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A report by Head of Planning Applications Group to Planning Applications Committee on 9 
September 2015. 
 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to extract silica sand, 
construction sand and to infill the void with inert waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West 
Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL – TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014). 
 
Recommendation: Planning permission be granted subject to conditions. 
 
Local Member: Mrs S Hohler (Mrs V Dagger adjoining) Unrestricted 

 
Site description and background 
 
1. Wrotham Quarry (also known as Addington Sand Pit) is located between the 

settlements of Addington and Trottiscliffe approximately half way between Maidstone 
and Sevenoaks and close to the M20 / M26 junction.  The main part of the quarry, 
processing plant and associated facilities lie immediately to the north of the M20.  A 
further small part lies to the south and is accessed via a tunnel under the motorway.  
HGV access to the quarry is from the A20 via Ford Lane and a purpose built 1.3 
kilometre long access road which runs parallel to the motorway.  Access to the plant 
site is also available for cars and light vehicles from Addington Lane / Trottiscliffe 
Road.  The proposed extension area lies to the north of the plant site and Addington 
Lane.  The application site includes the proposed extension area, the existing plant 
site, an area of land towards the eastern end of the main quarry, the internal access 
road to Ford Lane, an access track between the proposed extension area and 
Addington Lane and a small strip of land under Addington Lane.  The application site 
covers 18.04 hectares (ha) and the existing quarry and associated land about 
43.25ha. 

 
2. The proposed extension area is bounded to the south by Addington Lane and 

Woodgate Road and by agricultural fields to the north and east.  A former sand quarry 
(Pearsons Sandpit), which was restored to original levels using waste materials, lies 
immediately to the north-west.  The proposed extension area slopes generally from 
east to west with elevations of between 70 metres Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) in 
the north-eastern corner to 60m AOD in the south-western corner.  The land is 
currently in agricultural (arable) use and is primarily classified as Grade 3a with some 
3b.  The proposed extension area is bounded on all sides by relatively intact, mature 
hedges of up to 2 or 3m in height, although there are a few areas with lower hedges or 
gaps.  Land around the proposed extension area consists mainly of gently undulating 
fields used for arable or pasture interspersed with woodland, small copses and mature 
hedgerows and trees along field boundaries linking woodland blocks.  Within this area  
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 are private houses and gardens, farm buildings, other open grassland areas and 
recreational facilities such as golf courses.  The North Downs lies approximately 
1.7km to the north reaching elevations of between 180 and 220m AOD.  Two 
footpaths cross the proposed extension area (including the Weald Way long distance 
footpath) linking with others in the area and there are a number of overhead and 
buried services located within and around the land. 

 
3. The nearest residential properties to the proposed extension area are Peathams 

(about 30m to the east-southeast) and Woodgate (about 40m to the east).  There are 
a number of other properties in the area, including some that are relatively close to 
other parts of the application site within the existing quarry and plant site.  There are 
also a number of properties on Ford Lane between the A20 and the site access. 

 
4. The proposed extension area and all of the existing quarry (including plant site and 

access road) to the north of the M20/M26 are in the North Downs Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) and in the Green Belt.  The proposed extension area is not 
subject to any statutory or non-statutory wildlife designations, although the Trottiscliffe 
Meadows Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) lies 375m to the west and Ryarsh 
Wood Local Wildlife Site (also part Ancient Woodland) lies 185m to the north-east.  A 
high status badger sett (comprising 30 holes) is located between the plant site and 
proposed northern extension area.  No designated features of cultural heritage 
importance lie within the proposed extension area.  However, three Scheduled 
Monuments lie within 1km (two long barrows and a megalithic tomb), the Addington 
Conservation Area lies approximately 340m to the south (300m to the south of the 
plant site), the Trottiscliffe Conservation Area lies approximately 900m to the north-
west and there are a number of listed buildings within 1km, of which only Woodgate 
Farmhouse and Woodgate Cottages lie to the north of the M20.  The existing quarry 
lies within aquifer Source Protection Zones (SPZ) 1, 2, 3 and 4 associated with the 
Trosley public water abstractions, whilst the proposed extension is wholly within SPZ3 
as it is further from the pumping station.  Maximum groundwater levels beneath the 
proposed extension area fall from 37.4m AOD at its south-western boundary to 28.5m 
AOD on its north-eastern boundary. 

 
5. The existing quarry and proposed extension area / application site lie within an area 

identified in the Kent Minerals Local Plan Construction Aggregates (December 1993) 
as a Mineral Consultation Area associated with potential silica sand extraction which is 
intended to prevent development that might prejudice the working or supply of 
minerals.  The proposed extension area is identified as a preferred site for silica sand 
and soft sand extraction in the Mineral Sites Plan Preferred Options Consultation (May 
2012).  None of the existing quarry or application site (including the proposed 
extension area) is identified for any specific purpose in the Tonbridge and Malling 
Local Development Framework (LDF).  The application site and key features 
described above are illustrated on the drawings included on pages C2.2 and C2.3 of 
this report. 
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Planning History and Background 
 
6. There is a long history of mineral extraction at Wrotham Quarry and in the area more 

generally.  The earliest planning permission at Wrotham Quarry was that granted for 
the continuation of mineral (sand) extraction in 1948.  A series of permissions for 
further extraction and related activities have since been granted.  The most recent 
permission relating to land north of the M20 is that granted in June 2009 for a northern 
extension to the quarry (TM/07/2545).  A Section 106 (legal) Agreement relating to this 
is also of relevance and provides for HGV signs on the A20 / Ford Lane, a new public 
footpath around the western end of the existing quarry north of the M20 linking other 
footpaths and the provision of a 10-year aftercare programme.  Other permissions of 
relevance relating to the quarry north of the M20 include TM/00/552 (western 
extension), TM/98/1886 (increased depth of working for the main quarry), TM/92/335 
(Registration of Interim Development Order (IDO) permission TP2105 for sand 
working at the Dormant plant site), TM/80/315 (sand store for storage of bagged 
treated sand), TM/78/1064 (sand storage bins) and TM/74/1367 (plant and equipment, 
buildings, washing pools and access).  Planning permission TM/10/1481 (extension of 
time to complete extraction) relates to land to the south of the M20.  Various approvals 
have also been given pursuant to most of these permissions.  Of particular 
significance were approvals given in June 2009 to allow the various elements of the 
plant site to continue to be used to process and handle sand from the northern 
extension area.   

 
7. All of the planning permissions at Wrotham Quarry (north and south of the M20) 

involve extracting sand from above the water table and require the land to be restored 
to a lower level for agricultural, woodland and nature conservation after-uses using 
reject sand, overburden and soils from the site itself.  Soils and overburden (i.e. clay 
and gravel known as “superficials”, gault clay and unsaleable brown sand) are 
removed and stored for use in restoration.  Building sand is extracted from an upper 
sand layer which varies in thickness in different parts of the site.  This is coarse to 
medium grained, well sorted and orange coloured and is used in a variety of 
construction uses such as mortar, asphalt, screeds and plaster whose physical and 
chemical requirements are less stringent.  Silica sand is extracted from the sand 
layers below.  These vary in depth but are in total thicker than the building sand layer 
at Wrotham.  A number of defined silica sand layers have been identified: (i) a medium 
to fine grained, well sorted cream coloured sand; (ii) a medium to fine grained, well 
sorted orange to dark orange sand with layers of ironstone; and (iii) a fine grained, 
well sorted sand from light and dark greys to light and dark oranges.  Silica sands (i) 
and (ii) are extracted north of the M20 and sand (iii) to the south of the M20.  Silica 
sands are valued for their combination of physical and chemical properties, including a 
high silica content (>99.9% at Wrotham Quarry) and a consistently narrow grain size.  
Silica sands at Wrotham Quarry are washed and graded and most (80%) is then dried 
for sale.  The rest is sold moist.  Silica sands are essential materials for a number of 
industrial applications including glassmaking, foundry castings and various heat 
resistant products, as well as horticultural, leisure and equestrian products.   

 
8. Silica sand from Wrotham Quarry is supplied to manufacture castings at foundries in 

Woolwich (for the aerospace and defence industries), Sittingbourne (for the 
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motorsport industry) and Ashford (for various industries including marine engines, 
medical equipment and architectural engineering).  Hanson has previously supplied 30 
other foundries in the south of the United Kingdom (UK) for the production of various 
products for a broad customer base (e.g. marine and boat builders, automotive 
specialists, general engineering supplies and art foundries).  It is also supplied to 
Haverhill, Suffolk (to produce high performance floor screeds and tile adhesives for 
use in the medical, food and drink and other industries), Canterbury (for the 
manufacture of roofing felt), Bristol (for the manufacture of fire cements and bricks, 
fire resistant paints and chemical resistant cements), Stoke on Trent (to produce 
specific grades of brick) and a number of factories in the south-east for special precast 
products.  Sand is also supplied across the south-east by a local Kent company for 
high quality equestrian surfaces.  Moist (non-staining) silica sand is sold for leisure 
uses across the south-east of England and two fine sands are also suitable for the all-
weather horse arenas.  Kiln dried sand is also bagged on site for sale. 

 
9. The operations and uses provided for within the plant site can take place between 

0600 and 1700 hours Monday to Friday and 0700 and 1300 hours on Saturdays.  The 
other permissions require that operations only take place between 0700 and 1800 
hours Monday to Friday and 0700 and 1300 hours on Saturdays (with the exception of 
essential maintenance works) and that only the Ford Lane access can be used by 
heavy goods vehicles (HGVs).  To the north of the M20 sand is extracted year-round 
in a series of benches using mechanical excavator or loading shovel and transported 
to the plant site by conveyor located along the base of the excavation and partially 
restored site.  The depth of extraction is limited to 35m AOD and a “Code of Operating 
Practice” designed to prevent pollution and protect public water supplies applies.  No 
more than a daily average of 112 HGV movements (56 in/56 out) in any one week are 
permitted to use the Ford Lane access.  Those parts of the quarry north of the M20 
not directly affected by the northern extension permission (TM/07/2545) should 
already have been restored.  The northern extension should be restored within 7 years 
of the commencement of extraction in that area (i.e. by July 2017) or within 12 months 
of cessation of mineral extraction (whichever is the earlier).  Extraction to the south of 
the M20 is restricted to a total of 4 weeks between 1 April and 30 September each 
year and to a depth of 42.7m AOD.  Sand is extracted by loading shovel and 
transported to the processing plant by dump truck under the M20 via a tunnel shared 
with a public footpath.  Extraction must cease by 17 May 2017 or by the cessation of 
extraction in the northern extension area (whichever is the sooner) and the site must 
be restored within a further 12 months.  All plant, equipment, buildings and related 
structures in the plant site area must be removed once no longer required for the 
processing of sand from the northern extension area.  Whilst it is possible that further 
mineral reserves could remain under the plant site, extraction could not take place in 
that area until such time as new conditions and schemes of working, restoration and 
aftercare are submitted and approved by the County Council (KCC). 

 
10. A planning application to allow the importation of inert waste for restoration of the area 

to the south of the M20 (TM/95/369) was eventually refused in March 2001 although 
KCC had initially resolved to grant permission subject to a legal agreement in October 
1995. 
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11. Mineral extraction at Pearsons Sandpit also commenced in the 1940’s although, as 
stated above, the site has been fully restored to original ground levels using waste 
materials (initially with waste containing putrescible materials and more latterly with 
inert waste). 

 
12. A variety of stakeholder and other engagement has taken place prior to the 

submission of the application.  This included a formal scoping exercise with KCC on 
the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), obtaining pre-application 
advice from KCC’s Planning Applications Group, direct contact with KCC officers 
(development management, planning policy, landscape, cultural heritage and 
highways), contact with planning consultees (Environment Agency, South East Water 
and Kent Downs AONB Unit), the creation of a local stakeholder group with three 
meetings since July 2012 (involving officers and councillors of KCC and Tonbridge 
and Malling Borough Council and councillors from Addington, Trottiscliffe, Platt and 
Wrotham Parish Councils), a public exhibition at Addington Village Hall on 25 January 
2013 and meetings with a number of local residents living close to the site.  Although 
the current operator of Wrotham Quarry (Hanson Quarry Products) commissioned the 
preparation of an application for the proposed extension and was involved in the 
above engagement, it has subsequently decided not to continue to operate the quarry 
or progress the application.  Instead, the application has been submitted by the owner 
of the existing site (the Ferns Group) which intends to take over the operation of the 
site and proposed extension subject to planning permission being granted.  It is 
understood that Hanson would continue to be involved in the marketing and sales of 
high quality silica sands.  It is worth noting that the same planning consultants 
(Quarryplan (GB) Ltd) have been involved throughout. 

 
13. A Planning Applications Committee Members’ site visit was held on 13 May 2015.  A 

list of those who attended the site visit is attached at Appendix 1.  The site visit 
enabled those present to view the access route to and from the site (via the A20, Ford 
Lane and internal access road), the existing main part of the quarry to the north of the 
M20, the processing plant and associated facilities, the location of the proposed 
vehicle tunnel between the plant site and extension area, the access to the former 
Pearsons Sandpit and old access to Wrotham Quarry on Addington Lane (and the 
stretch of road between the two), the proposed extension area itself and land 
surrounding the existing and proposed sites.  During the site visit, the case officer 
explained what already takes place at Wrotham Quarry and what is proposed.  Further 
explanations were also provided by the applicant, agent and representatives of 
Hanson Aggregates. 

 
The Proposal 
 
14. The application proposes the phased extraction of approximately 1.0 million tonnes 

(Mt) (688,124 cubic metres (m3)) of silica sand and 0.5Mt (338,213m3) of building sand 
from the extension area over a 10-year period based on a production rate of 100,000 
tonnes per anum (tpa) of silica sand and 50,000tpa of building sand.  The site would 
be restored to original levels by backfilling with approximately 1.0 million cubic metres 
(Mm3) of inert waste over a 10-year period at a rate of about 100,000m3 per annum.  
The overall operation would take about 19 years as infilling could not commence until 
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the majority of sand had been extracted in year 8 of the extraction programme.  If 
permission were granted and development had commenced before the end of 2015 
(as was initially hoped by the applicant), it was estimated that infilling could commence 
in 2024 and be finished by 2033 with restoration completed by the end of 2034.  Given 
the time required to determine the application, it is reasonable to assume that these 
estimates may need to be extended slightly (an additional year in each case would 
seem reasonable).  The application forms state that restoration would be completed in 
2035 and I consider it reasonable to determine the application on that basis. 

 
15. The proposed hours of operation for the processing plant, access road and ancillary 

activities would be 0700 to 1800 hours Monday to Friday and 0700 to 1300 hours on 
Saturdays.  Operations in the proposed extension area would only take place between 
0700 and 1800 hours Monday to Friday.  The applicant proposes that the existing limit 
of 112 HGV movements per day (56 in / 56 out) be retained.1  It states that this could 
be complied with as 150,000tpa of sand sales would generate an average of 44 HGV 
movements per day (22 in / 22 out) and that HGVs associated with infilling would 
average 60 HGV movements per day (30 in / 30 out). 

 
16. The method of sand extraction would remain as in the existing site with a hydraulic 

excavator or loading shovel being used to extract sand in a series of benches or faces 
ready for transportation to the processing plant.  Sand would be loaded into dump 
trucks by loading shovel for transportation to the processing plant.  Sand would be 
excavated and transported on a campaign basis approximately 3 or 4 times a year 
with about 40,000t of sand being transported in each campaign.  It is anticipated that 2 
or 3 dump trucks would be utilised for a period of 2 months for each campaign.  The 
sand would either be taken direct to the processing plant or stockpiled awaiting 
processing.  The application proposes a number of locations for the stockpiles.  These 
include 2 locations in the processing plant and a larger area in the current extraction 
area.  The processing plant would be fed direct from the stockpiles by front end loader 
or via the existing field conveyor from the current extraction area.  Sands would 
continue to be screened, washed, graded and dried in the existing plant in order to 
maximise their potential end uses.   

 
17. During the majority of the extraction period, sand would be transported via a new 

tunnel beneath Addington Lane.  However, for a 2 to 3 month period during Phase 1 
(when about 40,000t of sand would need to be extracted to create the void and vehicle 
ramp necessary to access the tunnel portal within the proposed extension area) and a 
similar period during Phase 2 (when this sand ramp would need to be removed and 
replaced with one made of overburden if this sand is not to be unnecessarily sterilised) 
it is proposed to transport sand to the plant site via the former access to Pearsons 
Sandpit and Addington Lane.  This exceptional operation would only take place 
between 0900 and 1500 hours Monday to Friday.  The tunnel would be constructed in 
two stages to enable Addington Lane to be kept open using a one-way system and 
traffic lights on a single carriageway.  HGVs transporting sand from the quarry would 
continue to use the existing access road on Ford Lane.  The construction of the tunnel 
would necessitate the loss and damage to 9 of the 30 holes of the badger sett, 

                                                      
1 Note that the stated limit is a daily average in any one week. 
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although 21 on either side of the proposed tunnel would be unaffected and badgers 
would be able to continue to occupy the sett without significant disturbance. 

 
18. The sand lies beneath topsoil, subsoil and sandy clay overburden materials which 

average 2m in thickness.  The topsoil would be separately removed and stored around 
the perimeter of the extension area in screen banks or in separate stockpiles generally 
two or three meters in height.  The screen banks would be sown with grass and kept 
weed free.  Subsoil would be removed where present and placed in stockpiles of 2m in 
height.  The screen banks would also provide noise and dust mitigation and assist in 
minimising the visual impact of the proposed development.  Hedge and roadside 
planting would also be undertaken to supplement that existing.  Overburden material 
would be stockpiled to 3 or 4m in height.  All existing services and public rights of way 
would be diverted. 

 
19. Sand extraction would be carried out above the water table using a tracked hydraulic 

excavator or loading shovel removing sand in 5m high benches and in a phased 
sequence working from west to east.  A rubber tyred loading shovel would load the 
sand into a dump truck for transportation to the processing plant via a tunnel beneath 
Addington Lane.  The depth of the upper building sand varies between 6 and 9m.  The 
industrial sand lying beneath the building sand varies between 13 and 19m in 
thickness.  Although the sand deposit continues at depth there are no proposals to 
extract any deeper material to ensure a suitable stand-off of at least 2m above the 
water table as is the case with the current extraction. 

