.. 

WWW did not intend to retain a large housebuilder but would engage local firms, who offered 

apprenticeships, perhaps in lots of 15-35 houses. Durtnells was mentioned.  

Financing of future debt via future cash from housing. 

Critical path of WWW 

WTC asked that WWW explain the critical path, including dependencies, necessary for the 

completion of the proposal before the end of the Local Plan period. 

WWW explained that four phases, each of approximately 4 years, were proposed as set out in the 

April 2018 document.  Dependencies were: 

3. Pre commencement: Agreement to the restoration plan for Covers Farm; critical to the ability to 

complete the bypass. 

4. Phase 1: 2020-2024. London Road - Croydon Road link, employment site,  first housing (east of 

town) 

5. Phase 2: aim to complete by 2025. Relief road and flood relief completed before second phase 

of housing 

6. Phase 3: complete by 2027 as per proposal 

7. Phase 4: complete by 2032 as per proposal 
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WWW suggested that its Transport, Engineering and Air Quality Consultants, as well as any others, 

could be available to give further explanation of their specialist areas to WTC 

The meeting closed: draft notes would be sent to WWW for agreement before publication.   
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APPENDIX A 

Agenda 

1. Basis for exceptional circumstances case (link between Covers Farm, By-pass and 600 
houses.) How does 600 houses and a bypass become an appropriate Green Belt 
development? 

a. Timing and content of delivery to SDC of next stage masterplan for inclusion in 
delayed Local Plan draft consultation. 

b. Data sources for statistics, housebuilding and population. 
c. Explanation of bypass delivery timetable and sources of infill. 

Evidence base that will be presented (public opinion, traffic projections, air quality 
projections, employment assumptions, demography, timescales) 

2. Extent to which WWW can itself deliver improvements to Westerham: expectations, 
practical and financial including evidence of support from key partners of: 

a. WTC 
b. Westerham Hall 
c. West Kent Clinical Commissioning Group /Doctors’ surgery 
d. KCC education/ Churchill School 
e. KCC/Library 
f. Kent Highways- Town centre changes 
g. SDC – parking 

 
3. Financial assumptions 

a. S106 / CIL Reasons for only expecting S 106 costs? 
b. What is expected to be included in any 106 agreement and delivery timetable? 
c. Extent of cost provisions and sources for all infrastructure and timing 
d. How will WWW fund and manage the project: through which vehicle? 
e. What financial dependency of WWW on Covers Farm restoration income to fund 

the development.  What is the cost estimate for restoration? 
f. What other capital will be deployed to fund the project? (Carillion issues) 
g. Affordable housing 
h. Assumptions on need 
i. Rate of delivery 
j. Location(s) 
k. Types of affordable home (Housing associations involvement?) 

 
4. Additional points raised: 

a. Current situation on application to restore Covers Farm.  Clarify community’s 
confusion on amounts of infill needed, over what period? 

b. Current situation on pre application for relief road? 
c. Clarity on deliverability, viability financing – what guarantees are there that full 

package will be delivered? 
 
 

 


