
Jenny Cowan, The Keep Westerham Green Residents Group 

5 The Paddock, Westerham, Kent, TN16 1ER  

Objection to: 

Planning application ref. KCC/SE/0495/2018 

Stabilisation and restoration of Covers Farm Quarry using imported engineering materials to restore 

the site to grassland, including landscape planting and an ecological receptor area together with a 

temporary road and ancillary buildings, at Westerham Kent. 

Introduction 

I write on behalf of the Keep Westerham Green Residents Group, a constituted association of 

approximately 500 members. Having read the further information supplied by the applicant, the 

Keep Westerham Green Residents Group upholds its objection to the proposal.   

Summary of the objection 

• Covers Farm Quarry was not allocated in the 2013-33 Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan; it 

remained unallocated after the 2019 review; it should not be introduced into the KMWLP by 

the means of this application. 

• The application claims that the need for stabilisation arises from a slope instability that could 

threaten the M25. However, neither the 2018 application nor the further material provides 

adequate reliable evidence of a slope failure that would pose a significant risk to the 

motorway.  

• Keep Westerham Green has been unable to find any evidence of a Highways England survey 

that reports such a risk.  The application, however, contains numerous indications that 

Highways England would require the applicant to monitor and act upon any risks to the M25 

arising from the proposed work. 

• The 2018 application and the further material both claim that the 1982 restoration plan is 

unfit for purpose, yet neither presents a persuasive case that the 1982 plan is any better or 

any worse than the currently proposed one.  

• The further material fails to show convincingly that the proposed haul road is safe.  

• The proposed numbers of HGVs and the routing would increase congestion and compromise 

safety on the highway network (NPPF 2019, Para 109). 

• The application would result in poorer air quality for people residing along the access routes 

and Westerham children as well as unacceptable noise levels for these same children. 

• The 2018 application and the further material fail to a full and coherent description of the 

water management, the impact on ground water levels, the surface flows and the potential 

flooding risks.  

• The further material raises issues about contamination of soil, ground water and surface 

water but fails to address the attendant risks satisfactorily. (NPPF 2019, Para 170) 

• The health and safety risk to the community arising from the proposal far outweighs the 

argument that slope instability threatens the M25, which the applicant is using as the ‘need’ 

for the stabilisation proposal.  

• The claim that the proposed scheme will restore biodiversity is weakened by the drastic 

disruption of habitats of BAP species during the work, and by the irreparable loss of habitats 

for some Nationally Scarce species in the final reinstatement. (NPPF 2019, Para 170) 

 



 

Failure to comply with Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 (KMWLP) policy 

 

When in 2012 waste management strategy was being considered in preparation for the Kent 

Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 (KMWLP) the consultation evidence showed that the county 

had overcapacity for inert landfill. Consequently Covers Farm was not allocated in the Plan adopted 

in 2016. Following the 2019 Early Partial Review (involving further consultation) Covers Farm 

remained excluded from the Plan.  

 

Given that there is no evidence of a strategic need to import 800,000 cubic metres of inert waste to 

the Covers Farm Quarry site and that the site is not allocated in the KMWLP, it follows that approval 

of this scheme would have to be contingent on a further KMWLP public consultation. Otherwise, 

approval of this application would undermine KMWLP policy. 

Geotechnical aspects 

The Keep Westerham Green Residents Group has taken advice from Professor E N Bromhead, MICE 

CEng PhD MSc DIC BSc FGS. His full report is available on request. In his view, the methodology 

presented in the Geotechnical and Geo-environmental Interpretative Report (GGIR) and the Ground 

Investigation Report contain several crucial technical flaws that lead to unreliable stability analysis.   

Professor Bromhead’s overall critique of the slope stability analysis methods in the GGIR:  

• Reported residual strength value – It is inappropriate simply to determine one single value 

for the residual strength of the Gault clay, given the likely geological conditions that would 

have created the seaming in it.    

• Application of the residual strength parameters – The methodology is flawed in that it does 

not first identify where the slip surfaces are in the in situ and slipped Gault clay in the quarry 

so that a proper understanding is gained of where to apply the residual strength parameters 

in the analysis.  