 
20. In order to restore the extension area back to agricultural land at original ground level 

inert material would be infilled into the excavation void.  Access by vehicles carrying 
infill material would also be via Ford Lane and the tunnel beneath Addington Lane.  
Access between the existing quarry site and the extension area for mobile plant and 
occasional service vehicles would also be via the tunnel beneath Addington Lane.  
The tunnel would remain in place and be infilled as part of the final restoration of the 
site. 

 
21. The upper 1.2m of the restoration profile would be created with 0.9m of indigenous 

subsoil (supplemented as necessary by suitable screened inert materials) and 0.3m of 
indigenous topsoil.  The final restoration of the extension area would be to a single 
arable field (as currently) with a small pond in the south-west corner.  It is proposed to 
provide a 7m wide strip of land along the northern and eastern boundaries as a 
conservation headland during the 5-year aftercare period following restoration.  This 
would be cultivated with a suitable cereal and grass seed mix to provide a food source 
for invertebrates, small mammals and birds.  Under drainage would be provided as 
necessary.  The land around the tunnel would be reinstated and planted with suitable 
native tree and shrub species.  The public rights of way would also be reinstated on 
their current alignments. 

 
22. The applicant states that the silica sand in the proposed extension area is needed if 

those industrial uses mentioned in paragraphs 7 and 8 above are to continue to be 
supplied from within South East England.  It also states that the additional reserves of 
building sand would assist in meeting the need for sand and gravel prior to 2030 and 
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that infilling the site would provide additional inert waste disposal capacity that would 
be required by 2024 as existing sites are completed and would ensure a continuing 
choice of infill locations in the area.  It further states that the continued operation of 
Wrotham Quarry would provide ongoing employment and benefits to the local 
economy (6 people are directly employed full time at the quarry, 4 provide related 
services and over £1 million is spent on purchases including transport, wages, 
equipment, consumables and fuel at the site each year). 

 
23. The application, which was submitted in November 2014, is accompanied by an 

Environmental Statement which addresses the background, geology, project 
description, the need for silica sand, construction sand and inert infill, the assessment 
of alternatives, community and stakeholder engagement, the scope of the EIA, 
agriculture and soils, landscape and visual impact, noise, highways, public rights of 
way, cultural heritage, air quality, ecology, water regime, planning context, cumulative 
impacts, socio economics and conclusions. 

 
24. Following the receipt of responses from the majority of those consulted on, and a 

number of those notified of, the proposed development and as a result of my own 
consideration of the application, I wrote to the applicant in February 2015 requesting 
additional information and clarification on a number of issues.  A detailed response 
was submitted in April 2015.  This further information was the subject of further 
consultation and notification (including re-advertisement and individual letters to those 
who had responded previously).  The consultee and other responses referred to in this 
report reflect the latest position in each case. 

 
25. As well as responding to issues raised, the applicant included a number of relatively 

minor amendments to the proposed development.  These included revised phasing 
plans (to reflect amended soil handling and storage arrangements) and a slightly 
reduced depth of working in the south western part of the site (to reflect slightly higher 
groundwater levels experienced in 2014 and ensure that a 2m stand-off is maintained 
between this and the quarry floor).  The response also stated that the applicant would 
be happy to meet Addington Parish Council to discuss community benefits if planning 
permission is granted and that it is committed to developing a working relationship with 
local parish councils more generally.  It also indicated that Footpath MR165 could be 
realigned following restoration as requested by the Ramblers.  Although the applicant 
does not own all of the land between the existing quarry and Ford Lane over which the 
site access road lies, it stated that it would be willing to negotiate with the landowner 
(South East Water) with a view to providing a further new footpath along the site 
access road from that already required around the western end of the existing site to 
Ford Lane. 

 
26. As a result of ongoing concerns relating to potential adverse groundwater impacts 

associated with the proposed development and its proximity to the former Pearson’s 
Landfill Sites to the west of the proposed extension area following consideration of the 
April 2015 response, the applicant met with the Environment Agency and South East 
Water and subsequently provided them with further technical information intended to 
allay any concerns.  The technical information included the results of methane spike 
testing and groundwater quality sampling.  The responses from the Environment 
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Agency and South East Water set out in paragraphs 40 and 41 reflect their respective 
positions after having considered this further technical information and meeting with 
the applicant.  As a result of other comments made on the April 2015 response, the 
applicant has subsequently proposed to slightly amend the proposals by adjusting the 
location of the screen bund to the east of the proposed extraction area to increase the 
stand-off between the bund and Woodgate House by a further 10m (i.e. from 50 to 
60m).  This would reduce the volume of mineral able to be extracted and the amount 
of waste for infilling.  The applicant estimates that the result of raising the quarry floor 
to reflect recent groundwater levels and moving the screen bund further from 
Woodgate House would be to reduce the proposed reserves of building sand to 
496,246t and the reserves of silica sand to 968,864t (i.e. a total of 1,465,110t).  There 
would be a resultant reduction in inert landfill capacity and the overall life of the site.  
The applicant has also offered to maintain the hedgerow between the bund and 
Woodgate House at a height of between 2 and 4m (rather than 2m high as originally 
proposed), with that required to be determined by KCC having regard to the wishes of 
the occupiers of Woodgate House.  Drawings illustrating the general layout of the 
proposed development, the initial development phase and the final restoration are 
included at Appendices 2, 3 and 4 (pages C2.71 to C2.73) of this report. 

 
Planning Policy Context 
 
27. National Planning Policies – the most relevant National Planning Policies are set out 

in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012), the National 
Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) (NPPW) and the associated Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG) which includes a number of topic related parts including a 
Minerals PPG, a Natural Environment PGG, an Air Quality PGG and a Noise PGG.  
These are all material planning considerations. 

 
28. Kent Minerals Local Plan Construction Aggregates (December 1993) – Saved 

Policies CA7 (Provision of geological information), CA12 (Silica Sand), CA16 (Traffic 
considerations), CA18 (Noise, vibration and dust), CA19 and CA20 (Plant and 
buildings), CA21 (Public rights of way), CA22 (Landscaping) and CA23 (Working and 
reclamation). 

 
29. Kent Waste Local Plan (1998) – Saved Policies W6 (Need), W12 (Landfill of mineral 

voids), W18 (Noise, dust and odour), W19 (Groundwater), W20 (Land stability, land 
drainage and flood control), W21 (Nature conservation), W22 (Road traffic and 
access), W25 (plant and buildings), W27 (Public rights of way), W31 (Landscaping) 
and W32 (Aftercare). 

 
30. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council LDF Core Strategy (September 2007) – 

Policies CP1 (Sustainable Development), CP3 (Green Belt), CP7 (AONB), CP9 
(Agricultural land), CP24 (Achieving a high quality environment) and CP25 (Mitigation 
of development impacts). 

 
31. Tonbridge and Malling LDF Managing Development and the Environment DPD 

(April 2010) – Policies CC3 (Sustainable Drainage), NE1 (Local Wildlife Sites), NE2 
(Habitat networks), NE3 (Impact on Biodiversity), NE4 (Trees, Hedges and 



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.12 

Woodland), SQ1 (Landscape Protection and Enhancement), SQ2 (Locally listed 
buildings), SQ4 (Air quality), SQ8 (Road safety) and DC6 (Rural Lanes). 

 
32. Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 Proposed Main and Additional 

Modifications (July 2015) – Draft Policies CSM1 (Sustainable development), CSM2 
(Supply of land-won minerals in Kent), CSM4 (Non-identified land-won mineral sites), 
CSW1 (Sustainable development), CSW2 (Waste hierarchy), CSW4 (Strategy for 
waste management capacity), CSW6 (Location of non-strategic waste sites), CSW11 
(Permanent deposit of Inert Waste), DM1 (Sustainable design), DM2 (Environmental 
and landscape sites of international, national and local importance), DM3 (Ecological 
impact assessment), DM4 (Green belt), DM5 (Heritage assets), DM6 (Historic 
environment assessment), DM10 (Water environment), DM11 (Health and amenity), 
DM12 (Cumulative impact), DM13 (Transportation of minerals and waste), DM14 
(Public rights of way), DM16 (Information required in support of an application), DM17 
(Planning obligations), DM18 (Land stability), DM19 (Restoration, aftercare and after-
use) and DM20 (Ancillary development). 2 

 
33. Kent Minerals and Waste Development Framework: Mineral Sites Plan Preferred 

Options Consultation (May 2012) – The emerging Mineral Sites Plan identifies land 
to the north of Addington Lane, Trottiscliffe (Site 24) as a preferred site for silica sand 
extraction. 

 
34. Kent Downs AONB Management Plan 2014 – 2019 (Second Revision April 2014) 

– These include Policies MPP2 (relating to the Management of the Kent Downs 
AONB), SD1, SD2, SD3 and SD8 (Sustainable development), LLC1 (Landform and 
landscape character), BD1, BD2 and BD5 (Biodiversity), FL1 and FL3 (Farmed 
landscape), HCH1 (Historic and cultural heritage), GNR2, GNR3 and GNR5 (Geology 
and natural resources) and AEU2 and AEU14 (Access, enjoyment and 
understanding).  GNR3 in particular states that allocations and permissions for new 
mineral extraction in the AONB will be opposed except in the exceptional 
circumstances identified in paragraph 116 of the NPPF and where permitted 
exceptional site management, working and restoration conditions which support 
landscape character will be expected, conditioned and enforced. 

 
Consultations 
 
35. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council – No objection, subject to KCC being 

satisfied that the proposals meet the relevant exceptional circumstances and public 
interest tests (as detailed in paragraph 116 of the NPPF), and subject to the following 
matters being secured by appropriately worded planning conditions: 

 
(a) Appropriate timescales being imposed for sand extraction, inert backfilling, the 

removal of plant/equipment within the main quarry site, restoration works and 
the aftercare period; 

                                                      
2 An Independent Examination of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 Submission Document (July 2014) was 
held in April and May 2015.  Following discussions with the Inspector and representors throughout the Examination, KCC 
published major and additional (minor) modifications to the Plan on 17 August 2015.  The 8 week consultation period ends on 
12 October 2015. 
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(b) Construction and use of the underground vehicle tunnel beneath Addington 
Lane for the time-periods set out in the application; 

(c) Inclusion of the necessary planning conditions as suggested by statutory 
consultees, including KCC Highways & Transportation, the Environment 
Agency and South East Water; 

(d) Controls imposed on hours of working and site noise limits (55 dB LAeq, 1hr 
for permanent and 70 dB LAeq, 1hr for temporary operations); 

(e) Dust control measures being conditioned to ensure they are implemented in 
line with best practice and as detailed in the application, throughout the 
proposed site's lifespan; 

(f) Backfilling of the site shall only be undertaken with inert materials; 
(g) HGV access to/from the site via Ford Lane; 
(h) Requirement to control measurements of landfilling gas and/or leachate, and a 

contingency protocol to deal with both waste (should it be exposed) and any 
releases of landfilling by-products (gas and leachate) owing to the proximity of 
adjacent historic landfilling; 

(i) Submission and implementation of restoration and aftercare schemes to 
ensure the site returns to an arable use; and 

(j) Any other conditions requested by consultees to reasonably control quarrying, 
infilling and subsequent restoration/aftercare operations. 

 
36. Addington Parish Council – No objection.  However, it would like to see the 

provision of some community benefits (e.g. aggregates levy) for those who would be 
affected both by the closure of Addington Lane and the proposed quarrying and 
related activities. 

 
37. Trottiscliffe Parish Council – No objection raised given that: (1) there would be an 

access tunnel under Addington Lane; (2) vehicular access would be via Ford Lane (not 
through the village); and (3) as landscaping would be carried out on completion. 

 
38. Wrotham Parish Council – Supports the proposals.  It states that the application has 

been well run with a high level of consultation and that the case to extract a rare and 
nationally valued mineral is compelling such that the application should be consented. 

 
39. Surrey County Council – Its planning officers have provided an update on the 

position in respect of silica sand and related matters in Surrey.  They have confirmed 
that silica sand extraction at Tapwood / Park Pit (previously operated by Hanson) has 
ceased and that there is no prospect of an extension to that site.  On this basis, the 
future supply of high quality silica sand will initially be from North Park Quarry 
(operated by Sibelco) and its recent extension on land to the North East of Pendell 
Farm, Bletchingly.  Future working could potentially take place on other adjoining land 
(identified as Preferred Area S: Pendell Farm in its Core Strategy DPD (2011)) or from 
within Areas of Search on other land adjoining Pendell Farm and at Chilmead Farm, 
Nutfield.  The officers have also advised that in granting permission for the extension 
to North Park Quarry, Surrey County Council accepted that silica sand was a valuable 
and scarce mineral where national supply considerations applied and that the national 
need was considered to outweigh the temporary impact on the Green Belt and AONB 
given that high environmental standards could be maintained and the site would be 
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well restored within an acceptable timescale.  Although of less significance to the 
current application, they have also advised that the vast majority of soft sand reserves 
in Surrey are located in the east of the county at Moorhouse Sandpits, Limpsfield and 
at Mercers South, Nutfield.  They have further advised that recent experiences in 
Surrey indicate that there is a plentiful supply of inert waste for restoration purposes. 

 
40. Environment Agency – No objection subject to conditions to secure the following: 
 

• If unsuspected contamination is found, no further development shall take place 
until a remediation strategy has been approved by KCC (which shall then be 
implemented as approved); 

• No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground unless approved by 
KCC (and only where it can be demonstrated that there would be no 
unacceptable risk to controlled waters); and 

• No excavation within 10m of the boundary of the adjacent (old) landfill sites. 
 

It has also recommended that the existing Code of Operational Practice (COP02/07) 
be reviewed and expanded to establish monitoring and contingency protocols for the 
detection of gas and / or leachate within the unsaturated zone during quarrying 
operations.  This could also be addressed by condition. 

 
41. South East Water – No objection subject to conditions to secure the following: 
 

a. The conditions requested by the Environment Agency (see paragraph 40); 
b. A scheme of groundwater level monitoring which provides for: 

i. The monthly collection of groundwater level data by the Ferns Group 
with this information being shared with South East Water; 

ii. Revisions to the base of the excavation in order that the 2m stand-off is 
maintained if groundwater levels are found to increase; and 

iii. An annual interpretative report which shows the level of the water table 
in relation to the depth of working over the 12 months preceding the 
report; 

c. An ongoing dialogue being maintained between South East Water and the 
Ferns Group to ensure that the Ferns Group is provided with notification prior 
to any plans to cease abstraction at Trosley Site and / or confirmation of a 
protocol should the breach of stand-off occur; and 

d. A trench to drain contaminants from the floor of the proposed quarry extension 
being installed to mitigate the risk of the lateral stand-off between the quarry 
and the landfill being breached and the resultant draining of leachate from the 
landfill via any perched layers from the face to the floor of the quarry. 

 
It has also stated that it looks forward to working with KCC’s Planning Applications 
Group, the Ferns Group and the Environment Agency to agree planning conditions in 
order to satisfy itself that its sources at Trosley and Ryarsh are protected from any 
future deterioration in groundwater quality. 

 
42. Southern Water – Has provided details of its apparatus in the area (e.g. along 

Addington Lane and through the existing site) and advised that no development or 
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new tree planting should take place within 3m either side of the centreline of the public 
foul sewer, all existing infrastructure should be provided during the course of 
construction works and no new soakaways located within 5m of the a public foul 
sewer. 

 
43. Natural England – Has stated that it does not wish to comment on the development in 

terms of its impact on Protected Landscapes (i.e. the Kent Downs AONB) and has 
advised KCC to consult the Kent Downs AONB Partnership / Conservation Board to 
establish whether, based on its knowledge of the location and setting, the proposal 
would impact significantly on the purposes of AONB designation and whether it 
accords with the aims and policies of the AONB Management Plan.  It has also stated 
that it is satisfied that the development would not damage or destroy the interest 
features of the Trottiscliffe Meadows SSSI provided it is carried out as proposed and 
that its Standing Advice on protected species should be applied and treated as a 
material consideration when determining the application. 

 
44. KCC Landscape Officer – No objection subject to conditions to secure appropriate 

mitigation and enhancement measures, provided the application meets the 
“exceptional circumstances” test set out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF. 

 
She has advised that the applicant has produced a clear and self-evident baseline, 
which accords with the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) Guidelines, 
through which impacts have been identified and against which the tests set out in 
paragraph 116 of the NPPF can be assessed.  She has also advised that the 
mitigation measures within the restoration scheme directly address the most 
significant aspects of the scheme and that ensuring that the site is restored to existing 
levels and arable farmland is key to mitigating impacts on the AONB.   
 
This said, she has advised that the proposed development would generate significant 
negative effects on both landscape and amenity and would also negatively impact on 
the purposes of the Kent Downs AONB designation (i.e. to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty of the AONB).  However, she states that these significant effects are 
not permanent and provided details of an exemplary restoration scheme and aftercare 
plan can be agreed (which include both appropriate mitigation measures and 
enhancements) she would not object on landscape impact grounds provided the 
application meets the “exceptional circumstances” test set out in paragraph 116 of the 
NPPF. 
 
She has advised that the measures intended to mitigate the significant detrimental 
effect on landscape features identified by the LVIA should go further given the AONB 
location and as its proximity to key long distance routes (i.e. the Pilgrim’s Way and the 
Weald Way) has the potential to affect a considerable number of people.  She 
indicates that this could be achieved by the requirement for more details to be secured 
by condition to further address a number of particular issues relating to the following: 

 
1. The amount of worked and unrestored land at Wrotham Quarry as a whole 

should be kept to the minimum and the entire site (including areas not currently 
subject to an approved restoration scheme) must be effectively restored when 
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working ceases. 
2. Damage to the verges and boundary features (e.g. hedges, banks, ditches of 

archaeology) of Addington Lane as a result of its use should be prevented. 
3. Any historic interest associated with Addington Lane that is affected by the 

proposed vehicle tunnel should be recorded. 
4. The experience of the users of that part of the Weald Way along Addington 

Lane should not be compromised. 
5. The proposed advance hedge planting should comprise appropriate species 

and be managed to maintain the character of Addington Lane. 
6. The proposed field boundaries should be managed to reflect the character of 

the area. 
7. The need for the species and management of the conservation headland to 

result in enhancement. 
 

She has recommended that details provided for the above be informed by the Kent 
Downs AONB Management Plan, the Rural Streets & Lanes Design Handbook (Kent 
Downs AONB,  July 2009), Biodiversity Opportunity Area Targets – Greensand Heaths 
& Commons) and Landscape Character Assessment Targets Kemsing Vale: Kent 
Downs (Kent LCA 2004).  She has also offered to work with KCC’s Planning 
Applications Group and the AONB Unit to develop suitable conditions. 

