
Objection to the proposed Planning Application No: KCC/SE0495/2018 – Stabilisation and 

restoration of Covers Farm Quarry, Westerham, Kent. 

The grounds of my objection are based on the damage to habitat caused by the proposals and the 

reduction of biodiversity as a result. The Covers Farm site currently has a wide range of wildlife 

species and is varied and rich in habitat. Based on the detailed surveys undertaken to date the 

potential for net gains in biodiversity are remote. The landscape interventions proposed in the 

application will result in a loss of species and a reduction in the variety of habitats found on site. It is 

questionable that any intervention needs to take place. In the event that landscape changes are 

made they must be as un-invasive as possible and kept to a minimum. This proposal is unnecessarily 

invasive and destructive. 

I would like to draw attention to the following statements contained in the planning application 

documents. Firstly the Government guidance, National Planning Policy Framework: 

Environmental Statement, Volume 1: Main Report September 2018.  

Page 14 National Planning Policy Framework. Section 3.4 / Table 3.1 Relevant NPPF Policy: 

172. ‘Great weight to be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty in 

…AONBs’ 175. ‘Development to avoid/mitigate significant harm to biodiversity, should not 

adversely affect SSSIs (unless the harm is outweighed by the benefits) and should enhance 

biodiversity…’ 

Many species are under threat should this proposal go ahead.  

Environmental statement Main Report. 

Page 21 Key Designations and Sensitivities / 4.14 Ecology:  

‘…• …Habitats within the former sandpit area are considered to be of county value, and 

habitats within the remainder of the site of local value. • The site supports a number of rare, 

notable or protected species...’ 

I initially comment further on the status of Invertebrates below. 

4.14 Ecology page 87  

Invertebrates  

8.72 ‘A number of notable invertebrate species were included within the desk study data. 

Given the habitat on site, blackthorn mining bee, black-headed cardinal beetle, bee wolf, the 

solitary wasp, grizzled skipper, dingy skipper and small heath are species most likely to be 

present within the site. The invertebrate survey of the site carried out during 2017 recorded 

a total of 406 species, of which, two Red Data Book and ten Nationally Scarce species were 

present. The sparsely vegetated open areas were used by both dingy skipper and grizzled 

skipper both of which are in decline and UK Species of Principal Importance.’ 

The Small Heath (also found during the 1017 survey), Grizzled Skipper and Dingy Skipper butterflies 

are UK BAP priority species, identified as being the most threatened and requiring conservation 

action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP List of UK Priority Species 2007 jncc.gov.uk). 



Please note that in the quote above that ‘sparsely vegetated open areas’ were of value, the 

proposals fail to address this ‘intermediate’ type of habitat. 

And page 90 - Predicted Effects/Invertebrates  

8.84 ‘Permanent loss of suitable habitat for a range of invertebrate assemblages, including a 

small number of Nationally Scarce species.’  

The diversity of invertebrate species and the definitions of their importance can be seen in:    

Technical Annex 5. Ecology. Covers Pit, Westerham Road, Westerham, Kent prepared by 

ECOSA Ltd 

Appendix 8 Invertebrate Status Category Definitions and Criteria. This document explains 

identified invertebrate status. The status of invertebrates is noted; including ‘Common, Local, 

Notable A, Notable B both Nationally Scarce), BAP, RDB3-Rare (Red Data Book 3) and RDBK. 

And Appendix 9 Invertebrate Survey Record. This document details the 406 species of 

invertebrate observed during survey. 

Further statements from the Application documents comment on the value of the site and the 

wildlife: 

Morants Promotions Limited, Proposed Stabilization and Restoration of Covers Sand Pit, 

Westerham, Kent Environmental Statement. Volume 1: Non-Technical Summary:  

2. The Site and its Environmental Context 

2.6 ‘The site supports a range of habitats, including the following “habitats of principal 

importance”: semi-natural broadleaved woodland, bare ground/ephemera/perennial 

vegetation mosaic, standing water and species-poor intact hedgerow.  Habitats within the 

former sandpit are considered to be of county value, whilst those within the remainder of the 

site are of local value. ‘ 

The patchwork of habitats as described in the above extract will not be replicated.  

