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Introduction 

Westerham Town Council (WTC) represents the communities of Westerham and 

Crockham Hill, which are the most closely affected by the current proposal for the 

restoration of Covers Farm Sand Pit.  

While keen to see the restoration of the pit carried out, it is important to the Council 

and its community that this is carried out in a way which is sympathetic to a town with 

an extensive conservation area set in the Kent Downs AONB and Green Belt.  Any 

restoration must minimise the effect not only on the town itself, but also on its 

neighbouring communities. 

WTC registered a robust objection to the initial application submitted in October 2018 

and has now reviewed the additional information provided by the applicant in 

December 2019.  It considers that this further information has focussed only on 

selected issues, that any amendments put forward are minor, fails to address the key 

issues and that concerns raised in our previous response have not been addressed. 

WTC has once more taken professional advice from both geotechnical and transport 

consultants and their views have been appended to this response.  WTC understands 

that other Westerham groups have also taken professional advice. 

Summary of objections 

 

This application and the additional information provided in December 2019  fails to 

demonstrate: 

 

1. Evidence that the stability issues claimed are severe enough to justify the 

extensive and disruptive restoration proposed;  

 

2. That there is a need to import a minimum of 800,000m3 infill;  

 

3. Serious consideration of feasible and less intrusive alternatives; 

 

4. That its transport assessments are soundly based, realistic or enforceable; 

 

5. That it addresses the significant effects of the proposed development on the 

environment that are likely to arise as a result of the proposed development; 

 

6. That it has followed KCC’s advice to consult with local communities 

and thus it fails to meet NPPF or Local Plan policies, the Kent Waste and Minerals 

Policy, the Kent Transport Policy LTP4, the Kent Freight Action Plan, BS 6031:2009 or 

recommendations contained in the Specification for Highway Works. 
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1. The need for this restoration 

The initial application stated that the proposed restoration would ‘provide long term 

integrity to the M25’1.  It further stated that the ‘currently approved scheme’ was 

‘not fit for purpose’2 

Stability issues and the M25 

The risk of instability in the northern face of the northern lake to the M25 was 

mentioned throughout the 2018 ‘Main Report’ and was used as the justification for the 

works.  At various times it was implied that Highways England shared this view and 

were indeed anxious for the work to be completed. 

 

An exhaustive search of the documentation since 1983, has failed to find evidence 

that Highways England shared this view.  Indeed the opposite is true. Highways 

England has consistently 345 stated that any concerns they have relate to the effect 

of any works on the M25.   

 

This restoration plan is thus not justified for reasons of safeguarding the Strategic 

Road Network. 

 

Secondly, the geotechnical information provided by the applicant both in the 2018 

application and in the additional information  does not evidence a slippage 

warranting a restoration of this magnitude, involving the importation of 800,000m3 over 

a period of some six years.  

 

The professional geotechnical advice WTC initially received in 2018 stated: 

..’when looking at the deep seated failure mechanism it is expected that 

‘Unweathered’ Gault Clay would be encountered and the effective 

cohesion(c') for this material would be expected to be over 10kPa (ref Ellis, 

Harrison and Bowden 2011). In addition, the discussion relating to deep seated 

failures does not account for the presence of the Folkestone Formation.  It is 

therefore considered unlikely that a deep seated  failure that would have an 

impact on the M25 would occur, unless external sources of disturbance result 

in the conditions changing’6 

 

The advice based on the additional information submitted can be found at para 2 of 

the more recent report from WTC geotechnical advisers7 appended at Appendix A 

and states: 

 
1 Application and Planning Statement: DK Symes 3 October 2018 
2 ibid 
3 Email Highways England – WTC 16 March 2018 
4 Notes of meeting 16 July 2018 Highways England/ Squerryes Estate 
5 Email Highways England – KCC 2 January 2019 
6 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SD December 2018 
7 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SG February 2020 
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‘The ground investigation has been reviewed in accordance with the 

guidance set out in Eurocode 7 Part 2 Annex B in terms of spacing and depth 

of investigation and is not considered appropriate’. 

 

The full opinion (Appendix A) casts further doubt on the conclusions put forward by 

the applicant. 

 

We understand that geotechnical advice received by Keep Westerham Green 

(KWG) from a separate independent source gives similar views. 

 

In summary our advice is that the statements made on the instability of the northern 

face are based on inadequate and/or erroneous investigations and do not 

demonstrate the need for the extensive and intrusive proposal put forward.  