 
45. KCC Biodiversity Projects Officer – No objection subject to the following: 
 

a. The hedgerow over the road tunnel being replanted as soon as it has been 
built to minimise the time period when it is absent (with details of this hedgerow 
planting being included within the construction management plan for the 
tunnel); 

b. Any new lighting being designed to avoid shining directly onto hedgerows and 
minimise impacts on hedgerows; 

c. Topsoil bunds being surveyed by an ecologist prior to removal to reduce the 
risk to badgers if new setts are established; 

d. A precautionary mitigation approach for great crested newts (GCNs) being 
used when the area of hedgerow in the north west corner of the site is cleared 
(with details of the approach being secured by condition); 

e. All works to buildings and vegetation being carried out outside the bird nesting 
season or, if this is not possible, after the site has been examined by an 
ecologist and if any nesting birds are present all works must cease until all the 
young have fledged; 

f. Hedgerows planted with species already recorded at the site; 
g. Bird and bat boxes being erected on mature trees within the hedgerows; 
h. An ecological scoping survey and specific species surveys, together with any 

necessary mitigation, being submitted to KCC for approval prior to restoration 
commencing to establish if suitable habitats for protected species are present 
and identify if any mitigation is needed; and 

i. Details of an ecological assessment of the overhead cable diversion route 
around the north of the site being submitted to KCC with details of any 
necessary mitigation if this would impact on protected / notable species. 
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46. KCC Archaeological Officer – No objection subject to a condition being imposed to 
secure the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with 
a written specification and timetable that has first been submitted to and approved by 
KCC.  She has advised that this would need to include a programme of archaeological 
strip, map and sample as opposed to a simple watching brief. 

 
47. KCC Heritage and Conservation Officer – No objection subject to: 
 

(a) the location of the screen bund to the east of the proposed extraction area 
being adjusted to increase the stand-off between the bund and Woodgate 
House by 10m (i.e. from 50 to 60m); and 

(b) the hedgerow between the two being allowed to grow to between 3.5 and 4m 
high (rather than 2m high as originally proposed). 

 
48. KCC Highways and Transportation – No objection subject to: 
 

(a) the construction and use of the proposed vehicle tunnel under Addington Lane; 
(b) only one vehicle at a time using Addington Lane during those interim periods 

when the tunnel cannot be used; and 
(c) the provision and use (as necessary) of wheel washing and road sweeping 

equipment. 
 

Accepted and agreed with the observations and findings of the Transport Statement.  
Stated that the vehicle tunnel under Addington Lane was a key element of the 
proposal and noted that it would be constructed without completely closing Addington 
Lane to traffic by using temporary traffic lights to maintain two-way access and the 
existing bus service.  Stated that the proposed vehicle tunnel would require the 
completion of a Section 278 Agreement (or other appropriate mechanism) with the 
Highway Authority and that the structural design and construction processes would 
need to be checked by its structural team at no cost to the Authority and with 
appropriate fees charged. 

 
49. KCC Public Rights of Way – No objection.  States that footpaths MR164 and MR165 

run through the middle of the extension area, that the proposed temporary diversions 
are acceptable and that the footpaths should be reinstated on their original (definitive) 
routes as part of the final restoration of the site.  It also states that the granting of 
planning permission confers no other permission or consent, that no works affecting a 
Public Right of Way can be undertaken without the express consent of the Highway 
Authority and that KCC’s costs associated with this would need to be paid for by the 
applicant.  It advises that these matters need to be formally addressed (probably 
under Section 261 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990) and that the process 
enables it to secure KCC’s costs.  If the reinstated footpaths are to be different from 
their definitive alignment (e.g. as suggested by the Ramblers), it states that this would 
require an Order and is something that could best be considered and addressed 
nearer the time that backfilling and restoration is completed.  It has further advised 
that extending the footpath that needs to be created around the western end of 
Wrotham Quarry under the earlier Section 106 Agreement to Ford Lane along the 
route of the internal access road would be desirable and should be encouraged.  It 
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advises that this possibility was identified through the Rights of Way Improvement 
Plan consultation.  However, it accepts that this cannot be a pre-condition of planning 
permission as the land is not within the applicant’s control. 

 
50. KCC Noise Consultant (Amey) – No objection.  Agrees with the findings of the 

applicant’s noise assessment report and that the proposed development would accord 
with the advice in the PPG.  Recommends that conditions be imposed: (a) limiting 
noise from normal operations to 55dB LAeq, 1h, freefield at any noise sensitive 
property; (b) limiting noise to 70dB LAeq, 1hr, freefield for up to 8 weeks in any 12 
month period at Woodgate House and Peathams for essential site preparation and 
restoration work including the construction of the earth bund to act as a noise barrier; 
and (c) requiring the construction of the 4m high earth bund along the eastern 
boundary of the site before sand extraction commences. 
 

51. KCC Air Quality Consultant (Amey) – No objection.  Is satisfied that the applicant 
has satisfactorily assessed air quality / dust issues and that if the proposed dust 
control measures are implemented the risk of dust nuisance associated with 
operations (e.g. soil overburden, removal, storage and replacement, mineral extraction 
and processing, infilling and use of haul routes) is low for all relevant receptors. 

 
52. Kent Downs AONB Unit – Objects and requests that the application be refused. 
 

In responding to the application as originally submitted in November 2014 the Kent 
Downs AONB Unit stated that: 

 
1. The application would extend existing quarry operations north of Addington 

Road (a natural and important barrier and visual screen for the processing 
plant and existing quarry); 

2. The extension would take operations further into a sensitive area of the Kent 
Downs AONB at the foot of the North Downs Scarp; 

3. The proposed development would challenge far reaching and distant views 
from the scarp across the Greensand and Low Weald to the High Weald (one 
of the principle reasons for the designation of the Kent Downs AONB), have a 
cumulative impact on the character, landscape, tranquillity, access and 
enjoyment of the Kent Downs and delay the restoration and after use of the 
existing quarries, plant site and haul route; 

4. The proposed use of Addington Lane (a rural AONB road) would further 
challenge the purposes of the Kent Downs AONB and impact on the existing 
users of the Lane as part of the Weald Way (long distance trail) and existing 
road traffic, as well as impact on the physical character of the Lane during 
operations; 

5. It had reservations about the method of handling of soils required for 
restoration, the life of the quarry to full restoration and after use and the life of 
the existing plant and how that would relate to the proper end uses for the 
silica sand; 

6. The tests of paragraph 116 of the NPPF need to be satisfied before major 
development is acceptable in an AONB; 

7. The need for the silica sand needs to be balanced against the impact on the 
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AONB; 
8. It was of the opinion that the impacts on the AONB outweigh the benefit of 

releasing the site for the extraction of construction and silica sands; and 
9. It has consistently opposed development at the site in the context of the 

emerging Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan and Mineral Sites Plan. 
 

It also provided a detailed critique of the application and the associated supporting 
information, together with an assessment of the proposed development in terms of 
planning policies prepared by Green Balance Planning Consultancy. 

 
In commenting on the applicant’s April 2015 response to issues raised about the 
November 2014 submission, the Kent Downs AONB Unit stated that there was very 
little that indicated it should change its initial position and reiterated its objection. 
 
The Kent Downs AONB Unit has subsequently commented that discussions at the 
recent Examination of the KMWLP and proposed modifications to draft Policy CSM2 
of the KMWLP need to be considered when the application is determined and that, in 
its opinion, these further support the case for refusal. 

 
53. UK Power Networks – No objection. 
 
54. Southern Gas Networks – No objection.  It has provided advice in respect of its 

apparatus (which indicates that its mains gas pipe in Addington Lane would be 
affected by the proposed tunnel). 

 
55. Ramblers Association – No objection subject to the need for drainage measures to 

prevent waterlogging of the temporary footpath diversion during wet weather (due to 
run-off from the screen banks) being addressed should this become necessary and 
the realignment of footpath MR165 so that its eastern end exits onto Woodgate Road 
at the same point as the southern end of MR164. 

 
56. No comments have been received from Platt Parish Council, English Heritage, 

Kent Wildlife Trust, CPRE Protect Kent and National Grid. 
 
Representations 
 
57. The application was publicised by site notices and a newspaper advertisement and the 

occupiers of 59 properties notified (i.e. all properties within 250 metres of the site, 
some just outside this area and all those on Ford Lane between the site access and 
the A20) in December 2014.  The further information (including amendments) included 
in the applicant’s April 2015 response was publicised by site notices and a newspaper 
advertisement in May 2015 and all who had responded to the application were also 
notified. 

 
58. At the time of writing this report 7 representations have been received (one of which 

was from a resident who had previously responded). 
 



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.20 

Objections / concerns (6 No.): 
 
Ford Lane issues: 

• Ford Lane is unsuitable for the size and number of HGVs due to lack of 
footpaths (e.g. between the bus stop on the A20 and local properties). 

• Increase in HGV movements (1 every 6 minutes on average). 
• The speed limit on Ford Lane is too high (60mph). 
• Ford Lane is not wide enough to allow HGVs to pass in opposite directions. 
• Damage to drains, kerbs, grass verges and surface of Ford Lane. 
• Damage to Ford Place (Grade II* listed building) due to vibration from HGVs. 
• Impact on users of Gate House Wood Touring Park on Ford Lane (up to 60 

families) and associated impacts on the business and tourism more generally. 
• The use of Addington Lane (through Addington) would be preferable (and 

should be used) as it has been improved and is better able to accommodate 
HGVs. 

• If permission is granted, HGVs should enter the site via Addington Lane and 
leave via Ford Lane (or vice versa) such that traffic is “shared” between the two 
areas. 

• One respondent wanted to know who requested that HGVs stop using 
Addington Lane and use Ford Lane instead. 

• Road condition surveys should be required on Ford Lane if the development is 
permitted. 

• Only one haulage vehicle at a time should be allowed to use Ford Lane. 
• HGVs using the site have become larger and heavier in recent years leading to 

greater impacts and deterioration of the road surface. 
• High levels of air pollution are already experienced (from the M26) and any 

additional particulate from HGV movements is of concern. 
• Wheel washing and the use of a road sweeper should be required. 
• Adverse impacts on local residents’ quality of life. 
 
Extraction site / tunnel issues: 
• Adverse impact on countryside (including views of the North Downs). 
• Adverse impact on public footpaths and their users (including from diversions). 
• Adverse impacts on residential properties close to the site (e.g. noise / dust). 
• Disturbance to skylarks, other ground nesting birds, adders and dormice. 
• Danger to children from the proposed quarry. 
• Adverse impact of traffic disruption by construction of tunnel on Addington 

Lane and associated use of traffic lights. 
• Lack of consultation / meetings with local residents (and misrepresentation of 

the facts in this regard). 
• Inadequate publicity and notification (e.g. location of site notices). 
• Demand for financial compensation. 

 
No objection (1 No.): 
 

• Subject to no HGVs using Addington Lane through Addington. 
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Local Member 
 
59. County Council Member Mrs S Hohler (Malling North) was notified in November 2014 

and April 2015.  Adjoining County Council Member Mrs V Dagger (Malling West) was 
also notified. 

 
Discussion 
 
60. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning applications are determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  In the context of this application, the 
development plan policies outlined in paragraphs 28 to 31 above are of most 
relevance.  Material planning considerations include the national planning policies and 
guidance referred to in paragraph 27, the emerging Kent Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan policies referred to in paragraph 32, the preferred option status of the site 
referred to in paragraph 33 and the Kent Downs AONB Management Plan policies 
referred to in paragraph 34. 

 
61. The main issues to be considered relate to:- 
 

• The quantity and quality of the mineral resource(s); 
• The need or otherwise for the mineral(s) and alternative options; 
• The need or otherwise for inert waste disposal; 
• Landscape and visual amenity (including AONB and Green Belt issues); 
• Local amenity impacts (e.g. noise and dust / air quality); 
• Highways and transportation; 
• Water environment (hydrology, hydrogeology and groundwater impacts); 
• Geotechnical stability; 
• Ecology; 
• Archaeology, heritage and conservation (including impact on listed buildings); 

and 
• Public rights of way. 

 
The quantity and quality of the mineral resource(s) 

 
62. Policy CA7 of the Kent Minerals Local Plan Construction Aggregates (December 

1993) (KMLPCA) states that the County Council will require evidence of the extent and 
quality of mineral reserves for proposed workings.  Draft Policy CSM2 of the Kent 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30 Proposed Main and Additional Modifications 
(July 2015) (draft KMWLP) states (amongst other things) that proposals for silica sand 
production will be considered on their own merits having regard to the policies of the 
Development Plan as a whole and them demonstrating how the mineral resources 
meet technical specifications required for silica sand (industrial sand) end uses and 
how mineral resources will be used so that high-grade sand deposits are reserved for 
industrial end uses.  Whilst the proposed modification indicates that no sites within the 
AONB or in locations which could have an adverse impact on the setting of, and 
implementation of, the statutory purposes of the AONB, will now be allocated, the 
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earlier inclusion of the proposed extension area as a Preferred Site in the Kent 
Minerals and Waste Development Framework: Mineral Sites Plan Preferred Options 
Consultation (May 2012) for both silica sand and soft sand indicates “in principle” 
acceptance of the quantity and quality of the mineral resources by the County Council, 
albeit that little or no weight should now be given to the preferred option status beyond 
this.  The need for mineral applications to include information on the quantity and 
quality of mineral resources is implicit in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) and draft Policies CSM4 and DM16 of the draft KMWLP. 

 
63. The application proposes the extraction of approximately 1.0 million tonnes (Mt) 

(688,124m3) of silica sand and 0.5Mt (338,213m3) of building sand over a 10-year 
period based on a production rate of 100,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of silica sand 
and 50,000tpa of building sand.  The applicant had estimated that if permission were 
granted and extraction had commenced by the end of 2015, the proposed reserves 
could be exploited in 2025.  Given the time required to determine the application it is 
likely that they may last until 2026. 

 
64. The applicant has provided evidence of the mineral reserves in the form of borehole 

and sieve analysis information contained within a site investigation and resource 
evaluation report.  The report identifies a number of geological “units” (overburden and 
sand deposits) present in the proposed extension area and, based on grading 
analysis, indicates the suitability of each for the various types of sand products 
currently produced at Wrotham Quarry (i.e. W603, W754, leisure sand5 and building 
sand6).  Unit A comprises between 1m and 3.2m of overburden (i.e. unsaleable brown 
sand, gault clay, subsoils, superficial clays and gravel and about 0.3m of topsoil).  Unit 
B comprises between 6m and 9.3m of mineral suitable for use as building sand.  Unit 
C comprises between 13m and 19m of mineral suitable for use as industrial sand 
(primarily to produce industrial sand products W60 and W75 and leisure sand) or 
building sand.  Unit D (below the proposed depth of working) comprises very fine sand 
(which could be used to produce industrial sand product W75 if its extraction were to 
take place). 

 
65. Having considered the details included in the Environmental Statement and site 

investigation and resource evaluation report, I am satisfied that the applicant has 
provided sufficient information to demonstrate workable silica and construction sand 
deposits to satisfy the requirements of the adopted and emerging development plan 
policies referred to above in respect of the quantity and quality of the mineral 
resources. 

 

                                                      
3 W60 = Used in industrial processes as foundry sand or for coloured glass production, in the building trade 
within roofing felt, admixtures, floor screeds and adhesives and in the leisure business as play sand, volley ball 
and beach football courts. 
4 W75 = Used in industrial processes as foundry sand and within the leisure business as equestrian surfaces. 
5 Leisure Sand = Used in volleyball, beach football courts and for leisure purposes. 
6 Building Sand = Used in mortar and asphalt production. 
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The need or otherwise for the mineral(s) and alternative options 
 
66. National planning policies relating to the need for silica sand and building sand are set 

out in the NPPF.  Paragraph 142 of the NPPF states that “Minerals are essential to 
support sustainable economic growth and our quality of life.  It is therefore important 
that there is a sufficient supply of material to provide the infrastructure, buildings, 
energy and goods that the country needs.  However, since minerals are a finite natural 
resource and can only be worked where they are found, it is important to make best 
use of them to secure their long-term conservation.”  Paragraph 144 of the NPPF 
states (amongst other things) that when determining planning applications, local 
planning authorities should give great weight to the benefits of mineral extraction, 
including to the economy and as far as is practical, provide for the maintenance of 
landbanks of non-energy minerals from outside Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONBs). 

 
67. Need and alternatives are particularly important considerations for mineral 

development in AONBs.  Paragraph 116 of the NPPF states that planning permission 
should be refused for major developments in AONBs except in exceptional 
circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the public interest.  It 
also states that consideration of such applications should include an assessment of: 

 
(a) the need for the development, including in terms of any national 

considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local 
economy; 

(b) the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, 
or meeting the need for it in some other way; and 

(c) any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational 
opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated. 

 
68. Paragraph 146 of the NPPF states that MPAs should plan for a steady and adequate 

supply of industrial minerals by providing a stock of permitted reserves to support the 
level of actual and proposed investment required for new or existing plant and the 
maintenance and improvement of existing plant and equipment (at least 10 years for 
individual silica sand sites and at least 15 years for silica sand sites where significant 
new capital is required).  Paragraph 221 of the Minerals Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) defines industrial minerals as those which are necessary to support industrial 
and manufacturing processes and other non-aggregate uses and states that they 
include minerals of recognised national importance including silica sand (including 
high grade silica sands).  It also defines aggregate minerals as those which are used 
primarily to support the construction industry including soft sand, sand and gravel, and 
crushed rock. 

 
69. Paragraph 086 of the Minerals PPG states that MPAs should recognise that there are 

marked differences in geology, physical and chemical properties, markets and supply 
and demand between different industrial minerals, which can have different 
implications for their extraction.  These include: 
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• geology influencing the size of an industrial mineral resource, how it may be 
extracted and the amount of mineral waste generated; 

• the fact that markets are based on the consistent physical and/or chemical 
properties of each mineral.  Different uses can require different specifications, 
and industrial minerals are often not interchangeable in use; 

• the potential for the quality of a mineral extracted from a single site varying 
considerably.  This may require multiple extraction faces within one quarry, or 
supplies of specific feedstock from several different quarries, to enable 
blending of lower specification material with that of higher grade.  Alternatively, 
it may result in only a small proportion being suitable for specific industrial end-
uses, with remaining minerals occasionally being used for alternative purposes 
such as aggregates; 

• industrial minerals being essential raw materials for a wide range of 
downstream manufacturing industries.  Their economic importance therefore 
extends well beyond the sites from which they are extracted; 

• some industries are dependent on several industrial minerals.  The loss of 
supply of one mineral could create difficulties for manufacturers even if the 
other minerals remain available. 