• Paucity of testing and lack of subsequent checking – Only a few tests were conducted and 

the approach in these was flawed. The results could have been checked with appropriate 

computer modelling, but were not. Professor Bromhead says: 

‘Where the peak shear strength parameters were determined via only a few tests, with no correlation 

with the stratigraphy of the Gault, then the stability analyses should have tested their relevance by a 

series of computer runs that accounted for the instability, where instability was observed, and 

stability where slopes (such as the M25 cutting) were presently stable.’ 

Shortcomings in the stability analysis of Slope 4:  
 

• No preliminary factoring in of soil properties – The analyses for Slope 4 were conducted 
without first factoring in the relevant soil properties. 

• Inappropriate method for modelling pore water pressure in a partially submerged slope – 

The slope stability analyses were conducted with a pore water pressure parameter ru of 0.2 

for all of the strata within the slope. This use of a generalised pore water pressure value 
constitutes an admission that the actual values are unknown and that there is no 
understanding of how they are actually distributed in Slope 4.  

• Use of a raw unfactored factor of safety parameter – It is wrong to use a raw, unfactored 

factor of safety parameter figure, in this case 0.765, which would indicate ‘disastrous 



ongoing collapse’ when evidently the actual figure must be nearer 1.0 because the slope is 

still standing. Professor Bromhead observes: 

‘If calibrated against the F=1 of actuality, the indicated failure zone in the second analysis shrinks, 

even if the premises on which it is based were correct, which they are not.’   

He summarises his views on the slope stability analysis thus: 

 ‘The submitted documentation contains numerous technical flaws, and in the critical cases, contains 

stability analyses that are completely fatuous, especially in respect of the pit infilling.’ 

His opinion of the methodology and the significance of the interpretation is as follows: 

‘the analyses do not show what they purport to, and are simply wrong. They should not be taken as 

support for the purported conclusions of the report.’ 

Put simply, the GGIR in the further material does not provide adequate reliable evidence that the 

extent of slope failure on the northern face poses a risk to the M25. 

Flawed case for rejecting the 1982 restoration plan in the GGIR 

Professor Bromhead believes that the GGIR fails to supply adequate evidence to support the claimed 

lack of practicability and safety of the 1982 restoration plan. He says that it is wrong simply to state 

that the existing lake supports the northern pit wall and that its removal would be a bad thing. He 

also says that it would be possible to arrange a gradual lowering of the water level in the northern 

lake that did not have a very adverse effect on slope stability. 

He adds: 

‘Certainly, the stability of the northern pit wall is better addressed with a backfill solution than simply 

removing the pond, but the very limited stability analyses for this scenario … are at best 

unconvincing.’ 

He concludes: 

‘I am certain that the case has not been made within the submitted documentation either that the 

1982 restoration scheme is impractical or unsafe, or that the revised scheme as submitted is any 

better.’ 

Finally, he states: 

‘The risk to the M25 from instability of the quarry faces has therefore not been demonstrated 

satisfactorily.’ 

The slope stability analyses for the haul road (Appendix 6 - Ground Investigation Report) 

Because the 2018 application failed to prove that the construction of the proposed haul road, and 

the volume of the HGVs using it, would not negatively affect the stability of the M25 earthwork 

cutting 1.2 km to the east of the quarry, Highways England required GB Card & Partners to carry out 

a slope stability analysis and report on this, following HD22/08 procedures (Technical Annexe 7 – 

Ground conditions, Page 330 (Meeting notes 16/07/2018)).  

With regard to the resultant analyses of Cross Sections 1 and 2 (DWG-324-3) our advisor, Professor 

Bromhead, challenges the assumption that one would ever find a pore water pressure of zero 



(Appendix E, pages 47-8) in Gault clay in the United Kingdom. His view is that ‘such an assumption 

throws into question the validity of the slope stability analyses concerning the haul road.’  

He also remarks that had the fieldwork found the pore water pressures at the site to be zero, the 

Eurocode 7 software should have been designed to the worst possible future groundwater 

conditions, which would not have been zero pore water pressure.  

In his view, the reported minimum factor of safety of 1.16 might have been satisfactory had the 

analysis also met the worst possible ground conditions criterion, which it does not.  