 

2. Restoration proposals: the currently permitted (1983) plan and alternatives 

 

Currently permitted (1983) plan  

The applicant dismisses the currently permitted restoration plan as ‘flawed at the time 

it was prepared, and that subsequent action (or inaction) by Redland during the years 

that followed the approval of the scheme has made the situation worse’8. The 

applicant also makes unevidenced assertions about the work done by Redland’s 

advisers.   

 

WTC has consulted Redland’s geotechnical advisers of the time who have the 

following observations on the statements made in the ‘Supporting Statement - Further 

Information’ document (dated 13th December 2019)9: 

a. Para 2.26: the statements made in this paragraph are erroneous. 

b. Para 2.27: the statements made in this paragraph are misleading: a 2009 

Final Restoration scheme was submitted to and approved by KCC.10 This 

agreement followed the final approval for sand extractions, which was 

completed in 2012. 

c. Para 3.5: is inaccurate: there was no discussion between 

URS/Redland/Lafarge about importing infill. 

 

The arguments put forward by the applicant which indicate that the currently 

approved scheme is  not fit for purpose,  have not be evidenced and moreover are 

disputed by Redlands’  advisers. 

 

 

 

 

 
8 Further Information DK Symes para 2.22 December 2019 
9 ibid 
10 URS plan ref: 44549963/0609/2500/R1 
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Alternatives 

The scoping of 16 August 201711 required the applicant to provide ‘an outline of the 

main alternatives to the final proposal works and the main reasons for the choice 

made, taking into account the environmental effects and the concept of sustainable 

development. 

 

In neither the 2018 application nor the further information provided in December 2019 

is this obligation given more than cursory attention.  Para 6.2.5 of the Geotechnical 

and Geo-environmental Interpretive Report of December 2019 (Appendix 1, Report 

1) gives only a high level discussion of alternative solutions and dismisses those 

mentioned as not technically feasible or not safe to construct – without providing any 

real evidence of these conclusions.  There is also no real discussion of the alternative 

of dewatering.   Indeed that too is dismissed. 

 

Dewatering option 

The applicant’s contention, set out in the Further Information12 submitted is: 

‘If dewatering occurs there is a very high risk of slope failure not only of Slopes 2 and 

4 (most critical) but also Slopes 3 and 5 that are also adjoining the northern lake. For 

this reason, dewatering the northern lake is not possible as an element of the 

restoration.13 

 

The applicant’s presumption is that the northern lake would be dewatered in a very 

short timeframe14. However, the advice obtained both from WTC’s geotechnical 

consultant and other professional advice casts considerable doubt on this dismissal 

by the applicant of a dewatering solution: 

‘Dewatering could be undertaken in wells upslope of the northern pit slope and 

then the water level in the pit could be drained at a controlled rate to ensure 

that ‘rapid drawdown’ conditions do not arise.  The dewatering of the northern 

pit therefore is technically feasible and, if done properly would not exacerbate 

the risk of slope failure.15 

The further advice from the same consultant in response to the additional information  

states: 

‘The central question of controlled dewatering with the use of existing on site 

material to buttress the northern slope has not been addressed within this 

report’16 

 

 

 
11 Scoping Opinion: ref PAG/KCC/SCO/SE/0164/2017. Sharon Thompson – Morants Holdings 16 August 2017 
12 Further Information DK Symes section Appendix 1 para 6.2.2 December 2019 
13 Appendix 1 Part 2 
14 Further Information DK Symes section Appendix 1 para 6.2.2 December 2019 
15 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SD December 2018 
16 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SG February 2020 
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Amended landform 

WTC’s geotechnical advice is that: 

The amount of fill to be imported to site could be substantially reduced if the 

proposed ground levels in the middle of the site were generally reduced by 

~10m.  This would also bring the proposed ground surface closer to the 

groundwater table and more material could be claimed from the existing 

stockpile of tile waste and Gault clay in the middle of the site – the clay could 

also be spread out to create a water retaining surface to promote a 

wetland....This would substantially reduce the lorry movements to and from the 

site’17 

 

3. Proposed infill material 

WTC’s advice on the proposed infill material states: 

‘the recent application (Further Information Dec 2019) is vague with regards to the 

information on the proposed infill material.......should be selected granular material 

typically complying with Classes 1A,1B or 1C material in accordance with the 

Specification of Highway Works (SHW) below the water level. Industry practice for 

placing material under water is for it to be Class 6A material in accordance with the 

SHW. Whilst the use of the Classes 1A, 1B or 1C would not be typical it could still achieve 

the requirement set out in the design however its performance may be less certain’18 

 

4. Haul Road 

It is noted that considerable effort has been put into providing the further 

information required by Highways England in relation to the proposed haul road.  