 
70. Paragraph 087 of the Minerals PPG states that stocks of permitted reserves for 

industrial minerals are a monitoring tool to aid decision-making on planning 
applications at existing industrial minerals sites.  They should be used as an indicator 
to assess when further permitted reserves are required at an industrial minerals site.  
Paragraph 088 of the Minerals PPG states that stocks of permitted reserves should be 
calculated when a planning application is submitted to extract the mineral (through 
either a site extension or a new site) or when new capital investment is proposed.  The 
overall amount required should be directly linked to the scale of capital investment to 
construct and operate the required facility.  Paragraph 089 of the Minerals PPG states 
that each application for minerals extraction must be considered on its own merits, 
regardless of the current stock of permitted reserves.  However, low stocks of 
permitted reserves to justify capital investment may be seen as a strong indicator of 
urgent need.  Paragraph 090 of the Minerals PPG states that the required stock of 
permitted reserves for each silica sand site should be based on the average of the 
previous 10 years sales, having regard to the quality of sand and the use to which the 
material is put. 

 
71. Paragraph 145 of the NPPF states that mineral planning authorities (MPAs) should 

plan for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates by making provision for the 
maintenance of landbanks of at least 7 years for sand and gravel and 10 years for 
crushed rock, whilst ensuring that the capacity of operations to supply a wide range of 
materials is not compromised.  It also states that MPAs should co-operate with 
neighbouring and more distant authorities to co-ordinate the planning of industrial 
minerals to ensure adequate provision is made to support their likely use in industrial 
and manufacturing processes.  Paragraph 083 of the Minerals PPG states that the 
length of an aggregate landbank is the sum in tonnes of all permitted reserves divided 
by the annual rate of future demand based on the latest annual Local Aggregate 
Assessment (i.e. a forecast of the demand for aggregates based on both the rolling 
average of 10-years sales data and other relevant local information).  In addition to a 
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combined sand and gravel landbank, paragraph 085 of the Minerals PPG also states 
that where there is a distinct market for a specific type or quality of aggregate (such as 
sands used for concrete or asphalt), a separate landbank calculation based on 
provision to that market may be justified given that different physical properties and 
quality are often needed to meet different end uses and the scope to substitute one 
aggregate material for another can be limited. 

 
72. The national policies and guidance are reflected at the local level in Policies CA6, 

CA8D, CA10 and CA12 of the KMLPCA.  Policy CA6 of the KMLPCA states that in 
areas of search identified on the Proposals Map, proposals to extract minerals will be 
acceptable provided that there is a sufficient case of need to override material 
planning interests and if other policy considerations are met.  Wrotham Quarry is not 
identified as within an area of search for construction sand in the KMLPCA.  Policy 
CA8D of the KMLPCA states that mineral working will not normally be permitted 
outside areas of search unless it can be shown that a need exists which cannot be 
met from within the areas of search.  Paragraph 5.5.5 of the KMLPCA states that with 
the exception of Aylesford Quarry, all of the area between Aylesford and Addington is 
subject to strategic planning constraints where mineral working will not normally be 
permitted.  However, it goes on to say that given the importance of silica sand, Kent 
should play its part in maintaining national productive capacity by accepting the 
principle of long term permitted reserves as an exception.  It further states that 
because of the strong planning constraints on mineral working in this area, and the 
importance of husbanding resources of silica sand, it would be reasonable to ensure 
that high grade deposits of silica sand are reserved for uses requiring such sand.  This 
said, it also recognises that there will in most cases be secondary production of the 
lower quality sands for construction use.  Policy CA10 of the KMLPCA states that it will 
be the objective of KCC to safeguard workable reserves within the Mineral 
Consultation Area between Addington and Ryarsh.  Policy CA12 of the KMLPCA 
states (amongst other things) that proposals to work silica sand will be considered 
against the special case of need for the maintenance of such reserves and the need 
for their extraction being sufficient to override material planning interests. 

 
73. Draft Policy CSM2 of the draft KMWLP states that in response to planning applications 

for silica sand production, KCC will seek to permit sites for silica sand production 
sufficient to provide a stock of permitted reserves of at least 10 years for individual 
sites and 15 years for sites where significant new capital is required, to support the 
level of actual and proposed investment required for new or existing plant and the 
maintenance and improvement of existing plant and equipment.  It also states that 
proposals will be considered on their own merits, having regard to the policies of the 
Development Plan as a whole subject to them demonstrating: (a) how the mineral 
resources meet technical specifications required for silica sand (industrial sand) end 
uses; and (b) how the mineral resources will be used efficiently so that high-grade 
sand deposits are reserved for industrial end uses.  Paragraph 5.2.34 of the draft 
KMWLP states the existing market need for silica sand is being met by extraction from 
two quarries Wrotham Quarry and Nepicar Sand Pit which have permitted reserves in 
the region of 2.1Mt.  It also states that Wrotham Quarry has a potential extension area 
which lies within the Kent Downs AONB and that while the Plan seeks to maintain a 
stock of permitted reserves (in line with national policy) it is recognised that this may 
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not be possible if it would be inconsistent with policy to conserve the landscape and 
scenic beauty of the AONB.  It goes on to say that any application for development of 
silica sand quarries within the AONB or its setting must have regard to the particularly 
sensitive nature of the environment and demonstrate how the proposed development 
meets the requirement for exceptional circumstances and why it is of public interest.  
In light of national policy, the Plan does not seek allocation of sites within the AONB or 
in locations which would have an adverse impact on the setting of, and implementation 
of, the statutory purposes of the AONB.  Proposals will be considered on their merits 
against policies CSM2 and CSM4 in particular.  Draft Policy CSM4 of the KMWLP 
states that proposals for mineral extraction other than the Strategic Site for Minerals 
(i.e. the proposed Medway Cement Works at Holborough) and sites identified in the 
Mineral Sites Plan will only be granted planning permission if they can demonstrate 
that there are overriding benefits that justify extraction at the exception site.  Draft 
Policy DM16 of the KMWLP states that applications should be supported by sufficient 
information, including that specified in the County Council’s guidance notes.  Such 
information should include that in respect of need.  Draft Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP 
also states that provision will be made for the supply of land-won aggregates by 
identifying sites to provide a rolling landbank of soft sand for the whole of the Plan 
period and beyond of at least 7 years equivalent to at least 15.6Mt, comprising 10.6Mt 
from existing permitted sources and 5.0Mt from sites allocated in the Mineral Sites 
Plan.  Policy GNR3 of the Kent Downs AONB Management Plan 2014 – 2019 (Second 
Revision April 2014) (the AONB Management Plan) states that allocations and 
permissions for new mineral extraction in the AONB will be opposed except in the 
exceptional circumstances identified in paragraph 116 of the NPPF and where 
permitted exceptional site management, working and restoration conditions which 
support landscape character will be expected, conditioned and enforced. 

 
74. Only the AONB Unit and Wrotham Parish Council have specifically commented on 

need and alternatives.  The AONB Unit has stated that the need for silica sand must 
be balanced against the impact on the AONB.  It has also raised a number of issues 
which it believes mean that the weight given to need should not outweigh the negative 
impacts on the AONB.  In particular, it is concerned that: (a) continued high quality 
silica sand production would be dependent on the life expectancy of the processing 
plant; (b) not all of the sands are of a quality that can be classed as industrial and 
much of the silica sand would be used for leisure and recreational purposes (for which 
there are an increasing number of alternatives); (c) demand for silica sand for 
industrial purposes such as foundries is decreasing and there is a plentiful supply 
nationally for this purpose; and (d) there is no mechanism to control the end use of the 
silica sand produced.  It has since raised issue (d) again during the Examination of the 
KMWLP and sought a requirement for specific controls on the end-use of silica sand 
to be included on any new permission that may be granted.  Wrotham Parish Council 
supports the application and states that the case to extract a rare and nationally 
valued mineral is compelling.  Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has also 
requested that KCC be satisfied that the proposals meet the relevant exceptional 
circumstances and public interest tests. 

 
75. I am satisfied that the application represents major development in the AONB such 

that it needs to be assessed against paragraph 116 of the NPPF (see paragraph 67 
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above).  Whilst exceptional circumstances, public interest and the assessments 
required by parts (a) and (b) of paragraph 116 will be addressed in this section of the 
report, (c) will largely be addressed in the landscape and visual impact section. 

 
76. The applicant has provided information in respect of the uses, markets and production 

of silica sand in order that need and alternatives can be better considered.  These 
matters, and the extent to which the application complies with the above policies and 
associated tests, are addressed in the following paragraphs. 

 
77. The applicant has stated that exceptional circumstances in this case include the 

following: 
 

• Proven source of nationally important silica sand. 
• Wide ranging customer base reliant on the high quality sand product from 

Wrotham. 
• No alternative sources of supply within Hanson or Fern Group. 
• Very limited alternative sources of supply from third parties. 
• No potential to develop a new Green Field silica sand quarry in Kent or 

anywhere in the south-east. 
• Existing sophisticated washing, processing and drying plant, access road and 

ancillary facilities already available at Wrotham. 
• Proposed tunnel means of access to minimise impact. 
• Restoration back to original levels and land use with no long term adverse 

landscape impact. 
• No significant adverse environmental impact. 

 
It has also stated that public interest is demonstrated by the following: 

 
• Continued operation of existing site. 
• Continued employment and financial benefit. 
• No new alternative site to be developed. 

 
The extent to which these or any others should be regarded as exceptional 
circumstances or demonstrating public interest can only be determined once need and 
alternatives have been assessed.  These issues are addressed in the following 
sections, with reference to the other policies referred to above. 

 
78. Silica sand is widely recognised as being one of the more economically important 

minerals extracted in Great Britain and is valued for its combination of chemical and 
physical properties (i.e. high silica / quartz content, very low levels of deleterious 
impurities such as clay, iron oxides and refractory minerals and narrow grain size).  
For most uses (as described in paragraphs 7, 8 and 64 above), silica sands have to 
conform to very closely defined specifications such that consistency in quality is of 
critical importance.  Although sand deposits are widely distributed in the United 
Kingdom (UK), only a small proportion of these possess the desired physical and 
chemical properties to be considered as sources of silica sand and those that do exist 
differ in purity, particle size and thickness.  Silica sand is considered to be a mineral of 
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national importance due to its limited distribution.  The geological resource of silica 
sand is extremely limited in the South East and primarily occurs in a thin band of the 
Folkestone Beds (part of the Upper Cretaceous Lower Greensand Formation), which 
stretches between Farnham (Surrey) in the west and Folkestone (Kent) in the east.  
Much of this area lies within the Surrey Hills AONB and Kent Downs AONB. 

 
79. Silica sand production in Great Britain peaked in the mid-1970’s at about 6.3Mt and 

declined in the 1980’s.  It was about 3.9Mt in 2012.  About 86.4% of production is 
currently from England (3.361Mt), 11.3% from Scotland (440,000t) and 2.2% from 
Wales (86,000t).  Great Britain is essentially self-sufficient in the supply of silica sand.  
In 2012 about 8.7% of silica sand produced in Great Britain was used for foundry 
uses, 38.3% for glass manufacture, 20% for other industrial uses and 33% for 
agricultural, horticultural and leisure uses.7  Foundry sand production has reduced in 
recent years reflecting the decline in UK manufacturing.  Whilst annual data on silica 
sand sales is available from the Office for National Statistics, there appears to be no 
recent up to date information on permitted silica sand reserves nationally or regionally.  
For reasons of commercial confidentiality, production figures by region and county are 
also incomplete.  However, the South East Region (including Kent) provided 14% of 
British silica sand production in 2007 (there is no figure for 2012).  In 2012, Kent 
produced 226,000t of silica sand (5.8% of total sales in Great Britain).  The only other 
English counties with published figures for 2012 were Cheshire (925,000t or 23.8% of 
sales in Great Britain, of which 34.8% was used in foundries) and Cumbria (27,000t or 
0.7% of sales in Great Britain, all of which was used for agricultural, horticultural and 
leisure uses).  The largest supplier of silica sand in Britain is Sibelco (over 50% of 
production in 2009).  Hanson is also acknowledged as an important supplier.   

 
80. According to the Directory of Mines and Quarries, 2014 (British Geological Society) 

there were 39 silica sand sites in the UK in May 2014.  However, a number of these 
represent extensions to / or form part of other sites that are listed.  Of the 39 referred 
to only 5 are in the South East: Wrotham Quarry north of the M20, Wrotham Quarry 
south of the M20 and Nepicar Farm Quarry (in Kent); and North Park Quarry and 
North Park Quarry Extension (in Surrey).  In effect, this only represents 3 quarries not 
5.  The rest are as follows: 2 in Nottinghamshire (East Midlands); 11 near Leighton 
Buzzard in Central Bedfordshire8, 1 in Essex, 3 in Norfolk and 1 in Suffolk (East of 
England); 1 in County Durham (North East England); 5 in Cheshire East (North West 
England); 1 in Cornwall (South West England); 1 in Staffordshire (West Midlands); 1 in 
North Lincolnshire and 1 in North Yorkshire (Yorkshire and the Humber); and 6 in 
Scotland.  The nearest sites outside Kent and Surrey are Martells Quarry, Ardleigh 
(Essex) operated by Garside Sand / Aggregate Industries (which washes, grades and 
dries silica sand and produces glass sand, filter drainage media and industrial sand), 
Blyth River Pit, Wenhaston (Suffolk) operated by Bardo (Midlands) Ltd (which 
produces silica sand for foundries and equestrian ménage surfaces), 3 quarries at 
Kings Lynn operated by Sibelco (which produce colourless glass sand, float glass 
sand9 and foundry sand) and a number of sites near Leighton Buzzard (Central 
Bedfordshire) operated by Aggregate Industries, Sibelco and LB Silica Sand (which 

                                                      
7 Source: United Kingdom Minerals Yearbook 2013 (British Geological Society). 
8 Reported to be 6 quarries in the 2010 GWP report. 
9 Used to produce modern sheet / window glass. 
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produce sands for glass, colourless glass, foundries, sports uses, horticulture and 
other industrial uses). 

 
81. When the previous application for a northern extension to Wrotham Quarry 

(TM/07/2545) was permitted in 2009, there were two other quarries in Kent producing 
significant quantities of silica sand (i.e. Aylesford and Nepicar Farm near Borough 
Green) and two in Surrey (i.e. North Park just to the east of Redhill and Tapwood / 
Park Pit just to the west of Reigate).  There were also three other sites in Kent that 
produced small quantities of silica sand (i.e. Squerreys Court near Westerham and 
Cricketts Farm / Ightham and Borough Green Sand Pit near Borough Green).  Of the 
sites in Kent, only Aylesford had a drying plant and sand from Nepicar Farm was sold 
moist. 

 
82. Of the above, the only operational quarries still producing silica sand are Wrotham, 

Nepicar Farm and Borough Green Sand Pit in Kent and North Park Farm in Surrey.  
Of these, only Nepicar Farm and North Park Farm have significant permitted reserves 
remaining and neither has a drying plant.  Extraction has ceased permanently at 
Squerreys Court, Crickets Farm and Tapwood / Park Pit.  Whilst the position is not 
entirely clear at Ightham, a small quantity of reserves may remain adjacent to the 
blockworks.  However, the quantity, quality and availability of these is not known.  The 
operator (H+H UK Ltd) has promoted the inclusion of a new site in the Kent Mineral 
Sites Plan to serve its own business on land to the west of the blockworks (also in the 
AONB) given that it advises that it will soon no longer be able to use pulverized fuel 
ash (PFA) as the primary material to make “Aircrete” blocks (aerated concrete 
blocks).10  It has also raised the matter at the recent KMWLP Examination and argued 
the need for new silica sand reserves for its factory.  Although permitted reserves may 
remain at Aylesford, the site was sold in 2013 and the new owners have advised that 
any remaining silica sand (all below the water table) would be uneconomic to work.  
The drying plant was removed prior to the sale.  The closure of, and uneconomic 
nature of the reserves at, Aylesford has effectively removed about 2Mt of assumed 
silica sand reserves from the market.  Some silica sand is likely to continue to be sold 
from Borough Green Sand Pit although total sand reserves are relatively small and are 
of no real significance to the current application. 

 
83. Nepicar Farm Quarry was originally tied to supply silica sand to Ryarsh Brickworks.  

However, this link was removed some years ago when the brickworks closed in 1998.  
The planning statement submitted with an application to amend the working, 
landscaping and restoration scheme at Nepicar Farm Quarry (KCC/TM/0141/2015) 
submitted in May 2015 states that there are about 2.3Mt of permitted reserves 
remaining and that if the production rate in 2013 (162,000t) continues the could site 
supply industrial sand markets for about 15 years.  The planning statement also states 
that sands are variable in grade and colour and that that selective excavation and 
blending is required in order to maintain consistency of the product.  It further states 
that sales have extended to new markets following the closure of other sites in Kent, 

                                                      
10 PFA (a bi-product of coal-fired electricity generation) amounts to 80% of the raw material in the manufacturing 
process.  H+H UK Ltd stated during the KMWLP Examination that PFA production is decreasing as a result of 
European and National policy on energy generation, is no longer available in the South East and that availability 
and quality of supply cannot be guaranteed after 2020.  
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including Aylesford Quarry.  Nepicar Farm has no washing or drying plant.  It is 
therefore clear that Nepicar Farm Quarry could not take up the capacity that would be 
lost at Wrotham if the current application were refused regardless of if new plant were 
installed and the operator (J Clubb Ltd) was interested in investing in value added 
products and developing new markets. 