He finds little evidence in the Appendix 6 Ground Investigation Report that Eurocode 7’s own 

explanation of how to evaluate design parameters has been heeded.  The stability analysis printouts 

lack detail of the input data. 

In view of these methodological shortcomings, Professor Bromhead does not believe that the 

Ground Investigation Report has made the case for the safety of the haul road.  

 

Methodology for arriving at the 800,000 cubic metres 

The 800,000 cubic metre figure which is the 'requirement' for imported material is (Drop-in session 

Dec. 2018) derived from a simple comparison between the estimated material on site and the final 

contouring envisaged by the applicant (Drop-in session Dec. 2018). Lower contours would entail less 

importation or none at all, with the consequence of fewer HGVs on local roads and less disruption to 

the community. However, the 2018 application and the new material have failed to explain why 

the landscaping, slope stability, useable grassland and adequate drainage could not all be 

achieved with lower contours overall.  

 

Transport 

Because the proposed work would last 5-6 years or longer the impact of the HGVs on the local 

highway network is surely a significant consideration.  The proposed volume and routing of HGVs 

has the potential for severe adverse consequences with regard to local road users and residents in 

terms of health, safety and disruption (NPPF 2019, Para 109). 

Beggars Lane roundabout congestion – Beggars Lane roundabout is currently served by three feeder 

roads:  

• a bridge over the M25  

• London Road South, which is prohibited to HGVs over 7.5 tonnes, and  

• the 7-metre wide 50mph Beggars Lane with no verges or lay-bys.    

 

The proposed haul road is a 4-metre wide single track with passing places and very little space for a 

widened entrance adjoining the roundabout.  

 

 

 



If one accepts the application’s transport assessment’s implication that all the HGVs would converge 

on the Beggars Lane roundabout (ie. half coming A25 east /the other half via the A233 London Rd 

North) and one considers RPS Consulting Services Ltd’s1 estimation of  30 HGV movements during 

the peak morning hour, one envisages 30 HGVs attempting to enter the single track haul road from 

the Beggars Lane at the same time as a contraflow of a further 30 HGVs will be returning along the 

haul road from the west. There becomes considerable scope during this peak hour for back-up onto 

Beggars Lane roundabout and congestion on this and the three feeder roads.   

  

Severe risk on the A233 on Westerham Hill - Up to 100 there and back lorry movements per 

weekday are proposed via the A233. 1.6 km to the north of the Beggars Lane roundabout is 

Westerham Hill where 1 km of winding incline (max. gradient 17.7%, average gradient 8.8% 

(VeloViewer, Strava) has no verge or passing places. As the Strava illustration shows, this route is 

often used by cyclists. The risk of serious accidents will be greatly increased on this stretch of road.    

 

If approved, the quarry stabilisation work is likely to contribute to a cumulative impact on local 

highways. Bromley Borough Council has recently approved with the construction of the 

aeronautical college and hotel at Biggin Hill Airport, with completion scheduled for 2021.  

Westerham Hill 233, Beggars Lane and the A25 east are likely to be routes from the M25 for the 

Biggin Hill construction HGVs.  

Severe risk on the B2024 Clark’s Lane – Approaching the pit from the north Croydon Road, the 

application allows for a stress test of 15% of the quarry HGVs up and down Clark’s Lane (maximum 

gradient 9.9%, average 4.1% (Veloviewer, Strava). The lower section of Clark’s Lane is narrow with 

no verge or passing place. At certain points two 3-metre-wide HGV’s can pass one another only with 

difficulty. A local motorist lost a wheel cover while taking action to avoid a collision with an HGV 

hurtling down this incline.   

Croydon Road signalised junction – The proposed location is a 60mph zone on a curve where the 

B2024 emerges from beneath an M25 underbridge M25. Visibility on the approach to this point is 

limited. This stretch of the Croydon Road frequently experiences flooding from the run-off of 

adjacent fields, and in winter this often freezes. In the winter of 2016 ice on the road led to a road 

accident resulting in a life-changing injury. To the south of the proposed junction site, cars park up 

on one side of the Croydon Road, narrowing the carriageway. A stoplight crossing averaging an HGV 

movements every 3 minutes would be a potential hazard to other road users. 

