
Dear Sirs,  

I am writing as a Chartered Civil Engineer and a resident of Westerham. 

I wish to raise my strong objections to the planning application KCC/SE/0495/2018 at Covers Farm 
Sand Pit. 

The grounds for my objection are listed below: 

1. That the applicant is incorrectly claiming the risk of future instability of the M25 as an 
engineering reason for the importation of 800,000m3 of material and; 

2. That the applicant has not considered other reasonable alternatives to remedy his perceived 
risk of the M25 slope stability. 

3. That the applicant is incorrectly claiming that the north lake cannot be dewatered without 
affecting the slope stability and potentially the M25. 

4. That the applicant has not taken account of the specific type of fill that he will need to place if 
it is to be in water. 

5. That the application has inconsistencies and arrives at an over-engineered solution which 
appears to be simply a means of income generation. 

I will discuss each of the points in turn:  

1. Claimed risk of future instability of the M25. 

The applicant has identified surface failures in the weathered Gault Clay and cited these as potentially 
giving rise to concerns that the M25 may be at risk. This claim is flawed for a number of reasons: 

 No sampling or testing of any of the materials has been undertaken, so it is not possible to 
validate any claims or calculations to validate the assertion that the slope is unstable. 

 In the absence of geotechnical testing, the applicant has taken soil properties from back 
analysis of a failure at Godstone in December 2000. However, these soil properties relate to 
the residual strength of weathered Gault Clay and would not be appropriate for establishing 
the potential for deeper slip failures because the engineering properties of the unweathered 
Gault Clay would be far superior and give rise to a greater factor of safety.  

 The applicant has indicated a hypothetical slip plane solely within the Gault Clay layer (page 
28 of the ‘Slope stability assessment’ document)  However, this is inconsistent with the 
geological section presented in Appendix A of the Slope Stability Assessment, which shows 
that the Folkestone Sands lie beneath the Gault Clay and, by incorporating the higher shear 
strengths associated with the Folkestone Sands, would suggest that deep-seated failure 
planes would have a substantially higher factor of safety than reported by the applicant.  
  

2. Other reasonable alternatives that have not been considered 

The applicant has discussed the failure of the Gault Clay on the slope at Godstone in December 2002 
and expressed concerns that a similar failure could occur at Covers Farm. 
 
However, the applicant makes no comment on the suitability of the solution employed at Godstone, 
which was to install a row of reinforced concrete bored piles buried in the ground.  
This solution is discussed in TRL Report 627: “The Performance of a single row of spaced bored piles 
to stabilise a Gault Clay slope on the M25” Carder, D.R. & Barker, K.J. (2005)  
 
As the applicant has taken the liberty of assuming the soil parameters are identical at Covers Farm, in 
order to justify his claims of instability of the slope, then for the purposes of an outline design, we 
could assume a similar design would be employed at this site. 
 



If the piles were the same 1050mm diameter as at Godstone and the same 16m length buried in the 
ground and we estimate the length of slope to protect at 400m. Therefore, with a pile spaced every 
2.5m, as at Godstone, then that needs 2217m3 of structural concrete, which is just 368 concrete 
wagons in total as opposed to the 150-200 lorry movements per day for 5 years. 
 
The piling operations could reasonably be expected to be completed within a fraction of this time. 
Allowing time for set up and mobilisation, I would suggest 6 months. So, assuming a rate of progress 
of two piles per day, then the equivalent movements would be approximately 5-6 concrete wagons a 
day for 80 days only. These vehicles could access from the A25 without the need for the 1km of haul 
road.  
 
I am of the opinion that if Highways England were indeed concerned about the stability of this slope 
affecting the M25 and were faced with the possibility of a risk to this national strategic asset, then this 
would be one of the engineering solutions that they would consider, as was the case at Godstone.  
 
 
3. The claim that the north lake cannot be dewatered without affecting the slope stability. 

 
In section 5.4 of the ‘Slope Stability Assessment’ the applicant claims that dewatering of the north 
lake would risk destabilising the slope adjacent to the M25. This is correct if the dewatering is done in 
a rapid and uncontrolled manner.  
 
However, no mention is made that it would be technically feasible to draw down the water in a 
controlled manner, allowing pore water pressures in the Gault Clay to dissipate, which would not 
increase the risk of slope failure and the perceived risk to the M25. Dewatering could be undertaken 
in wells upslope of the quarry and then the water level in the lake could be reduced at a controlled 
rate to ensure that ‘rapid drawdown’ conditions do not arise. 
 
Once dewatered, it would then be feasible for all the existing site-won material in the middle of the site 
to be reprofiled into the sandpit void and compacted to an appropriate specification, followed by 
landscaping to respect the currently approved planning permission.  
 
This would eliminate the need to bring in imported materials to tip into water, as the existing volume of 
material on site could be reprofiled and compacted to specification requirements without the presence 
of water.   
 
It would also give the opportunity to clear off the ‘clay cake’ layer that is described as lining the 
northern lake and is likely to be affecting the natural percolation of water into the Folkestone Sands.  I 
would view this as a critical activity, because without improving the permeability of the bottom of the 
sandpit, the water issues will not be resolved, because water will just saturate the placed fill and 
ultimately present a greater risk to the flooding at the north east corner that the applicant raises 
concerns about. 
 
 
4. Consideration of the specific type of fill that is to be placed 

The applicant states that fill will be placed directly into the water as a consequence of being unable to 
dewater; which has been discussed above.  