 
84. Whilst sand from other quarries in Kent and Surrey is capable of being used for some 

of the purposes served by Wrotham, Nepicar Farm, Borough Green Sand Pit and 
North Park Farm, the report titled “A Study of Silica Sand Quality and End Uses in 
Surrey and Kent” (GWP, March 2010)11 (“the 2010 GWP report”) indicated that only 
Sevenoaks and Moorhouse (in Surrey just to the west of Westerham) produced 
industrial sands and non-construction aggregates.12  It also stated that Lenham Quarry 
(Shepherds Farm) produced a “minor non-construction aggregate” element and that 
the majority of the sites produced construction sand (with or without other products).  It 
further stated that sands from several of the sites may be capable of being used for 
industrial and non-industrial specialist uses such as filtration and the other non-
construction aggregate uses referred to above.  The report also stated that the silica 
sand in Surrey and Kent includes an unusually high quality resource and that any 
developments which affect the production of silica sand in the region would have 
implications and repercussions for the production of silica sand in other areas and on 
the costs, supply and quality of raw materials going to manufacturing industry, and in 
particular the chemical and glass industries.  Whilst the silica sand from Wrotham is 
suitable for the manufacture of coloured glass bottles / containers and sodium 
silicates13 it is not currently used for these purposes. 

 
85. The applicant has stated that in 2014, 80% (65,000t) of silica sand sales from 

Wrotham Quarry were dried and 20% (15,000t) moist.  Of this, the dried silica sands 
were used in the following broad product types: 

 
• Foundry – 10,000t (15.4%) 
• Refractory products and adhesives (including roofing felt) – 15,000t (23.1%) 
• Bagged products – 40,000t (61.5%) 

 
The moist silica sands were used for equestrian, horticultural and brick making 
purposes.  It has further stated that the bagged products are largely used for block 
paving sand and play pit sand and are distributed nationally after having been washed, 
graded and dried in the processing plant.  Block paving sand is brushed between 
block paving and must be clean (washed), have a uniform grain size, be free from 
impurities, be non-staining (free from iron content) and dried.  It must be able to flow 
correctly when brushed into the joints to provide a strong interlocking joint between the 
pavers.  Play pit sand is used in residential and commercial children’s play areas and 

                                                      
11 Part of the evidence base for the KMWLP. 
12 The 2010 GWP report defines “construction aggregates” as those used for concrete, plastering and mortar 
sand, asphalt sand and granular bulk fill, “industrial sand” as that used in industrial or manufacturing processes 
and “non-construction aggregates” as those used in leisure, sport and horticulture.  It further defines industrial 
sand and non-construction aggregates as “specialist sands”. 
13 A versatile range of soluble compounds, produced from soda ash and silica sands, marketed as glassy clear 
or powdered solids or as liquid used in the production of various products. 
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must be clean, non-staining and dried.  It states that the silica sand is ideal for these 
uses as it is a very consistent material, free from iron and other impurities, and that 
very few quarries nationally have the quality of sand and the processing facilities able 
to produce these materials.  The applicant has advised that about 80% of the bagged 
products are used for block paving sands (i.e. dry sand jointing use). 

 
86. When the last application (TM/07/2545) for an extension to Wrotham Quarry was 

determined, Hanson stated that 78% (70,200t) of silica sand sales in 2007 were dried 
and 22% (19,800t) moist.  It also stated that dried silica sands were used as follows 
during that year: 

 
• Foundry – 15,444t (22%) 
• Screeds, grouts and adhesives – 16,848t (24%) 
• Roofing felt – 7,020t (10%) 
• Bagged products – 29,484t (42%) 
• Equestrianism – 1,404t (2%) 

 
It also stated that about 40% of moist silica sand sales were used for equestrian and 
60% for other uses.  It further advised that 80 to 85% of Wrotham Quarry’s moist sand 
sales are in Kent.14 

 
87. The use of silica sands in foundries, refractory products, adhesives, screeds, grouts, 

roofing felt can clearly all be regarded as industrial uses.  The 2010 GWP report also 
includes sand used for dry sand jointing (i.e. block paving sand) as an industrial use 
(and also defines it as having a specialist use).15  The use of silica sand for 
equestrian, sports and leisure (including play pits) and horticulture can also be 
regarded as specialist (and non-constructional aggregate uses).16  Given the 
importance of the washing, grading and drying processes at the site to secure the 
necessary characteristics for its end use, it is also reasonable to regard other uses of 
these silica sands as specialist.  High grade silica sands are traditionally regarded as 
those used for the production of glass and foundry moulds.  The NPPF and Minerals 
PPG do not distinguish between high grade / high quality and other uses of silica 
sand.  There is therefore some degree of uncertainty about exactly how policy should 
be interpreted and applied.  Some MPAs have determined that the only real distinction 
should be between silica sand used for construction aggregate purposes and that 
used for other purposes (be that industrial or specialist).  For example, the adopted 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (October 2013) states that specialist and high 
value industrial uses include glass manufacture, foundry castings, ceramics, chemical 
manufacture, water filtration, recreational uses, horticultural uses and root zone 
products.  It also states that the distinction between sand used for industrial purposes 
and that used for construction aggregate is based principally on application and 
market specifications, with different uses demanding different combinations of 
properties.17 

                                                      
14 Note that Hanson provided a figure of 90,000tpa sales of all silica sands and the percentage figures stated 
above in 2007 and that the detailed tonnage figures referred to are based on these. 
15 Section 4 of the 2010 GWP report. 
16 Section 5 of the 2010 GWP report. 
17 Paragraph 6.89 of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan (October 2013). 
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88. If dry sand jointing (i.e. block paving sand) is considered to be an industrial use, and 

assuming 80% of bagged sand was used for block paving / dry sand jointing in 2007 
as well as in 2014, 87.7% of dried silica sand produced in 2014 was used for industrial 
purposes (89.6% in 2007).  Most if not all of the remainder (12.3% in 2014 and 10.4% 
in 2007) was used for non-constructional aggregate / specialist uses.  Although 
detailed figures are not available, it would appear that a significant percentage of 
moist silica sand sales in 2007 and 2014 were for non-construction aggregate / 
specialist uses.  Using the same figures and assumptions, 71.25% of total silica sand 
production was used for industrial purposes in 2014 and 69.9% in 2007. 

 
89. The applicant has advised that the difference between the 2007 and 2014 figures can 

be explained by a number of factors (i.e. a shortage of reserves, as sales have yet to 
return to 2007 levels after the economic downturn and as orders for industrial sand 
were turned away as a result of limited reserves at the site).  It is also understood that 
Hanson wanted to ensure that its own bagged products division could continue to 
serve established and other markets for its products.  The lack of production figures 
between 2007 and 2014 means that it is not possible to identify any specific trend in 
terms of end uses between these dates.  However, it is probably reasonable to 
assume that demand for dried silica sand for foundry use (and to some extent for 
other industrial uses) has declined generally over that period and that there has been 
a resultant increase in sales for other uses (particularly bagged sand products).  
Regardless of these or other reasons, the figures for dried and moist silica sand sales 
appear to demonstrate that a significant amount of silica sands produced at Wrotham 
Quarry are used for industrial / specialist purposes.  Information provided by the 
applicant indicates that the sand is supplied for uses both within and outside Kent.  
The fact that silica sand is transported out of Kent and the South East Region appears 
to reinforce the importance / value of the sands for the various uses and their relative 
scarcity and indicates that users are prepared to pay a premium for them. 

 
90. Other than recycled glass (cullet), there is a lack of alternatives to using silica sand.  

Recycled glass is used to make new glass, in water filtration and as an aggregate in 
asphalt.  Sands used in foundry moulds can also be recycled or reclaimed or used for 
alternative applications such as asphalt filler, cement manufacture or building blocks.  
Recycled tyres have been used with or instead of silica sand as surface materials for 
equestrian purposes but causes blackening of hoofs and is not ideal.  Other materials 
(e.g. rubber, fibre and wood chip) have also been used in some other surfaces but are 
not acceptable alternatives where the properties of silica sand are highly valued.  
Whilst these may reduce the total amount of silica sand that may otherwise be 
required, they do not remove the need for it.  Unless some of the markets currently 
served by Wrotham Quarry could use other sands (washed, graded and dried as 
necessary), or entirely different products to meet the same objectives, there would 
appear to be few, if any, alternatives to the continued use of silica sand for the 
majority. 

 
91. Having regard to the above, I am satisfied that there is a need for the development 

and that refusal would have adverse impacts on the economy both nationally and 
more locally.  Locally, refusal would lead to the loss of 6 site employees, 4 employees 
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in related services, 10 people employed in transporting sand products and over £1M 
per year on purchases such as transport, wages, equipment, consumables and fuel.  
The loss of silica sand production at Wrotham Quarry would also deprive various 
businesses in Kent and the surrounding area with a local source of industrial and 
specialist minerals meaning that, subject to availability, they would need to obtain 
them from elsewhere.  As explained above, there are no other sources of dried silica 
sand in Kent or elsewhere in the South East region.  Whilst sites producing dried silica 
sand do exist in the Eastern Region and other parts of the UK, they already have 
established markets and there is no guarantee that they would be able to supply those 
currently taking materials from Wrotham.  Although moist silica sand is produced 
elsewhere in Kent and Surrey, those sites already have established markets and 
would not appear likely to be able to produce sufficient quantities to off-set the loss of 
production at Wrotham without affecting existing customers or significantly affecting 
the life of those sites.  In the case of North Park Quarry (in Surrey), if production were 
diverted to serve existing Wrotham Quarry customers this would be contrary to the 
objective of safeguarding high quality silica sand for “high end” uses such as glass 
and sodium silicate manufacturing.  The continued production of moist silica sand at 
Wrotham may also enable it to serve some of the markets previously supplied by 
Tapwood / Park Pit Quarry (Surrey), particularly as the proposed production rate is 
higher than that recently experienced.  The proposal would ensure a 10-year supply of 
silica sand at Wrotham Quarry and a steady and adequate supply of an industrial 
mineral, both of which are consistent with national industrial minerals policy.  Given 
that the site already has a washing, grading and drying plant, a period in excess of 10 
years is unnecessary. 

 
92. Given that silica sand resources in Kent come from the Folkestone Beds, most of 

which lie within the AONB (or its setting) or has previously been worked (e.g. 
Aylesford), is currently being worked (e.g. Nepicar Farm) or is otherwise developed 
land, potential alternative sources of silica sand outside the AONB (or its setting) are 
likely to be limited.  The position in Surrey is similar with future silica sand extraction 
likely to take place within the Surrey Hills AONB or its setting. 

 
93. In terms of the specific concerns raised by the AONB Unit, I address each point as 

follows: 
 

(a) continued high quality silica sand production would be dependent on the life 
expectancy of the processing plant 

 
The applicant has stated that Hanson undertook a substantial amount of work on the 
drying plant during 2014.  It has also stated that the Ferns Group intends to continue 
operating the existing washing, grading and drying plants at the site and will undertake 
repairs and maintenance to these as necessary in order to maximise the sales and 
value of silica sand from the extension area.  I see no reason to suggest that the 
existing processing plant would not continue to be used (maintained and repaired as 
necessary) for the duration of silica sand production at the site if planning permission 
is granted (i.e. about 10 years).  I believe that the fact that washed, dried and graded 
silica sand attracts a significant premium compared with moist silica sand or sand 
used for aggregate uses should serve to reinforce the desirability to the applicant for 
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the continued operation of the processing plant.  However, the issue is addressed 
further in response to (d) below.  Whilst the gate fees for the various silica and other 
sands produced at Wrotham and elsewhere are commercially sensitive, it is 
understood that washed, graded and dried silica sand can secure a premium of up to 
5 times that charged for building sand, with moist silica sands costing somewhere 
between the two.  The precise costs are dependent on a number of factors which may 
include how much and how frequently materials are purchased. 
 
 (b) not all of the sands are of a quality that can be classed as industrial and much of 

the silica sand would be used for leisure and recreational purposes (for which 
there are an increasing number of alternatives) 

 
Whilst not all of the silica sands produced at Wrotham Quarry are used for industrial 
purposes, a significant percentage are.  As noted in paragraph 88 above, the precise 
percentages depend on how industrial use is defined and may change over time.  
Regardless of the definition used, it is clear that most (if not all) silica sand produced 
at Wrotham is used for industrial and specialist / non-constructional aggregate uses.  I 
see no reason to suggest that similar percentages would not be achieved in future if 
planning permission is granted. 
 
(c) demand for silica sand for industrial purposes such as foundries is decreasing 

and there is a plentiful supply nationally for this purpose 
 

Whilst it is understood that demand for foundry sand is in decline that for other silica 
sand products has increased.  Demand can also be affected by various factors 
relating to the economy and it is possible that the percentage of industrial uses could 
increase if demand for specific products capable of being produced at the site were to 
change.  It is therefore unreasonable to suggest that permission should not be granted 
for this reason. 

 
(d) there is no mechanism to control the end use of the silica sand produced 

 
I consider that it would be reasonable to restrict output to a particular end-user 
(including a single user) in those cases where planning permission has been justified 
on that basis, as was the case when Nepicar Farm Quarry was initially permitted to 
serve the Ryarsh Brickworks.  However, where a site already, or intends to, serve a 
variety of end-users and different markets (as in this case), I do not believe that it 
would be appropriate or reasonable to do so.  Such an approach could unreasonably 
restrict the ability of the operator to adjust to meet changing market demands and be 
likely to require the submission of further applications on a regular basis to amend any 
restriction(s) that may be imposed.  The fact that a significant percentage of silica 
sands were used for industrial end-uses, and the remainder appear to have been used 
for other specialist end-uses in 2007 and 2014, further supports the case for not 
imposing any specific restriction on end-use.  However, the applicant has clearly 
emphasised the importance of producing washed, graded and dried silica sand in 
support of the application.  Based on the applicant’s own figures, the amount of 
washed, graded and dried silica sand was 80% of total silica sand production in 2014 
and 78% in 2007.  I consider that it would be reasonable to impose a requirement that 
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no less than 70% of silica sand sales at the site each year should be washed, graded 
and dried.  This would reinforce the need for the processing plant to remain available 
for the life of sand extraction at the site (a key consideration given the lack of similar 
plant in Kent or elsewhere in the South East) and assist in meeting the requirements 
of draft Policy CSM2 of the KMWLP (in terms of ensuring that the silica sand produced 
meets the technical specifications required by end-users and so that the permitted 
reserves can continue to be used efficiently by industrial uses) whilst still providing the 
applicant with a degree of flexibility. 

 
94. The applicant has stated that additional reserves of building sand will be needed 

during the life of the KMWLP and that whilst the proposed extension is primarily 
required to release additional reserves of silica sand, it would serve to provide 0.5Mt of 
building sand. 

 
95. At the time the application was submitted in 2014 the emerging KMWLP had proposed 

a combined sand and gravel landbank (i.e. soft sand and sharp sand and gravel).  
Given the scarcity of sharp sand and gravel in Kent, this would have necessitated the 
requirement for additional soft sand to be identified and permitted if a combined 
landbank was to be maintained.  As the draft KMWLP now proposes separate 
landbanks for soft sand and sharp sand and gravel (with the latter only being required 
“as long as resources allow”) the soft sand requirement will be less.  However, there 
will still be a need for additional soft sand permissions if the required landbank is to be 
maintained.  Given the above mineral policies, there would be no justification for the 
extraction of soft sand alone in the AONB.  However, the removal of 0.5Mt of overlying 
soft sand to enable 1.0Mt of silica sand to be extracted (a ratio of 1:2) is acceptable 
and would assist in meeting any landbank requirement. 

 
96. Having regard to the above, I am satisfied that that there is a need for the 

development and that there are currently no viable alternatives if the provision of 
washed, graded and dried silica sand is to be met in Kent and the South East.  I am 
also satisfied that if new reserves are not permitted at Wrotham it is likely that there 
would be adverse impacts on the supply of silica sand nationally, although the extent 
of these effects has not been quantified.  In view of this, I am further satisfied that the 
application meets the “exceptional circumstances” and “public interest” tests required 
by paragraph 116 of the NPPF.  Given this and as parts (a) and (b) of paragraph 116 
of the NPPF in respect of need and alternatives has been assessed, the application 
can proceed to be considered against whether or not it would have any detrimental 
effect on the environment, landscape and recreational opportunities and the extent to 
which that could be moderated.  These issues are addressed in the following sections. 

 
The need or otherwise for inert waste disposal 

 
97. National planning policies relating to the need for inert waste disposal (and other 

waste planning matters) are set out in the National Planning Policy for Waste (October 
2014) (NPPW).  Paragraph 1 of the NPPW states that positive planning plays a pivotal 
role in delivering the country’s waste ambitions by helping to secure the re-use, 
recovery or disposal of waste without endangering human health or harming the 
environment.  Paragraph 3 of the NPPW states (amongst other things) that waste 
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planning authorities (WPAs) should prepare local plans which identify sufficient 
opportunities to meet the identified needs of their area for the management of waste 
streams.  Paragraph 6 of the NPPW states (amongst other things) that Green Belts 
have special protection in respect to development and that in preparing local plans 
WPAs should first look for suitable sites and areas outside the Green Belt for waste 
management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would be inappropriate 
development.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when determining waste planning 
applications WPAs should (amongst other things) only expect applicants to 
demonstrate the quantitative or market need for new or enhanced waste management 
facilities where proposals are not consistent with an up-to-date Local Plan and that in 
such cases WPAs should consider the extent to which the capacity of existing 
operational facilities would satisfy any identified need.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW also 
states that WPAs should consider the likely impact on the local environment and on 
amenity against various locational criteria and other matters.  These are addressed as 
necessary elsewhere in this report. 

 
98. The national policies and guidance are reflected at the local level in Policies W6 and 

W12 of the Kent Waste Local Plan (March 1998) (KWLP).  Policy W6 states that need 
will be a material consideration in determining waste applications which are outside a 
location identified as suitable in principle in the plan and demonstrable harm would be 
caused to an interest of acknowledged importance.  Policy W12 states that proposals 
for landfill will be permitted if they would assist in the restoration of mineral workings 
which in planning terms would benefit from being returned as near as possible to 
original ground levels. 

 
99. Draft Policy CSW2 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals for waste management 

must demonstrate how the proposal will help drive waste to ascend the Waste 
Hierarchy.  Draft Policy CSW11 of the draft KMWLP states that planning permission 
for the disposal of inert waste will be granted where: it can be demonstrated that the 
waste cannot be managed in accordance with the objectives of Policy CSW2; it is for 
the restoration of landfill sites and mineral workings; environmental benefits will result 
from the development (particularly the creation of priority habitat); and that sufficient 
material is available to restore the site within agreed timescales.  Paragraph 6.11.2 of 
the draft KMWLP states that Kent has existing permitted landfill capacity that is more 
than sufficient to meet Kent’s need for the Plan period (at least 10Mt of landfill 
capacity would remain at the end of the plan period). 