1 RPS Consulting Services Ltd were commissioned by Westerham Town Council to evaluation the application’s 

transport assessment against other available traffic data and their own traffic survey.   



 

Brasted High Street and Sundridge traffic lights congestion – The bollarding along the length of 

Brasted High Street means that any stationary vehicle immediately becomes an obstruction. The 

additional 100 HGV movements would increase the congestion. 

At peak hours there are frequently long tailbacks on the A25 at the junction with the B2211, the 

Sundridge traffic lights, backing up particularly to the west. 

Air quality   

Air pollution on A25 east of Beggars Lane 

The additional 100 daily HGV movements permitted along the A25 eastwards from Beggars Lane will 

exacerbate the pollution along a road already listed as an AQMA for NO2 concentrations. (See map).

 

DEFRA map of AQMA boundaries with the filter for NOx and NO2 applied, showing Beggars Lane and 

the AQMA zone along the A25 to the east (UK Air Information Resource, https://uk-

air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/maps/) 

The additional congestion will worsen air pollution along the A25 in Brasted at the chicane next to 

the Chart Lane/A25 junction. Here annual average NO2 concentrations persistently exceed the Air 

Quality Strategy objective, as seen in this table: 

 
Monitoring point 2015 2016 2017 2018 

DT 85-Chart Lane Brasted 48.3 51.1 43.9 43.7  
Air Quality Strategy Objective                   40  

      
Sevenoaks District Council 2019 Air Quality Annual Status Report (ASR)   
Nitrogen Dioxide monitoring results for Brasted/A25 junction   Annual average NO2 concentrations in 
μgm per m3 

 

Air pollution at Beggars Lane roundabout 

The Beggars Lane roundabout currently lies within DEFRA’s M25 AQMA 11 for NOx as NO2. Close to 

the roundabout there are the two Hartley Road bus stops that serve a large housing estate and act 

as official school bus stops. Keep Westerham Green surveyed these and found that each weekday 

morning 60+ children board buses here. Six years of additional 150-200 HGV movements negotiating 



this roundabout would result in a further deterioration of the air quality here, and an increased risk 

to these children and all the bus-stop users.    

 

DEFRA map of AQMA boundaries with the filter for NOx and NO2 applied, showing that the Beggars 

Lane roundabout lies within the M25 AQMA for NOx/NO2  (UK Air Information Resource, https://uk-

air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/maps/). Map also shows proximity of Churchill Primary School, left of centre, 

to this AQMA. 

 

Haul road poses increased air pollution risk to Churchill Primary pupils  

Churchill C of E Primary School lies approximately 50 metres from the M25 AQMA 11 boundary for 

NO2 and approximately 200m from the M25 AQMA 11 boundary for PM10s.  The proximity of the 

proposed haul road to the school means that for 6 years, in addition to the motorway pollution, 

pupils will be exposed to HGV emissions and dust. A 3-meter-high bund with a gap in it will not 

mitigate for this.  

Excessive noise levels for Churchill Primary pupils during haul road construction 

Some of the 6-month-long haul road construction would coincide with term time during the dryer 

months, when classroom windows would be open and Churchill Primary pupils would be spending 

more time out of doors. The further material claims that 50 dB LAeq would be the ‘worst case 

scenario’ (still the World Health Organisation limit), but the gap in the bund and the school’s location 

just 200m from the haul road, the children could be exposed to a constant 67 dB LAeq of bulldozer 

noise, a constant 62 dB LAeq of excavator noise and 20 HGVs per hour generating 94 dBA 

(estimating from data in the Main Report Table 12.5: ‘Source Term Noise Levels’, and working on the 

principle of a subtraction of 3 dBA for a distance doubled)). 

Lack of adequate hydrogeological risk assessment 

With regard to the water in the northern lake as each compartment is filled and the water displaced, 

neither the 2018 application nor the further material explains how the water level would be 

managed or precisely how the how drainage to the infiltration point would be achieved (if this is 

what is intended). Surely control of the water level would be a critical aspect of retaining slope 

stability.  Yet Annex 10 Transport Paragraph 5.3.4 suggests a steady flow of HGVs to the site.  The 

situation might arise that the rate of infilling exceeds the infiltration capacity, resulting in local 

flooding. There is no discussion of this risk in the application of in the further material.   