Section - 5. Predicted Effects and Proposed Mitigation 

Ecology 

5.5 ‘Most of the habitats within the site would be displaced during the course of the works, 

although the ecological reception area, together with most of the site perimeter, would 

remain undisturbed.  Some of these habitats, notably the northern waterbody and the areas 

of bare ground/ephemeral/perennial vegetation mosaic, would be lost permanently…’ 

The effect on bird life is regarded as ‘temporary’, however there are notable species present 

including Red listed species; Song thrush, Linnet (BAP), Grey wagtail, and Cuckoo (BAP). Not all 

effects will be temporary however, some birds will be lost; 

5.11 ‘The exception is little ringed plover, for which bare ground nesting habitat would be 

lost.’  

Regarding bat activity: 



The disturbance to linear flying routes for bats is significant as are the massive planned changes to 
the landscape. The suggestion in the proposal notes that the retention of the northern hedge is 
sufficient for commuting is misplaced. Bats are recorded as using the whole site in the applicant’s 
survey results and there are significant bat roosts within foraging distance including Westerham 
Mines for example. The haul road bunds will form a barrier to bat movements. The following quote 
is from ‘Habitat Management for Bats’ Joint Nature Conservation Committee, page 14: 
 

‘Avoid fragmentation and isolation of habitats Dividing habitats into smaller areas, or 

isolating them through loss of connecting features such as hedgerows, may prevent them 

from being used by some bats. For example, even gaps as small as 10 m may prevent bats – 

especially the smaller species – from using hedgerows as a route to fly between roosts and 

foraging areas.’ 

A further quote from the same publication regarding commuting distances, page 10:  

‘…some species feed close to their roost site, like brown long-eared bats, which normally 

forage within 1 km of their roost, others fly long distances – noctules have been recorded 

flying more than 26 km to feeding areas.’ 

Bat BAP species found in survey at Covers Farm: Soprano Pipistrelle, Long eared Bat and Noctule Bat. 

Nathuisi Pipistrelle is a rare priority species favouring open water ref: bats.org.uk. 

Notes regarding survey results are found in the table on page 35/36 of the Technical Annex 5, 

prepared by ECOSA Ltd. Table 11: Bat transect survey results. It is difficult to see how the proposed 

mitigation of placing bat boxes will enhance the foraging opportunities of the modified site as 

currently the mixed habitat, open water, commuting and foraging pathways suit bat species very 

well.  

Regarding Reptiles and Amphibians: 

5.13 ‘The destruction of ponds known to support great crested newt, together with areas of 

suitable terrestrial habitat, would amount to a significant effect….’ 

Amphibians are recorded in high numbers, especially important are the records of Great Crested 

Newt. Reptile and amphibian species found in survey at Covers Farm: Grass Snake (BAP), Common 

Lizard (BAP) and Great Crested Newt (BAP). In the applicants documentation Great Crested Newts 

are evaluated as of ‘County Value’ and comment is made on the commuting behaviour of the 

species:  

Ecological Impact Assessment. Final Document page 49: 

‘The route of the proposed temporary internal access road is likely to be off less value to 

great crested newt locally due the abundance of improved grassland with limited habitat for 

the species. However great crested newt are likely to commute across this area as part of 

movements between breeding ponds. Overall Covers Pit was assessed to be of County value 

to great crested newt.’   

It is a common misapprehension that newts and other amphibians are found in ponds all year. 

Amphibians return to water essentially to breed. For the remainder of the year they are mainly 

terrestrial, especially during the winter. 



 

The ECOSA survey reveals the planned works will not preserve all habitats and wildlife including 

nationally scarce invertebrate species of Local and County importance.  

The wildlife mitigation proposed, whilst laudable is a last resort and will inevitably weaken habitat 

variety, connectivity, commuting, foraging and breeding opportunities. However the council may 

wish to inform their own opinion of the ecological value of the site through further investigation. It 

would seem that further investigation would reveal greater richness especially where reptiles and 

bats are concerned. The desk top survey found that the site is suitable for reptile species in addition 

to those observed; adder and slow worm for example.  

The damaging haul road and major reconstruction of the area is very heavy handed as is the 

importation of waste, when on-site material is available. Any planning applications should be subject 

to the current practice of imposing an obligation on developers that the land be protected and 

maintained from further development for a minimum of 25 years. I respectfully ask the council 

reject the current application and to only consider a less invasive, sensitive restoration that would 

use materials found on-site and carefully maintain the full range of the existing habitats and species, 

should such an application be received.   