 
100. The application proposes that the site be restored to original levels by backfilling with 

approximately 1.0Mm3 of inert waste over a 10-year period at a rate of about 
100,000m3 per annum.  As infilling could not commence until the majority of sand had 
been extracted in year 8 of the extraction programme, the applicant estimated that 
infilling would take place between about 2024 and 2033.  As noted in paragraphs 14 
and 63 above, the time taken to determine the application would be likely to have 
impacted on these estimates meaning that infilling may now be more likely to take 
place between 2025 and 2034 (with restoration completed in 2035). 

 
101. Only the AONB Unit and Surrey County Council’s officers have made comments 

relating to the need or otherwise for inert waste disposal.  The AONB Unit has 
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expressed the concern that insufficient materials may be available when required to 
ensure the proposed rate of infilling and that this could delay restoration of the 
proposed extension area and the rest of Wrotham Quarry (e.g. plant site, access road 
and stockpile areas).  Surrey County Council officers have advised that recent 
experiences in Surrey indicate that there is a plentiful supply of inert waste for 
restoration purposes.  Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has also requested that 
conditions be imposed to secure an appropriate timescale for completion of the 
development and so that only inert materials are used for backfilling. 

 
102. The main need in this case is not the provision of additional inert waste landfill 

capacity (for which the draft KMWLP states that there is none during the Plan period) 
but rather the need to restore the proposed extension area to existing levels in the 
interests of securing the long term acceptability of the landform in the AONB.  It will be 
demonstrated elsewhere that it is necessary for the proposed extension area to be 
restored to existing levels if the development is to be acceptable in landscape and 
visual amenity terms.  Whether the waste could be managed further up the waste 
hierarchy, whether there would be environmental benefits and whether or not sufficient 
materials are likely to be available to enable restoration within a reasonable time 
period are important considerations.   

 
103. The landfilling of inert waste has the potential to adversely affect recycling targets and 

prevent waste being managed further up the waste hierarchy.  However, there will 
always be inert waste that cannot be recycled and needs to be disposed of in some 
other way (e.g. materials such as clay and sub-soils excavated from development 
sites) that is unsuitable for the production of aggregates.  Not all of this waste arises in 
Kent and much comes from London.  There are also a number of financial incentives 
which mean that waste that can reasonably be recycled, is recycled, rather than 
disposed of (e.g. recycled aggregates are a valuable product, whereas landfill tax is 
payable on inert waste that is disposed of).  Whilst there can be no guarantee that 
sufficient suitable inert waste materials would be available within the required time 
period (i.e. 100,000tpa for 10 years commencing in about 8 years), experiences 
elsewhere in the Wrotham / Borough Green area indicate that sites have not had 
particular problems attracting inert waste for restoration purposes.  This may reflect 
the relative proximity of London and good transport links between the two.  This may 
also explain why Surrey County Council’s officers have advised that sites in that 
county have no difficulty in attracting inert waste for restoration purposes.  Operators 
are also able to exert some influence on the amount of waste imported by adjusting 
the gate price for disposal and can reduce this if necessary.  The availability of 
another site able to accept inert waste would also serve to provide ongoing 
competition between disposal sites and assist in avoiding the scenario whereby one or 
more operator controlled the vast majority of suitable capacity in the area.  Progress 
could be monitored by a requirement for annual monitoring reports if planning 
permission is granted. 

 
104. Draft Policy CSW11 of the KMWLP gives a higher priority to the use of inert waste 

suitable for the restoration of mineral workings than for that which is deposited on land 
for other purposes (e.g. bund formation or raising land to improve drainage).  Ensuring 
that applications for inert waste disposal are properly assessed against this emerging 
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policy should assist in ensuring that waste that is required for restoration is not 
diverted elsewhere.  As Waste Planning Authority (WPA), KCC is well placed to assist 
in this when determining applications and is also able to encourage district authorities 
to do likewise when determining applications for engineering operations that involve 
the use of waste materials.  The fact that there would be environmental benefits 
resulting from the proposal is addressed and accepted elsewhere in this report. 

 
105. Whilst there is no specific need for additional inert waste disposal capacity in Kent at 

this time, I consider that there is a need for infilling with suitable inert waste to secure 
the satisfactory restoration of the proposed extension area, that the site is capable of 
being worked and restored by the proposed dates and that the proposed development 
would not prevent suitable waste from being managed further up the waste hierarchy.  
I therefore consider that the proposals would accord with the waste policies referred to 
above. 

 
Landscape and visual impact (including AONB and Green Belt issues) 

 
106. National planning policies relating to landscape and visual impacts are set out in the 

NPPF and NPPW.  Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states (amongst other things) that as 
far as is practical landbanks of non-energy minerals should be maintained outside 
AONBs.  Paragraph 115 of the NPPF states that great weight should be given to 
conserving landscape and scenic beauty in AONBs, which have the highest status of 
protection in relation to these aspects.  Paragraph 116 of the NPPF states that 
planning permission should be refused for major developments in AONBs except in 
exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that they are in the 
public interest.  As set out in paragraph 67 above, it also states that consideration of 
such applications should include an assessment of need, whether the development 
could take place outside the designated area or the need be met in some other way 
and consideration of any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and 
recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that could be moderated.  
Exceptional circumstances, public interest, need and alternatives have been 
addressed earlier in this report.  The other issues referred to in paragraph 116 of the 
NPPF will be addressed in this section.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when 
determining waste planning applications WPAs should consider the likely impact on 
the local environment and on amenity against various locational criteria and other 
matters.  Key locational considerations are the need to protect landscapes or 
designated areas of national importance such as AONBs and to respect landscape 
character. 

 
107. Paragraph 001 of the Natural Environment Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

emphasises the importance of recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and the need for local plans to include strategic policies for the 
conservation and enhancement of the natural environment, including landscape.  It 
also advocates the use of Landscape Character Assessment in helping to understand 
the character and local distinctiveness of the landscape, identifying the features that 
give it a sense of place and helping to inform, plan and manage change.  Paragraph 
003 of the Natural Environment PPG reminds local authorities that Section 85 of the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) requires them to have regard to the 



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.39 

purposes of AONBs when determining planning applications that may affect them.  
Paragraph 004 of the Natural Environment PPG states that AONB Management Plans 
may be material considerations in making decisions on individual planning applications 
where they raise relevant issues.  Paragraph 005 of the Natural Environment PPG 
states that it is for the decision taker to decide whether a proposed development in the 
AONB should be treated as a major development (to which the policy in paragraph 
116 of the NPPF applies), taking into account the proposal in question and the local 
context. 

 
108. National planning policies relating to Green Belt are also set out in the NPPF and 

NPPW.  Paragraph 79 of the NPPF states that the Government attaches great 
importance to Green Belts, that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent 
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open and that the essential characteristics 
of Green Belts are their openness and permanence.  Paragraph 80 of the NPPF 
states that Green Belts serve 5 purposes: to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 
built-up areas; to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; to assist in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; to preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns; and to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land.  Paragraph 6 of the NPPW states (amongst 
other things) that Green Belts have special protection in respect to development and 
that in preparing local plans WPAs should first look for suitable sites and areas outside 
the Green Belt for waste management facilities that, if located in the Green Belt, would 
be inappropriate development.  Paragraph 87 of the NPPF states that inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved 
except in very special circumstances.  Paragraph 88 of the NPPF states that when 
considering any planning application local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt and that very special 
circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.  
Paragraph 90 of the NPPF states that mineral extraction is not inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt provided it preserves openness and does not conflict 
with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  Paragraph 6 of the NPPW 
states that Green Belts have special protection in respect to development, that Waste 
Planning Authorities (WPAs) should first look to identify suitable sites and areas 
outside the Green Belt for waste management facilities and that such facilities would 
be inappropriate development if located in the Green Belt. 

 
109. Policies CA6, CA8D and CA12 of the KMLPCA and Policy W6 of the KWLP all require 

material planning interests (such as those associated with landscape and visual 
impact, AONB and Green Belt) to be balanced against any need for the mineral.  
Policies CA19, CA20, CA22 and CA23 of the KMLPCA are also of relevance.  Policies 
CA19 and CA20 of the KMLPCA require the County Council to be satisfied that the 
design and external appearance of fixed plant, machinery and buildings are 
acceptable.  Policy CA22 of the KMLPCA requires that appropriate landscaping 
schemes are an integral part of the development and Policy CA23 of the KMLPCA 
requires that satisfactory working and reclamation schemes are included which would 
return the land to a planned afteruse at the highest standard and as quickly as 
possible taking account of the cumulative impact of any nearby workings.  Policies 
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W12, W25, W31 and W32 of the KWLP are also relevant.  Policy W12 of the KWLP 
requires consideration of whether restoration to original ground levels is beneficial, 
Policy W25 of the KWLP requires the County Council to be satisfied that the design 
and external appearance of plant, hard surfacing, buildings and lighting are acceptable 
and Policies W31 and W32 of the KWLP relate (respectively) to the need for 
satisfactory landscaping, aftercare and afteruse. 

 
110. Draft Policies DM1, DM2, DM4, DM11, DM12, DM19 and DM20 of the draft KMWLP 

are also relevant.  Draft Policy DM1 of the draft KMWLP supports sustainable 
development and states that proposals will be required to demonstrate that they have 
been designed to protect and enhance the character and quality of the site’s setting.  
Draft Policy DM2 of the draft KMWLP states that minerals and / or waste proposals in 
the AONB, or within its setting where they are considered likely to have any 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the purpose of the AONB, will not be granted 
planning permission or identified in the Minerals and Waste Sites Plans except in 
exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated to be in the public 
interest.  It also states that such proposals must assess those matters referred to in 
paragraph 116 of the NPPF (i.e. need and alternatives) and (c) any detrimental impact 
on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to 
which the impact could be moderated taking account of the relevant AONB 
Management Plan.  Draft Policy DM4 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals for 
minerals and waste development within the Green Belt will be considered in light of 
their potential impacts, and shall comply with national policy and the NPPF.  
Paragraph 7.3.4 of the draft KMWLP states that processing plant associated with 
mineral extraction is unlikely to preserve openness due to its size, height and industrial 
appearance and that in such cases developers will need to demonstrate very special 
circumstances.  Draft Policy DM11 of the draft KMWLP states that minerals and waste 
development will be permitted if it can be demonstrated that they are unlikely to 
generate unacceptable adverse impacts from (among other things) illumination and 
visual intrusion.  Draft Policy DM12 of the draft KMWLP states that permission will be 
granted for minerals and waste development where it does not result in an 
unacceptable adverse, cumulative impact on the environment.  Draft Policy DM19 of 
the draft KMWLP requires that provision be made for high standards of restoration, 
aftercare and after-use such that the intended after-use of the site is achieved in a 
timely manner.  It also states that restoration plans should reflect the proposed after-
use and, where appropriate, include details such as: the site boundaries and areas 
identified for soil and overburden storage; directions of phasing of working and 
restoration and how they are integrated into the working scheme; the proposed final 
landform including pre and post settlement levels; the seeding of grass or other crops 
and planting of trees, shrubs and hedges; a programme of aftercare (including 
vegetation establishment and management); the restoration of the majority of the site 
back to agriculture, if the site consists of the best and most versatile agricultural land.  
It further states that aftercare schemes should incorporate an aftercare period of at 
least 5 years and that voluntary longer periods will be sought where appropriate 
through agreement.  Draft Policy DM20 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals for 
ancillary development within or in close proximity to the development will be permitted 
provided it is necessary to enable the main development to proceed and it has been 
demonstrated that there are environmental benefits in providing a close link with the 
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existing site that outweigh the environmental impacts.  It also states that the operation 
and retention of associated development will be limited to the life of the linked facility. 

 
111. Policies CP1 (Sustainable Development), CP3 (Green Belt) and CP7 (AONB) of the 

Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council Local Development Framework Core Strategy 
(September 2007) (T&M LDF Core Strategy) and Policies NE4 (Trees, Hedges and 
Woodland) and SQ1 (Landscape Protection and Enhancement) of the Tonbridge and 
Malling LDF Managing Development and the Environment Development Plan 
Document (April 2010) (T&M LDF MD&E DPD) are also relevant.  Policies MPP2 
(relating to the Management of the Kent Downs AONB), SD1, SD2, SD3 and SD8 
(Sustainable development), LLC1 (Landform and landscape character), BD1, BD2 and 
BD5 (Biodiversity), FL1 and FL3 (Farmed landscape), HCH1 (Historic and cultural 
heritage), GNR2, GNR3 and GNR5 (Geology and natural resources) and AEU2 and 
AEU14 (Access, enjoyment and understanding) of the AONB Management Plan are 
also relevant.  GNR3, in particular, states that allocations and permissions for new 
mineral extraction in the AONB will be opposed except in the exceptional 
circumstances identified in paragraph 116 of the NPPF and where permitted 
exceptional site management, working and restoration conditions which support 
landscape character will be expected, conditioned and enforced. 

 
112. The AONB Unit, Natural England, KCC’s Landscape Officer, Trottiscliffe Parish 

Council, Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council and a number of local residents have 
made comments relating to landscape and visual impact. 

 
113. The AONB Unit has set out a number of key concerns relating to the impact of the 

proposed development on the AONB.  It states that the application would: extend 
existing quarry operations north of Addington Road (a natural and important barrier 
and visual screen for the processing plant and existing quarry); take operations further 
into a sensitive area of the Kent Downs AONB at the foot of the North Downs Scarp; 
challenge far reaching and distant views from the scarp across the Greensand and 
Low Weald to the High Weald (one of the principle reasons for the designation of the 
Kent Downs AONB); have a cumulative impact on the character, landscape, 
tranquillity, access and enjoyment of the Kent Downs; and delay the restoration and 
after use of the existing quarries, plant site and haul route.  It also states that the 
proposed use of Addington Lane would further challenge the purposes of the Kent 
Downs AONB and impact on the physical character of the Lane during operations.  It 
also disagrees with applicant’s landscape consultant’s assessment of impacts, 
conclusions and responses given to its comments.  As a result of these and related 
concerns, it is of the opinion that the impacts on the AONB outweigh the benefit of 
releasing the site for the extraction of construction and silica sands.  Natural England 
has not commented on landscape and visual impact issues but has advised KCC to 
consult the AONB Unit.  A number of local residents have raised objection on the 
basis that the proposed development would have an adverse effect on the countryside 
(including views of the North Downs). 

 
114. KCC’s Landscape Officer has advised that the LVIA is acceptable, identifies impacts 

and enables the tests set out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF to be assessed.  She 
believes that the mitigation measures in the restoration scheme directly address the 
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most significant aspects of the scheme and that ensuring that the site is restored to 
existing levels and arable farmland is key to mitigating impacts on the AONB, although 
she has said that the proposed development would generate significant negative 
effects on both landscape and amenity and would also negatively impact on the 
purposes of the Kent Downs AONB designation (i.e. to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty of the AONB).  However, she states that these significant effects are 
not permanent and provided details of exemplary restoration and aftercare schemes 
(including both appropriate mitigation measures and enhancements) can be secured 
by conditions, she has no objection provided the application meets the “exceptional 
circumstances” test set out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF.  She has recommended 
that: (1) the amount of worked and unrestored land at Wrotham Quarry as a whole be 
kept to the minimum and the entire site (including areas not currently subject to an 
approved restoration scheme) effectively restored when working ceases; (2) damage 
to the verges and boundary features (e.g. hedges, banks, ditches of archaeology) of 
Addington Lane as a result of its use should be prevented; (3) any historic interest 
associated with Addington Lane that is affected by the proposed vehicle tunnel should 
be recorded; (4) the experience of the users of that part of the Weald Way along 
Addington Lane should not be compromised; (5) the proposed advance hedge 
planting should comprise appropriate species and be managed to maintain the 
character of Addington Lane; (6) the proposed field boundaries should be managed to 
reflect the character of the area; and (7) the species and management of the 
conservation headland should result in enhancement. 

 
115. Trottiscliffe Parish Council has no objection on the basis that landscaping would be 

carried out on completion.  Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has requested that 
if permission is granted, conditions be imposed to secure appropriate timescales for 
sand extraction, inert backfilling, the removal of plant / equipment within the main 
quarry site, restoration and aftercare and appropriate restoration and aftercare to 
ensure that the proposed extension area is returned to arable use. 

 
116. Given the location of the site in the Kent Downs AONB, landscape and visual impact 

issues are key considerations in this case and it is essential that consideration be 
given to whether there would be any detrimental effect on the environment, the 
landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to which any detrimental 
effect could be moderated.  Due to the nature of mineral working it is inevitable that 
there would be some adverse impacts during certain stages of the proposed 
development and this is the case in this instance.  However, the proposals need to be 
considered in overall terms (including in the context of existing permitted mineral 
development and any associated restoration and any mitigation proposed).  Ultimately, 
opinions expressed are to some extent subjective, impacts are difficult to quantify and 
differences of opinion are always likely. 

 
117. The applicant, the AONB Unit and KCC’s Landscape Officer all agree that the 

proposed development would cause significant adverse impacts.  Where they 
disagree is primarily in terms of the extent of these impacts, the weight that should be 
given to any adverse impacts in determining the application, the extent to which any 
adverse impacts can be moderated and whether any adverse impacts are capable of 
being outweighed by other factors (e.g. “exceptional circumstances” and “public 
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interest”).  Notwithstanding the various concerns that have been expressed, there 
appears to be no disagreement that if the development is permitted and goes ahead 
that restoration to agricultural use at existing levels is desirable. 

 
118. The most significant landscape and visual impacts would be the initial soil stripping 

and creation of the peripheral soil bunds (which would be retained until the site is 
restored), the excavation and infilling operations and the construction of the vehicle 
tunnel.  Other impacts would include dump trucks transporting sand from the proposed 
extension area and existing quarry / plant site whilst the tunnel is constructed and 
when the sand ramp is removed, the retention / use of the processing plant and 
associated plant and buildings, HGVs transporting sand from and delivering inert 
waste to Wrotham Quarry and the delay in restoring part of the existing quarry as a 
result of an area of land being used for the storage of soils and overburden. 