Notwithstanding the false claim over dewatering, the application is silent on the exact classification of 
fill that will be placed into water. In actuality, the only suitable fill defined in the Specification for 
Highways Works (SHW) is Class 6A: Selected well graded granular material.  

In the application itself, the proposed fill is variously described as: 

 Self compacting   
 Waste  
 Suitable engineering material (with no reference to SHW classification) 
 Of a generally cohesive nature  



But nowhere is Class 6A specifically mentioned. 

Fill described as ‘self-compacting’ may be assumed to be Type 6A material as that is the only class of 
material that does not require a form of compaction.  Material described as ‘waste’ may not be 
suitable and it would need further checks, beyond those identified for Class 6A, on its chemical 
composition. BS EN 13242 defines a number of requirements for aggregates including chemical 
requirements such as: acid soluble sulfate, total sulfur and water soluble sulfate contents. If the 
‘waste’ does not meet these chemical requirements, then it may be considered unacceptable as such 
material could contaminate the underlying aquifers. 

Material of a ‘generally cohesive nature’ is precluded from use as Class 6A fill.  

With regard to the material which is proposed to be imported from sites within the south east / 
London, it is considered highly unlikely that material will comply with inter alia; the specific grading 
requirements and uniformity coefficient required for acceptability as a Class 6A material.  

In fact, as with my most recent project, we recycled most of the demolition and excavation products 
for reuse as piling platforms and slab bases. Most construction sites would seek to operate within 
similar sustainability targets and attempt to re-use any excavated material having such favourable 
grading characteristics.   

It is therefore assumed that the material acquired will be of a lesser specification and this puts into 
question whether the specified side slopes of 1:2 can actually be achieved. This exposes the local 
communities to a high risk of increased vehicular movements, when the applicant may consider it 
necessary to make a further claim for additional quantities of fill being required because the fill 
acquired will not repose at 1:2 slopes. 

5. Inconsistencies and Other Considerations 

As stated earlier, the Slope Stability Assessment claims of a deep-seated failure are fundamentally 
flawed. This is not only because they do not consider any measured engineering properties of the 
Gault Clay, but also because it does not consider the Folkestone Sands, which will have a significant 
contribution to the factor of safety against a deep-seated failure. 

Similarly, the slope stability analysis undertaken by the applicant has adopted a two-dimensional 
analysis, with conditions of plane strain being assumed.  It is reported in Craig, R.F. (1980) “Soil 
Mechanics” that it has been shown that two-dimensional analysis gives a conservative result for 
failure on a three-dimensional (dish shaped) surface. I would therefore respectfully suggest that the 
applicant’s calculations are on the conservative side in the interests of presenting an outcome that 
benefits his application. 

With regard to the fill profiles presented on drawings 1325/R/3 and 1325/CS/2, it is noted that the 
levels are considerably higher than would be required to stabilise the Gault Clay slope. In fact, as 
opposed to ‘toe-weighting’ of the slope, the applicant’s proposal simply buries the Gault Clay slope 
and potentially generates an income as a waste disposal site.  

There is no engineering reason for this amount of cover to the Gault Clay slope and given that the 
proposed ground level will be substantially higher than the groundwater table and therefore, the 
stated intention of creating a ‘wetland’ is unlikely to be achieved unless work is undertaken to create a 
zone of relatively impervious material that will minimise percolation down to the existing level. 

With lower ground levels, closer to the water table, this would mean that the central stockpile / bund 
could be reprofiled to protect the lower edges of the Gault Clay and, given the cohesive nature of the 
waste on site, would potentially enable the formation of the wetland without importation of material. 



With regard to the methodology for construction of the bund embankments, these appear to serve no 
engineering function in their current alignment. The proposed bund runs diagonally across the site 
from NE to SW, but if we look at the engineering rationale presented to stabilise the slope, then the 
‘equal and opposite force’ required to stabilise the toe of the Gault Clay slope would run from North to 
South. 

With regard to the proposed haul route, it is considered that this is perhaps more of a risk, certainly in 
the short term, to the integrity of the M25, when compared to the risk offered by the Gault Clay slopes 
at Covers Farm. I will leave it to others more qualified than myself to discuss the ecological and 
environmental aspects of these specific proposals.  

Conclusion 

In summary, I urge you not to approve this application. 

The applicant has failed to consider alternative proposals that would remove the need for vast 
quantities of material to be imported into the site at great detriment to the surrounding communities. 

Contrary to the applicant’s statement, it is possible to reduce the water levels in the north lake, 
providing it is done in a controlled manner, allowing the porewater pressures in the gault clay to 
dissipate. 

With the lake dewatered, it then allows the sand pit to be filled with the 0.3 million m3 of stockpiled 
Gault Clay and tile waste that currently exist in the central bund on site and if this material is profiled 
to cover and stabilise the toes of the Gault Clay slopes, then it should be perfectly feasible without the 
importation of vast quantities of construction waste. This would be in keeping with the currently 
approved planning permission and there is no engineering reason why this should not be upheld.  

If the applicant remains concerned about the integrity of the M25, more so than Highways England, 
then it would be within his gift to install the row of bored piles as implemented in the failure at 
Godstone. 
 
Peter Anstock  BEng CEng MICE 
35 London Road  
Westerham 
Kent 
TN16 1BB 