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/maps/
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/maps/


What is more, neither the original application nor the additional material assesses the potential 

impact of the proposed work upon surface water flows, on groundwater levels or upon the aquifer. 

Contaminants on site but inadequate risk assessment and mitigation measures proposed 

There is a large range of ground and water contaminants on the site which raise unresolved issues. 

Some of the proposed mitigation measures are unsatisfactory.  

Tests in the northern lake revealed concentrations of sulphates exceeding Drinking Water limits, an 

environmental risk that the proposal has yet to address.  

The restoration plan seeks to achieve surface water drainage towards the south of the site by 

creating a valley draining into a chain of ponds culminating with the southern pond and from there 

into an infiltration point which lies above a Principal Aquifer. The chosen point lies above a SPZ3 

from where groundwater could discharge to the drinking water borehole 530 metres to the west at 

Westwood Pumping Station.   

It is disturbing therefore to learn that in the made ground adjacent to southern pond there are 

exceedances of: 

• benzo-fluoranthene – very toxic to aquatic life and a long-term hazard 

• dibenzo anthracene – easily ingested by fish 

• benzo-pyrene – known to cause birth defects in mice and therefore a hazard with regard to  

grassland pasture. 

 

Exceedances in leachable concentrations of arsenic, nickel and selenium were noted with respect to 

the Drinking Water Values, and of chromium III, copper, nickel and lead against the Environmental 

Quality Standard. However, the measure proposed to prevent these from leaking into the aquifer is 

curiously 1 metre of low permeability clay over the existing restoration (GGIR Report 1, Table 11 Risk 

assessment of current and future restoration). This is curious because it is precisely within the 

existing restoration materials that these hazardous concentrations have been found, and they would 

leach downward into the aquifer.   

 

A further concern for Keep Westerham Green is the possibility that through inadvertence or 

commercial pressure, the scale of the proposed importation of demolition waste will result in slacker 

standards of on-site monitoring, and that further hazardous metals and PAHs will find their way into 

the soil, the ground water and the surface water at Covers Quarry, and from thence into the aquifer 

and the SPZ3.  

 

Ecological matters 

The claim that the scheme will restore biodiversity is weakened by the drastic disruption of habitats 

of BAP species during the work, and by the irreparable loss of habitats for certain Nationally Scarce 

species in the final reinstatement. This is contrary to NPPF 2019, Paras 170 and 172. 

Considerable habitat disruption during the work, including that of BAP and Nationally Scarce species  

Some of the bat species recorded in the ECOSA survey regularly feed over water as well as in other 

habitats. The Transect Survey returned records specifically in the northern part of the quarry 

‘continuously ‘on two occasions: Common Pipistrelle; Myotis, including possibly Daubenton’s bat; 

Soprano Pipistrelle; Long Eared Bat and Noctule.  



Is it therefore surprising that the Habitat Disruption Mitigation in the new material suggests that all 

bat species would simply commute in an east-west line parallel to and alongside the M25 (Map 1 of 

Appendix 2 - Technical Note). The Mitigation proposal describes the woodland available and the 

erecting of bat boxes, but surely the water component would be destroyed while during 4 years it 

was infilled with demolition waste and the water displaced. (This infilling and water displacement 

would also greatly reduce the habitat of waterbirds that overwinter here.)  

What’s more, all of the species just mentioned plus Serotine were recorded in the Transect Survey as 

being distributed evenly across the site, and not just in the north.  

The ECOSA desktop study draws on KMBRC and SBIC data returned a number of bat records within a 

two-kilometre radius of the site, many from the records of Westerham Mines SSSI, a habitat for 

roosting bats.  

The desktop study revealed a Serotine maternity roost present to the south of the proposed haul 

road.’ It is therefore disappointing that Technical Annex 5 omits the zone around the haul road to 

the east of the Croydon Road, considering this not to be worthwhile for habitat study. In doing this it 

overlooks the important north-south fly ways going directly from the SSSI Westerham Mines 1.8 km 

to the south to various crossing points under or over the M25, one of these being the Croydon Road 

underbridge. These flyways were however carefully observed in the Highways England 

commissioned survey in 20121, when the agency was preparing for the conversion of the M25 hard 

shoulder to a fourth lane.  