 
119. The proposed extension area is bounded on all sides by generally intact mature 

hedgerows between 2 and 3m high.  These serve to assist in reducing views into the 
site although it is visible from higher land to the north (e.g. from Trottiscliffe and the 
North Downs) and immediately adjoining land to the south (including Addington Lane 
and Woodgate Road).  The plant site and that part of the existing quarry to be used 
for stockpiling are well screened from most locations by existing trees and hedgerows 
and as they lie on previously excavated land at a lower level than that surrounding.  
The applicant proposes advance hedge planting to fill gaps around the perimeter of 
the proposed extension area to further reduce views into the site.  It also proposes to 
reinstate / replant the area of land affected by the installation of the vehicle tunnel in 
the next available planting season. 

 
120. The greatest visual impacts would be experienced by those using the public footpaths 

that currently cross the proposed extraction area and which would need to be diverted 
to enable the development to proceed.  The proposed diversions would require 
footpath users walking around the perimeter of the site between the soil bunds and 
existing boundary hedgerows for about 20 years (rather than across the centre of the 
field) and would result in a loss of views of the North Downs.  Whilst this is not 
desirable, the diversions are relatively short in distance.  The soil bunds would also be 
visible from the 1st floor windows of Woodgate House, particularly those in the north 
eastern part of the site where existing land levels are highest.  Given that the soil 
bunds would be particularly visible, it would be important for them to be properly 
formed with appropriate slope profiles, seeded and managed for the duration of the 
development as is proposed. 

 
121. As noted elsewhere in this report, KCC’s Heritage and Conservation Officer has 

recommended that the hedgerow between Woodgate House and the extension area 
be maintained at between 3.5 and 4m high (rather than the 2m originally proposed) to 
assist in overcoming her concerns about the impact on the setting of the listed 
building.  The applicant has agreed to maintain the hedgerow at whatever height 
between 2 and 4m KCC determines to be appropriate having regard to the wishes of 
the occupiers of Woodgate House.  Notwithstanding the recommendation of KCC’s 
Heritage and Conservation Officer, since increasing the height of the hedgerow would 
impact on the occupiers of Woodgate House (who may feel that 4m is unduly high as 
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it would affect views from their property), I believe that it would be appropriate to 
impose a minimum height of 2m.  I do not believe that the provision of a higher 
hedgerow would have any significant bearing in terms of the setting of the listed 
building for the duration of the proposed development.  However, if it can be 
established that the occupiers would be happy for the hedgerow to be higher, this 
could still be achieved.  It would also be possible for the height to be adjusted to suit 
local preferences during the course of the development, provided a hedgerow of at 
least 2m is maintained. 

 
122. The effective restoration of the proposed extension area within a reasonable time 

period is essential if the development is to be acceptable.  Although restoration to 
lower levels without the use of inert waste materials for infilling was determined to be 
appropriate and is required elsewhere at Wrotham Quarry (i.e. to the south of 
Addington Lane), restoration to existing levels using both inert and other waste was 
required at Pearson’s Sandpit (to the north).  In part at least, this reflects the fact that 
the trees and hedgerows associated with Addington Lane were considered to provide 
sufficient screening (and hence separation) from the major part of the AONB to the 
north such that lower level restoration was acceptable.  In terms of the more recent 
permissions at Wrotham Quarry, it also reflects the fact that restoration of later phases 
needed to complement those permitted earlier.  In the absence of the more substantial 
screening associated with Addington Lane and there being no need to reflect lower 
level restoration on land immediately adjoining, restoration to existing levels to the 
north of Addington Lane remains preferable in landscape terms.  I am satisfied that 
restoration of the proposed extension area to agricultural use at existing levels is 
essential for the development to be acceptable in this location.  As concluded in the 
above section, I am also satisfied that the proposed time period for working and 
restoration is achievable and reasonable. 

 
123. With the exception of the plant site (together with associated plant, buildings and 

hardstandings), the access road to Ford Lane and the proposed stocking area in the 
main part of the quarry, the rest of Wrotham Quarry (both north and south of the M20) 
would continue to be worked and restored in accordance with extant permissions 
which already provide satisfactory working, restoration and aftercare schemes.  Once 
remaining mineral has been extracted from the main part of the quarry north of the 
M20, the vast majority of that area would be restored.  The stocking area would need 
to be restored at a later date in accordance with the relevant permission (TM/07/2545) 
but its use would not significantly interfere with the other restoration. 

 
124. The quarry south of the M20 has significant reserves of very fine silica sand remaining 

and cannot now be fully worked and restored in accordance with the approved scheme 
before operations and restoration must be completed as required by the current 
permission (TM/10/1481).  TM/10/1481 requires that extraction cease by 17 May 2017 
or when extraction ceases under TM/07/2545 (whichever is sooner) and that the area 
be restored within a further 12 months.  It will therefore either be necessary for the 
permission to be varied to allow additional time for completion of working and 
restoration or for an alternative restoration scheme to be approved pursuant to the 
existing permission.  At this time, the applicant’s intentions in respect of this are not 
known.  However, I am satisfied that this need not delay consideration of the current 
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application.  The area is outside the AONB, separated from the rest of the quarry by 
the M20, the M26 slip road and a significant amount of vegetation (including trees), is 
accessed via a tunnel under the M20 and is a relatively low key operation.  In the 
event that an application is made to extend the life of quarrying operations south of the 
M20, KCC would be in a position to refuse permission and require the area to be 
restored if it was not satisfied that continued working would be acceptable when 
considered cumulatively with other operations (including that now proposed). 

 
125. As noted in paragraph 6, the plant site area is subject to a Dormant IDO (TM/92/335 

having registered TP2105).  This means that further mineral extraction in that area 
cannot take place until a scheme of working, restoration and aftercare has been 
submitted to and approved by KCC.  Given that the plant site sits in a previously 
worked area, it is unclear whether any mineral remains to be extracted.  As also noted 
in paragraph 6, the plant site area is also subject to a number of permissions relating 
to plant, equipment, buildings, washing pools, access and a sand store.  These must 
all be removed under the terms of the existing permissions when extraction ceases in 
the northern extension (TM/07/2545).  A restoration and landscaping scheme was 
required by the main permission for the plant site (TM/74/1367).  Whilst I have been 
able to establish the landscaping details that were approved for the perimeter of the 
plant (primarily tree planting and some regarding works that have already been 
undertaken), these do not address the situation after the plant site has been removed.  
It is therefore unclear exactly how the plant site area would be restored following 
removal of all plant, buildings and associated facilities.  The current application offers 
the opportunity to correct this apparent omission as a condition could be imposed if 
permission is granted requiring a new restoration and aftercare scheme to be 
submitted, approved and implemented.  Any such scheme could be required to best 
reflect current aspirations for the area and complement the restoration approved 
elsewhere at the site south of Addington Lane such that it benefits the AONB.  It could 
not provide for the restoration of the plant site area using imported inert waste unless 
an entirely fresh permission is obtained that provides for this.  The Dormant IDO 
provisions offer the opportunity to remove any remaining sand from the plant site area 
as part of the restoration works should this be possible and desirable. 

 
126. I am satisfied that the existing permissions are capable of ensuring that the amount of 

worked and unrestored land at Wrotham Quarry is kept to the minimum (thereby 
reducing cumulative impact) and that together with the requirement for a new 
restoration and aftercare scheme for the plant site area would ensure that all of 
Wrotham Quarry is effectively restored when working ceases as recommended by 
KCC’s Landscape Officer.  I am also satisfied that the other matters recommended by 
KCC’s Landscape Officer are capable of being addressed by conditions if permission 
is granted. 

 
127. No new plant, buildings, structures and lighting are proposed as part of the current 

application.  The imposition of a condition(s) to prevent any additional plant, buildings, 
structures or lighting being installed unless otherwise approved beforehand in writing 
by KCC would ensure no unexpected additional impacts occur and enable KCC to 
consider whether any that may be required at a later date are appropriate. 
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128. Given the above and in the absence of “exceptional circumstances” and “public 
interest” being demonstrated in the context of need and alternatives I would be unable 
to support the application.  However, for the reasons set out elsewhere in this report, I 
consider that these requirements have been satisfactorily met.  Whilst I accept that 
there would be significant landscape and visual impacts associated with certain 
aspects of the proposed development, I am satisfied that these would be temporary 
(albeit nearly 20 years), mitigated appropriately by what is proposed and what could 
be secured by condition and that they would therefore be moderated to an acceptable 
degree.  I am also satisfied that the extension area would be worked and restored to a 
high standard such that the proposed mineral extraction is not inappropriate in the 
Green Belt.  Whilst the proposed infilling (waste) element of the proposed 
development and the proposed retention and use of the processing plant represent 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, they are (respectively) essential to the 
effective and satisfactory restoration and working of the mineral site.  Given that I am 
satisfied that the exceptional circumstances required to meet the AONB test in 
paragraph 116 of the NPPF have been met, and as I am able to conclude elsewhere 
in this report that the use of waste for restoration and the processing plant are 
acceptable in other respects, I consider that the very special circumstances necessary 
to overcome the usual presumption against inappropriate development in the Green 
Belt have been established.  I therefore consider that the proposals would accord with 
the landscape and visual impact and other policies set out above subject to the 
inclusion of conditions to address those matters referred to above.  I am also satisfied 
if planning permission is granted, KCC will have complied with its duties under Section 
85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) in that appropriate regard has 
been given to the purposes of AONBs when determining this application. 

 
Local amenity impacts (e.g. noise and dust / air quality) 

 
129. National planning policies relating to local amenity impacts associated with mineral 

working and waste disposal are set out in the NPPF and NPPW.  Paragraph 144 of 
the NPPF states that local planning authorities should ensure that there are no 
unacceptable adverse impacts on human health when granting permission for mineral 
development and that any unavoidable noise, dust and particle emissions are 
controlled, mitigated or removed at source and appropriate noise limits are established 
for extraction in proximity to noise sensitive properties.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW 
states that when determining waste planning applications WPAs should consider the 
likely impact on amenity against various locational criteria and other matters.  Key 
locational amenity considerations primarily relate to proximity to sensitive receptors 
and the impact of air emissions (including dust), odours, noise, vibration and litter, 
both from site operations themselves and from HGVs travelling to and from sites.  
Paragraph 7 of the NPPW also states that WPAs should: consider the locational 
implications of any advice on health from the relevant health bodies; avoid carrying out 
their own detailed assessment of epidemiological and other health studies; concern 
themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not with the 
control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities; and work 
on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied 
and enforced. 
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130. Paragraph 013 of the Minerals PPG states that noise, dust, air quality and lighting are 
principal issues that MPAs should address when determining mineral applications.  
Paragraph 015 of the Minerals PPG states that mineral operators should look to agree 
programmes of work with MPAs which take into account, as far as is practicable, the 
potential impacts on the local community and local environment, the proximity to 
occupied properties and legitimate operational considerations over the expected 
duration of operations.  Paragraph 018 of the Minerals PPG states that separation 
distances / buffer zones may be appropriate in specific circumstances where it is clear 
that a certain distance is required between the boundary of the minerals extraction 
area and occupied residential property.  However, it also states that any separation 
distance should be established on a site-specific basis and should be effective, 
properly justified and reasonable and that it should take into account: the nature of the 
mineral extraction activity; the need to avoid undue sterilisation of mineral resources; 
location and topography; the characteristics of the various environmental effects likely 
to arise; and the various mitigation measures that can be applied.  Paragraphs 019 to 
022 of the Minerals PPG set out the expectations in respect of noise associated with 
mineral working.  Paragraph 019 states (amongst other things) the need for 
applications to be accompanied by a noise impact assessment identifying all sources 
of noise and its likely impact on the surrounding neighbourhood and proposals for the 
control or mitigation of noise emissions.  Paragraph 020 states that MPAs should take 
account of the prevailing acoustic environment and consider whether or not noise from 
the proposed operations would be acceptable or not.  Paragraph 021 states that 
appropriate noise limits at noise sensitive properties should be applied by conditions 
for normal working hours (07:00 to 19:00 hours).  It also specifically states that: MPAs 
should aim to establish a noise limit, through a planning condition, at the noise-
sensitive property that does not exceed the background noise level (LA90,1h) by more 
than 10dB(A) during normal working hours (0700-1900); where it will be difficult not to 
exceed the background level by more than 10dB(A) without imposing unreasonable 
burdens on the mineral operator, the limit set should be as near that level as 
practicable; and, in any event, the total noise from the operations should not exceed 
55dB(A) LAeq, 1h (free field).  It further states that the potential for addressing tonal or 
impulsive noise (such as reversing alarms) should be considered.  Paragraph 022 
states that increased temporary daytime noise limits of up to 70dB(A) LAeq 1h (free 
field) for periods of up to 8 weeks in a year at specified noise-sensitive properties may 
be necessary to facilitate essential site preparation and restoration work (e.g. soil 
stripping, movement, storage and replacement) and the construction of baffle mounds 
where it is clear that this will bring longer term environmental benefits to the site or its 
environs.  More generic advice on noise is contained in the Noise Planning Practice 
Guidance.  Paragraphs 023 to 032 of the Minerals PPG set out the expectations in 
respect of dust emissions associated with mineral working.  Amongst other things 
these identify the need for a dust assessment study and proposals for dust mitigation, 
including measures to control fine particulates (PM10).  More generic advice on air 
quality is contained in the Air Quality Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

 
131. Policies CA18 and CA23 of the KMLPCA and Policies W18 and W32 of the KWLP 

require the County Council to be satisfied that proposals are acceptable in terms of 
noise, dust, odour and vibration impacts and include appropriate schemes of working 
and restoration. 
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132. Draft Policies CSM1, CSW1, DM1, DM11, DM12 and DM13 of the draft KMWLP are 

also relevant.  Draft Policy DM11 of the draft KMWLP states that minerals and waste 
development will be permitted if it can be demonstrated that they are unlikely to 
generate unacceptable adverse impacts from noise, dust, vibration, odour, emissions 
or exposure to health risks and associated damage to the qualities of life and 
wellbeing to communities and the environment.  Draft Policy DM12 of the draft 
KMWLP states that permission will be granted for minerals and waste development 
where it does not result in an unacceptable adverse, cumulative impact on the amenity 
of a local community.   

 
133. Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy and Policy SQ4 

(Air quality) of the T&M LDF MD&E DPD are also relevant.  Policies MPP2 (relating to 
the Management of the Kent Downs AONB), SD2 and SD8 (Sustainable 
development), LLC1 (Landform and landscape character), HCH1 (Historic and cultural 
heritage), GNR3 (Geology and natural resources) and AEU14 (Access, enjoyment and 
understanding) of the AONB Management Plan are also relevant. 

 
134. The AONB Unit, KCC’s Noise and Air Quality Consultants, Tonbridge and Malling 

Borough Council and a number of local residents have made comments relating to 
local amenity impacts. 

 
135. The AONB Unit and a number of local residents have objected to the proposed 

development on the basis that it would have an adverse effect on local amenity.  The 
AONB Unit’s concerns include those relating to tranquillity, access and enjoyment of 
the AONB and users of public footpaths and Addington Lane.  The concerns raised by 
local residents relate to both impacts associated with HGVs using Ford Lane (such as 
air pollution and quality of life) and the proposed extension area itself (such as noise 
and dust impacts on residential properties and users of the public footpaths in the 
area). 

 
136. KCC’s Noise and Air Quality Consultants have no objections to the proposed 

development provided conditions are imposed to secure appropriate noise limits and 
mitigation (i.e. 55dB LAeq, 1h, freefield at any noise sensitive property for normal 
operations, 70dB LAeq, 1h, freefield for up to 8 weeks in any 12 month period for 
essential site preparation and restoration work and the provision of the proposed 4m 
high earth bunds along the eastern boundary of the extension area) and the proposed 
dust control measures (e.g. avoid soil handling in adverse weather, grading and 
seeding soil stockpiles, siting of storage mounds to take advantage of shelter from 
wind, minimising drop heights where possible, speed controls and use of a water 
bowser when necessary on site and on haul roads, regular sweeping of surfaced 
areas and sheeting of HGVs).  Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has requested 
that if permission is granted, conditions be imposed to secure the same noise limits as 
recommended by KCC’s Noise consultant and the proposed dust control measures to 
ensure that the development is implemented in line with best practice. 

 
137. The proposed development would undoubtedly have some adverse effects on amenity 

including those described above.  The most significant impacts relating to the 
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proposed extension area would be those associated with initial works such as soil 
stripping, the creation of the soil bunds around its perimeter and the removal and re-
spreading of these soils during site restoration.  These operations are recognised in 
the Minerals PPG as being both essential and short term and, in the case of the soil 
bunds, capable of providing a longer term environmental benefit (particularly in terms 
of noise attenuation).  They also assist in minimising dust impacts off site.  The 
operations and bunds themselves would also result in visual amenity impacts (which 
have been considered elsewhere in this report) and could be regarded as capable of 
adversely affecting the enjoyment of those in the AONB (particularly users of public 
footpaths and local residents).  In terms of local residents, the occupiers of Woodgate 
House and Peathams would be most directly affected by works in the proposed 
extension area, particularly when using their gardens.  Whilst Peathams is slightly 
closer (30m), Woodgate House (40m) shares a common boundary with the application 
site.  Whilst the issue of how high the hedgerow between Woodgate House and the 
extension area should be is addressed elsewhere in this report, it should be noted that 
this could have amenity implications for the occupiers. 

 
138. Adverse amenity impacts would also occur as a result of the construction of the 

proposed vehicle tunnel.  These would include noise and dust impacts and general 
disturbance associated with the works and related traffic management measures.  The 
tunnel and associated works are remote from housing but would impact on vehicular 
and pedestrian users of Addington Lane and those using the Weald Way (which 
shares the highway verge between Woodgate Road and the old access to Wrotham 
Quarry).  Similar impacts would occur as a result of dump trucks temporarily using 
Addington Lane to transport sand from the proposed extension area via the former 
access to Pearson’s Sandpit and the old access to Wrotham Quarry.  The continued 
use of the plant site would also result in some amenity impacts (e.g. noise, dust and 
visual).  However, the M20 dominates the noise environment in the area, the plant is 
located at the base of a previously worked area and is fairly well screened and there 
are no properties very close to the site.  The amenity or other impacts associated with 
HGV traffic entering and leaving the site (e.g. noise, dust and vibration) would largely 
perpetuate the existing situation and are acceptable. 