Highways England will doubtless come to their own conclusions on whether this 

satisfies their standards.  WTC’s geotechnical advice states: 

‘the submission ...lacks a detailed set of drawings with topographic  information 

to show the alignment in relation to the M25 cutting (lateral distance) and the 

level of the haul road.  The drawing information provided is illustrative only. The 

lack of information in this regard may be of concern to Highways England’19 

 

5. Operational issues 

a. Timescales: No mention is made either in the 2018 original application nor 

in the further  additional information provided in December 2019 that 

working of Gault clay and topsoil cannot continue between the months of 

October and March, as confirmed by KCC20. The potential impact of this 

restriction on the length of the restoration period is not considered or 

analysed but could be considerable. 

b. The site: the 2018  application19 states that ‘imported material will be tipped, 

screened and segregated on site for appropriate use’. Advice from WTC’s 

 
17 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SD December 2018 
18 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SG February 2020 
19 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SG February 2020 
20 Email M Clifton (KCC) to WTC 23 September 2015 
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consultants is that ‘The site compound is small and it is considered highly 

unlikely that there will be any sorting/grading of infill material.  It is envisaged 

therefore that the material will be sorted and classified at source and 

brought to site’21. No reference is made in the 2018 application nor in the 

additional information provided in December 2019 to this being the case as 

would be expected bearing in mind the criticality of this to the overall 

feasibility of the proposal. 

 

Westerham Town Council thus contends that the current application is an 

overengineered solution which causes disproportionate disturbance to 

surrounding communities.  The need for it has not been evidenced; the 

unsuitability of the previously agreed restoration plan is not proven; less intrusive 

alternatives have been dismissed without proper evaluation. 

6. Transport 

The impact of the Transport proposals made by the applicant is a major source 

of concern to WTC and its community.  WTC therefore commissioned a review of 

the Transport Assessment22 submitted by the applicant as part of the 2018  

application together with the Routeing Agreement23 submitted in December 

2019.  Up to date Traffic Surveys were also commissioned. 

This report is attached at Appendix B24 

The major issues raised were: 

Traffic generation 

a. No consideration has been given to the likelihood that during the course 

of the proposed restoration, infill material from sources other than South 

East London will be available, nor that  sufficient sources of material from 

South East London may not be available at the appropriate timeframes, 

rendering the proposed routes unenforceable. 

b. The assumption that HGVs would arrive at the site evenly throughout the 

day is unrealistic: arrivals are more likely to be concentrated in the 

mornings, resulting in traffic flow in the AM peak of more than double that 

stated in the TS. 

c. The traffic generated by the site has not taken account of all movements 

including for example those relating to the construction of the haul road. 

 

 

Routing agreement 

 
21 TP Gee report C118136-001/CJT/SG February 2020 
22 Technical Annex 10 Transport Statement; Phil Jones Associates August 2018 
23 Routeing Agreement  PJA Appendix 4 of Further Information  DK Symes Deember 2019 
24 Transport Impact review JNY 10463-02 RPS Group 14 February 2020 
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d. Neither the proposed Enforcement and Monitoring , Signage,  Recording 

system or routes are fit for purpose. They are insufficient to restrict or 

enforce the routing of HGVs to and from the site. 

e. The Routing Agreement  does not conform with the Freight Action Plan for 

Kent25 where the issues surrounding the routing of HGVs are well 

documented. (Action 3) 

 

Highway Safety 

f. The increase in HGV traffic is likely to lead to an increase in incidents at the 

A25/Beggars Lane A233 junction. A high level of incidents have occurred 

along the A233 through Biggin Hill and on the B269 via Warlingham and an 

increase in HGV traffic is likely to have  severe effect on highway safety 

along these routes. 

g. The proposed signalised junction on Croydon Road does not provide 

sufficient levels of visibility to the junction and does not meet the relevant 

standards. 

h. There has been no Road Safety Audit for the Croydon Road  junction 

giving rise to serious safety concerns.  

i. There have been three further accidents along the Croydon Road  during 

January/February 2020. 

 

Impact Assessment 

j. The impact of the additional HGV traffic has been underestimated and is 

understated in the Traffic Assessment. When the updated numbers are 

taken into account, this leads to increased queuing especially at the 

A25/Beggars Lane (A233) junction.  

k. There is insufficient evidence presented in either the original or the 

additional documentation as supplied by the Applicant to show that the 

application and routing agreement meet the conditions set out in NPPF 

para109. 

 

WTC’s transport advisers have stated that : 

‘The overall conclusion is that on the basis of highway and transport issues, 

planning permission cannot be granted.’ 