The Highways England 2012 Report confirms that bats actually roost beneath the Croydon Road 

underbridge. It also mentions the ‘well-connected woodland habitats between the mines to the 

south and the Croydon Road Underbridge.’ Removal of hedgerow either side of the signalised 

junction is proposed. Its alignment suggests that this is in fact part of the ‘well-connected woodland 

habitats’.  The ECOSA report (Technical Annex 5) quantifies this as ‘173 metres of linear habitat 

comprising: 90 metres of defunct hedgerow, 60 metres of intact hedgerow and 23 metres of treeline.’  

 The proposed works would disturb the observed fly way paths of bat species including BAPs and 

disrupt the foraging and shelter components of their habitat. 

Irreparably lost invertebrate species owing to the nature of the proposed reinstatement  

ECOSA identified no fewer than 406 species on invertebrates in Covers Farm Quarry – two were Red 

listed and ten Nationally Scarce (Technical Annex 5). Because Covers Farm would become simply 

become an area of grassland and wetland swales a number of Nationally Scarce species will be lost 

to the site. On the subject of invertebrates, the ECOSA Technical Note concedes that, ‘permanent 

losses will occur in association with species which require bare ground or ephemeral vegetation 

which do not form part of the restoration scheme.’ Below are two examples: 

• the Solitary Bee (Hymenoptera Andrenidae, Andrena florae) (Red Listed RDB3) burrows into 

soils and clays to shelter its young 

• the Solitary Wasp (Crabro Scultellatus, Hymenoptera Crabonidae,) (Notable A) is a quarry-

dweller that burrows into sand.   

 

    1 The Highways Agency Environmental Assessment Report, ref. 5084755-ALL-DO-EN-216 (July 2012) 

produced when the M25 was widened to four lanes between junctions 5 and 7, contains a thorough survey of 

local bat activity. 



 

 

Conclusion: 

Both the 2018 application and the current further material fail to demonstrate: 

 

• why a site that remains unallocated in the Kent Waste and Minerals Local Plan 2013-33 

should be allowed to import 800,000 cubic metres of inert waste  

• that the extent of failure on slope 4 poses a risk to the M25 

• that there is a need for the stabilisation work 

• that the proposed haul road is safe  

• that the proposed volume of HGVs and the selected access routes would result in anything 

other a severe adverse impact on the local highway network (NPPF 2019, Para 109). 

• that the community’s health and wellbeing would not be seriously compromised by poor air 

quality and high noise levels (NPPF, 170) 

• why the scheme’s objectives could not be achieved with lower contours and far less 

importation, or none at all  

• that there has been adequate consideration of water management, the impact on ground 

water levels, surface flows, potential flooding risks, and possible contamination of the SPZ3 

and the local potable borehole (NPPF, 170) 

• that the scheme would reinstate genuine biodiversity on a site that is currently species rich. 

(NPPF, 170) 

 

Having considered the further material in the application and taken professional advice on aspects 

of it, Keep Westerham Green finds the justification for the proposed scheme unjustified, based as it 

is on an unproven threat to the M25 derived from an unconvincing case for slope stabilisation. 

(There could be safe ways to remove the water from the northern lake, but they form no part of this 

proposal.) This poor justification, in our view, has to be weighed against the risk and disruption, the 

noise and threat to air quality that the six+ years of works would represent for the community, as 

well as the missed opportunities for genuine biodiversity and conservation that befits this Kent 

Downs AONB site.  

For these reasons, the Keep Westerham Green Residents Group continues to uphold its objection 

to planning application ref. KCC/SE/0495/2018.  

We would urge the Kent County Council Planning Applications Committee to consider the proposal 

against the guidance in NPPF, 2019 Para. 170 

‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 

by: 

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and 

soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the 

development plan); … 

 

d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing 

coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures   



e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable 

risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise 

pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local 

environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into account relevant 

information such as river basin plans; and 

f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, 

where appropriate.’ 

 

Please take this as notice that I would like to speak on behalf of the Keep Westerham Green 

Residents Group at the meeting of the Committee at which this application is expected to be 

decided. I’d be grateful if you would let me know the date of the meeting. 

 