 

Site access 

The existing access to the Sandpit, which has been used hitherto by all traffic to 

and from the site, lies on the A25 to the west of Westerham.  This access is 

discounted by the application on the grounds that ‘it is both sustainable and 

economic to select the shortest haul distance , and using the A25 to the west of 

the site does not achieve this’ and that ‘ this route passes through the residential 

areas of Oxted and Limpsfield’ 26  

 
25 https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/6105/Freight-action-plan.pdf 
26 Further Information DK Symes para 8 December 2019 

https://www.kent.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/6105/Freight-action-plan.pdf
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The proposed routeing brings HGV traffic straight through the conservation areas 

of Brasted and Sundridge and also through the pinch points in Sundridge. Large 

numbers of residential properties within Brasted and Sundridge are far closer to 

the A25 than is the case in Oxted and Limpsfield and are  located on the A25 

itself.  The same is true for traffic approaching via Biggin Hill where it would pass 

through both residential and commercial areas bordering the A233. 

 

The claim that ‘the traffic associated with the stabilisation/restoration scheme will 

not travel via Westerham’27  has already been challenged as being unenforceable 

by WTC’s Transport Impact Review.  As a result, a significant amount of the HGV 

traffic is likely to travel straight through Westerham’s conservation areas and through 

the Westerham pinch points. 

7. Air Quality and Noise 

 

a. WTC is aware that KCC have engaged their own Air Quality and Noise 

consultants.  

 

b. Beggars Lane/London Road junction (roundabout) along with a section of 

the proposed haul road as it skirts Churchill Primary school grounds lie 

within the M25 AQMA.   

 

c. Westerham Town Centre was the subject of an AQMA until 2014.  Should 

Westerham high street experience a significant increase in HGV traffic this 

would reverse the progress made, resulting in a possible reinstatement of 

an AQMA. 

 

d. The school and Nursery: There is nothing in the additional information 

provided in December 2019 to allay WTC’s concern, expressed in its 

response to the 2018 application28, with regard to the impacts on air 

quality and noise disruption which will affect the school and nursery. 

 

In planning terms this may be a ‘temporary’ haul road.  However the 

length of the project means that it would last a minimum of six years – the 

entire school career of a primary school child. 

 

Moreover, the two bus stops located at Hartley Road (within a few metres 

of the roundabout) are designated as School Bus Stops.  Every school 

morning  some 60 - 70 secondary school children congregate at these 

stops at peak hours to board the eight bus services which transport them 

to their schools in Sevenoaks, Oxted, Biggin Hill, Tonbridge and Tunbridge 

 
27 ibid 
28 Response from Westerham Town Council, Keep Westerham Green Residents Group, Westerham Residents 
Association, Westerham Town Partnership, Farley Residents 22 December 2018 
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Wells.  The children are returned by bus between 4 and 5pm.  The bus 

stops' location already falls within the M25 AQMA, and the additional HGV 

traffic can only worsen pollution levels. 

 

e. A233 Beggars Lane and roundabout: There is no recognition in the 

additional information provided in December 2019  of the high levels of 

noise and pollution already experienced by residents of the large housing 

estate to the south and east of Beggars Lane.  Indeed the original 

application incorrectly states: ‘Beggars Lane, which is not immediately 

adjoined by residential properties’29. Such properties are far closer to the 

traffic than are the residential properties in Oxted and Limpsfield which the 

Applicants Routing arrangements seek to avoid. 

 

8. Kent Waste and Minerals Local Plan 2013 -30 

It should be noted that the above plan, found that there was sufficient capacity 

for waste needs for the period of the plan.  The Covers Farm site, when put 

forward for inclusion in this plan was rejected.  The review of this Plan, carried out 

in 2019 concluded that no major changes were needed.  

 

9. Summary 

This application and the additional information provided in December 2019 fails 

to demonstrate: 

7. Evidence that the stability issues claimed are severe enough to justify the 

extensive and disruptive restoration proposed; 

 

8. That there is a need to import a minimum of 800,000m3 infill;  

 

9. Serious consideration of feasible and less intrusive alternatives; 

 

10. That its transport assessments are soundly based, realistic or enforceable; 

 

11. That it addresses the significant effects of the proposed development on the 

environment that are likely to arise as a result of the proposed development; 

 

12. That it has followed KCC’s advice to consult with local communities 

and thus it fails to meet NPPF or Local Plan policies, the Kent Waste and 

Minerals Policy, the Kent Transport Policy LTP4, the Kent Freight Action Plan, 

BS 6031:2009 or recommendations contained in the Specification for 

Highway Works; 

 

and therefore it should be refused. 

 

  

 
29 Non-Technical Summary para 5.25:  Peter Radmell Associates September 2018 