 
139. The proposed hours of operation for the processing plant, access road and ancillary 

activities are 0700 to 1800 hours Monday to Friday and 0700 to 1300 hours on 
Saturdays.  Operations in the proposed extension area would only take place between 
0700 and 1800 hours Monday to Friday.  These are more restricted than those 
currently allowed at the existing quarry in that the plant site can operate from 0600 
hours and all operations can take place on Saturdays until 1300 hours.  Subject to a 
condition(s) to secure these hours of operation and prevent Sunday and Bank / Public 
Holiday working, I consider them to be acceptable.  The proposal not to work in the 
proposed extension area on Saturday mornings is particularly welcome given the 
proximity of Woodgate House and Peathams and as this would mean that no weekend 
working would be taking place in that area when more people are likely to be enjoying 
walks in the AONB.  In addition to the noise conditions recommended by KCC’s Noise 
Consultant, I also consider that it would be reasonable to impose a condition requiring 
the use of non-tonal vehicle reversing alarms in the proposed extension area. 
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140. Subject to the imposition of conditions to secure the noise limits and mitigation 
recommended by KCC’s Noise Consultant (which would serve to protect the amenity 
of the nearest noise sensitive properties and minimise noise impacts on those using 
public footpaths or other publicly accessible locations), the proposed dust control 
measures (as recommended by KCC’s Air Quality Consultant), the use of non-tonal 
reversing alarms in the proposed extension area and the hours of operation referred to 
above, I am satisfied that the proposed development would be acceptable in terms of 
noise and air quality / dust impacts and accord with relevant policies.  These 
restrictions would also serve to make the proposals acceptable in amenity terms more 
generally when considered with the visual impact and related matters referred to 
elsewhere in this report. 

 
Highways and transportation 

 
141. National planning policies relating to highways and transportation are set out in the 

NPPF and NPPW.  Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local plans 
local planning authorities should set out environmental criteria against which planning 
applications should be assessed to ensure that permitted operations do not have 
unacceptable impacts on the natural and historic environment and human health from 
traffic.  Paragraph 144 states that local planning authorities should have regard to 
such matters when determining planning applications.  Paragraph 32 of the NPPF 
states that all developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 
supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment and that plans and 
decisions should take account of whether safe and suitable access to the site can be 
achieved and if improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that 
cost effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.  It also states that 
development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the 
residual cumulative impacts of the development are severe.  Paragraph 7 of the 
NPPW states that when determining waste planning applications WPAs should 
consider the likely impact on the local environment and on amenity against various 
locational criteria and other matters.  Key locational considerations include the 
suitability of the road network and the extent to which access would require reliance 
on local roads.  Advice on whether a transport assessment or transport statement is 
required and how these should be considered when applications are determined is 
contained in paragraphs 001 to 015 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) relating 
to travel plans, transport assessments and statements in decision-taking. 

 
142. Policy CA16 of the KMLPCA and Policy W22 of the KWLP state that permission will 

be refused if the proposed access or the effects of vehicles travelling to and from the 
site would adversely affect in a material way the safety and capacity of the highway 
network and that any necessary highway improvements are secured and (in the case 
of Policy W22) the character of historic local lanes or the local environment (including 
dwellings, conservation areas and listed buildings).  Policy CA18 of the KMLPCA 
states that the County Council should also be satisfied that noise, vibration and dust 
from haulage vehicles can be satisfactorily controlled. 

 
143. Draft Policy DM13 of the draft KMWLP requires minerals and waste development to 

demonstrate that emissions associated with road transport movements are minimised 
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as far as practicable and by preference being given to non-road modes of transport.  It 
also states that where new development would require road transport, proposed 
access arrangements must be safe and appropriate, traffic generated must not be 
detrimental to road safety, the highway network must be able to accommodate the 
traffic generated and its impact must not have an unacceptable adverse effect on the 
environment or local community.  Draft Policy DM17 of the draft KMWLP identifies 
highways and access improvements and traffic management measures including the 
regulation of lorry traffic as matters for potential planning obligations where these 
cannot be secured by conditions. 

 
144. Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy and Policies 

SQ8 (Road safety) and DC6 (Rural Lanes) of the T&M LDF MD&E DPD are also 
relevant.  Policies MPP2 (relating to the Management of the Kent Downs AONB), SD1, 
SD2 and SD8 (Sustainable development), LLC1 (Landform and landscape character), 
GNR3 (Geology and natural resources) and AEU14 (Access, enjoyment and 
understanding) of the AONB Management Plan are also relevant.  

 
145. The AONB Unit, Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council, Trottiscliffe Parish Council, 

KCC Highways and Transportation and a number of local residents have made 
comments relating to highways and transportation. 

 
146. The AONB Unit has objected to the use of Addington Lane by dump trucks 

transporting materials to the plant site via the former access to Pearsons Sandpit prior 
to the completion of the proposed tunnel (during phase 1) and when the sand ramp is 
removed (during phase 2) would lead to conflict between, and disruption to, those 
using the road, particularly as the works to construct the tunnel would require one-way 
traffic and associated traffic management measures (leading to tail backs).  It has also 
raised concerns about damage to the verges, stated that figures for road accidents 
cannot be used as indicators of likely future incidents and that the use of the former 
access to Wrotham Quarry on Addington Lane is specifically precluded by the existing 
permissions. 

 
147. A number of residents living between the A20 and the site access road have objected 

to the proposed development due to concerns about the continued use of Ford Lane 
(to access the site) and the adverse impact of traffic disruption caused by construction 
of the tunnel under Addington Lane and associated use of traffic lights.  The residents 
are concerned that Ford Lane is unsuitable for the size, weight, number and frequency 
(1 every 6 minutes on average) of HGVs (in part due to a lack of footpaths), that the 
speed limit (60mph) is too high and that the road is not wide enough to allow HGVs to 
pass in opposite directions.  They are also concerned about damage to drains, kerbs, 
grass verges and the road surface, damage to Ford Place (Grade II* listed building) 
due to vibration from HGVs and the impact on users of Gate House Wood Touring 
Park, the business and tourism more generally as a result of HGV movements.  It has 
been suggested that access to the site should instead be from Addington Lane 
(through Addington) as it has been improved and is better able to accommodate 
HGVs or that HGVs should enter the site via Addington Lane and leave via Ford Lane 
(or vice versa) such that traffic is “shared” between the two areas.  It has also been 
suggested that if permission is granted road condition surveys should be required, 
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only one HGV at a time should be allowed to use Ford Lane and that wheel washing 
and the use of a road sweeper should be required.  One resident from Addington has 
raised no objection subject to HGVs not passing through Addington. 

 
148. Trottiscliffe Parish Council has raised no objection on the basis that there would be an 

access tunnel under Addington Lane and that vehicular access would be via Ford 
Lane. 

 
149. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has requested that if permission is granted, 

conditions be imposed to secure the construction and use of the underground vehicle 
tunnel beneath Addington Lane for the time periods set out in the application, HGV 
access to the site being via Ford Lane and any others requested by KCC Highways 
and Transportation. 

 
150. KCC Highways and Transportation has no objection subject to the construction and 

use of the proposed vehicle tunnel under Addington Lane, only one vehicle at a time 
using Addington Lane during those interim periods when the tunnel cannot be used 
and the provision and use (as necessary) of wheel washing and road sweeping 
equipment.  It has advised that the proposed vehicle tunnel would require the 
completion of a Section 278 Agreement (or other appropriate mechanism) with the 
Highway Authority and that the structural design and construction processes would 
need to be checked by its structural team at no cost to the Authority and with 
appropriate fees charged. 

 
151. The implementation and use of the vehicle tunnel is essential to the acceptability of 

the proposed development.  The inclusion of a tunnel capable of accommodating the 
transportation of sand from the proposed extension area to the plant site and the 
importation of inert waste without using Addington Lane or Trottiscliffe Road was 
strongly supported by most stakeholders during the pre-application engagement and 
appears to have significantly influenced the number and nature of responses that have 
been received to the application.  Unfortunately, it is not possible to entirely avoid the 
use of the relatively small section of Addington Lane between the former Pearson’s 
Sandpit access and the old access to Wrotham Quarry.  It will be necessary for plant 
and equipment required to begin work in the proposed extension area to use that 
route and for dump trucks to do so in order to transport sand to the plant site during 
two specific phases of development (i.e. as noted in paragraph 146 above).  This is 
not desirable but is necessary if the tunnel is to be constructed and the sand ramp 
within the extraction area removed rather than for valuable mineral to be sterilised.  
Whilst the use of Addington Lane in these circumstances would lead to some degree 
of conflict with other road users, I am satisfied that the proposed arrangement is 
acceptable in terms of highway safety, amenity and other impacts subject to 
appropriate traffic management arrangements being implemented, only one haulage 
vehicle at a time associated with quarry operations using Addington Lane during those 
periods when its use is required and the provision and use (as necessary) of wheel 
washing and road sweeping equipment. 

 
152. Whilst a number of those living or working between the main access to the existing 

quarry on Ford Lane and the A20 have objected to the continued use of Ford Lane to 
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access the site, this route was generally supported during the pre-application 
engagement.  Notwithstanding the concerns that have been expressed about the 
continued use of Ford Lane, I am satisfied that this is the best route into and out of the 
site and is acceptable in terms of highway safety and potential impacts.  KCC 
Highways and Transportation supports this view.  I do not accept that it would be 
appropriate for HGVs to use Addington Lane and Trottiscliffe Road when entering or 
leaving the site and note that KCC has maintained this position since the purpose built 
access road between the plant site and Ford Lane was constructed. 

 
153. The applicant proposes that the existing limit of 112 HGV movements per day (56 in / 

56 out) be retained.  As noted in paragraph 15 above, the existing HGV restriction 
expresses this as a daily average in any one week.  As KCC has previously accepted 
this limit, and KCC Highways and Transportation has not raised objection, I believe 
that it is reasonable to impose the same condition again in this case.  This would 
restrict all HGVs associated with operations at the site (i.e. minerals and waste).  I also 
consider that it would be appropriate to replicate other conditions relating to highways 
and transportation imposed on recent permissions at the site (with such amendments 
as may be necessary) in the interests of highway safety, the local environment and 
amenity.  These include not allowing HGVs and commercial vehicles to use the old 
access on Addington Lane, maintaining a restriction on the old entrance to deter 
unauthorised traffic and requiring that records of HGV movements be maintained by 
the operator and made available to KCC, the surfacing of the site access road being 
maintained in a good state of repair and kept clean and free of mud and other debris, 
adequate measures are taken to ensure vehicles leaving the site do not deposit mud 
or other debris on the highway (including if necessary the provision of wheel and 
chassis cleaning equipment) and the sheeting of all loaded open backed HGVs.  In 
addition to these, I also consider that it would be appropriate to impose conditions: to 
ensure that Addington Lane is only used in those specific circumstances outlined 
above (such that the proposed vehicle tunnel is used at all other times); to ensure that 
Addington Lane is not used by quarry traffic during peak traffic periods; requiring the 
submission, approval and implementation of a traffic management plan for Addington 
Lane addressing the period when the tunnel is constructed and when the road is used 
to transport materials from the proposed extension area to the existing quarry (to 
include the provision of before and after surveys to identify any damage caused by the 
proposed development so it can be rectified); and requiring the submission and 
approval of the detailed design of the proposed vehicle tunnel. 

 
154. Subject to the imposition of the above conditions, I am satisfied that the proposed 

development would be acceptable in terms of highways and transportation and accord 
with relevant policies.  KCC Highways and Transportation would also need to approve 
the structural design and construction processes for the vehicle tunnel and has 
indicated that this can be done independently from the planning process.  I am 
therefore satisfied that these issues can be left for KCC Highways and Transportation 
to address. 
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Water environment (hydrology, hydrogeology and groundwater impacts) 
 
155. National planning policies relating to the water environment are set out in the NPPF 

and NPPW.  Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local plans local 
planning authorities should set out environmental criteria against which planning 
applications should be assessed to ensure that permitted operations do not have 
unacceptable impacts on the natural and historic environment and human health from 
flooding, the flow and quantity of surface and groundwater and contamination 
(including cumulatively).  Paragraph 144 states that local planning authorities should 
have regard to such matters when determining planning applications.  Further policy 
on flood risk and related climate change issues is contained in paragraphs 93 to 104 
of the NPPF.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when determining waste planning 
applications WPAs should consider the likely impact on the local environment and on 
amenity against various locational criteria and other matters relating to protection of 
water quality and resources and flood risk management.  Key locational 
considerations include the proximity of vulnerable surface and groundwater or 
aquifers.  It also states that for landfill, geological conditions and the behaviour of 
surface water and groundwater should be assessed both for the site under 
consideration and the surrounding area and that the suitability of locations subject to 
flooding, with consequent issues relating to the management of potential risk posed to 
water quality from waste contamination, will also need particular care.  Advice on 
these how these issues should be addressed in preparing and determining planning 
applications is contained in the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) relating to water 
supply, wastewater and water quality. 

 
156. Policies W19 and W20 of the KWLP require that surface and groundwater resources 

are protected and that proposals take account of the safeguarding of land drainage 
and flood control and minimisation of rainwater infiltration.  Draft Policies DM1 and 
DM10 of the draft KMWLP are also relevant.  Draft Policy DM1 of the draft KMWLP 
states that minerals and waste proposals should demonstrate that they have been 
designed to utilise sustainable drainage systems wherever practicable.  Draft Policy 
DM10 of the draft KMWLP states that permission will be granted for minerals and 
waste development where it does not: result in the deterioration of physical state, 
water quality or ecological status of any waterbody (e.g. rivers, streams, lakes and 
ponds); have an unacceptable impact on groundwater Source Protection Zones; and 
exacerbate flood risk in areas prone to flooding and elsewhere, both now and in the 
future.  It also states that all minerals and waste proposals must include measures to 
ensure the achievement of both no deterioration and improved ecological status of all 
waterbodies within the site and/or hydrologically connected to the site and that a 
hydrogeological assessment may be required to demonstrate the effects of the 
proposed development on the water environment and how these may be mitigated to 
an acceptable level.  Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core 
Strategy and Policy CC3 (Sustainable Drainage) of the T&M LDF MD&E DPD are also 
relevant.  Policy GNR3 (Geology and natural resources) of the AONB Management 
Plan is also relevant. 

 
157. The Environment Agency, South East Water, Southern Water and Tonbridge and 

Malling Borough Council have made comments relating to the water environment.  



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.55 

Whilst both the Environment Agency and South East Water initially raised objections / 
concerns about potential adverse effects on groundwater / public water supplies, these 
have been overcome as a result of discussions and further information being provided 
by the applicant. 

 
158. The Environment Agency has no objection subject to conditions to protect 

groundwater (i.e. to address any unsuspected contamination that may be found, to 
prevent infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground unless approved and to 
ensure that no excavation takes place within 10m of the boundary of the adjacent old 
landfill sites).  It has also recommended that the existing Code of Operational Practice 
be reviewed and expanded to establish monitoring and contingency protocols for the 
detection of gas and / or leachate within the unsaturated zone during quarrying 
operations.  It has further advised that the proposed infilling would require an 
Environmental Permit. 

 
159. South East Water has no objection subject to the same conditions as the Environment 

Agency, a scheme of groundwater level monitoring (in order that the depth of working 
can be adjusted as necessary if levels increase during the life of the site), an ongoing 
dialogue being maintained between it and the applicant (in terms of respective 
operations) and a trench being installed to drain contaminants from the floor of the 
proposed quarry extension to mitigate the risk of the lateral stand-off between the 
quarry and the landfill being breached and the resultant draining of leachate from the 
landfill via any perched layers from the face to the floor of the quarry. 

 
160. Southern Water has sought controls to ensure that its apparatus is not adversely 

affected or is appropriately maintained during construction works (in the case of the 
proposed vehicle tunnel). 

 
161. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council has requested that if permission is granted, 

any conditions required by the Environment Agency and South East Water be included 
(including those relating to potential landfill gas and leachate migration and exposure 
of previously deposited waste given the proximity of adjacent historic landfilling). 

 
162. As explained in paragraph 26 above, concerns were initially raised by the Environment 

Agency and South East Water about potential adverse impacts on groundwater.  
However, as a result of discussions with, and the provision of further information by, 
the applicant these have been overcome.  On this basis, I am satisfied that the 
proposed development is acceptable in terms of the water environment subject to the 
imposition of conditions to secure the matters requested by the Environment Agency 
and South East Water and to ensure that the development is undertaken as proposed, 
particularly in respect of the depth of working, the maintenance of the required 2m 
stand-off between the base of the quarry and the maximum height of groundwater and 
to ensure that only inert waste is imported and used for restoration purposes.  More 
detailed operational controls on the landfilling aspect of the proposed development will 
be applied by the Environment Agency as part of the Environmental Permit.  The 
issues raised by Southern Water are capable of being addressed appropriately when 
the detailed design of the vehicle tunnel is undertaken. 
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163. Subject to the imposition of the above conditions, I am satisfied that the proposed 
development would accord with relevant policies. 

 
Geotechnical stability 

 
164. National planning policies relating to geotechnical stability are set out in the NPPF and 

NPPW.  Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local plans local planning 
authorities should set out environmental criteria against which planning applications 
should be assessed to ensure that permitted operations do not have unacceptable 
impacts on the natural and historic environment and human health from tip and quarry 
slope stability, differential settlement of quarry backfill.  Paragraph 144 states that 
local planning authorities should have regard to such matters when determining 
planning applications.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when determining waste 
planning applications WPAs should consider the likely impact on the local environment 
and on amenity against various locational criteria and other matters.  Key locational 
considerations include land instability and the guidance states that places that are 
liable to be affected by land instability will not normally be suitable for waste 
management facilities.  Paragraph 033 of the Minerals PPG states that the 
consideration of slope stability that is needed at the time of an application will vary 
between mineral workings depending on a number of factors: e.g. depth of working; 
the nature of materials excavated; the life of the working the length of time interim 
slopes are expected to be in place; and the nature of the restoration proposals.  It also 
states that appraisal of slope stability for new workings should be based on existing 
information, which aims to: identify any potential hazard to people and property and 
environmental assets and assess its significance; and identify any features which 
could adversely affect the stability of the working to enable basic quarry design to be 
undertaken. 

 
165. Policy W20 of the KWLP requires that proposals take account of land stability.  Draft 

Policy DM17 of the draft KMWLP states that planning permission will be granted for 
minerals or waste development where it is demonstrated that it will not result in land 
instability.  It also states that all proposals that could give rise to land instability must 
include a stability report and measures to ensure land stability.  Policy CP1 
(Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy is also relevant.  Policy 
GNR3 (Geology and natural resources) of the AONB Management Plan is also 
relevant. 

 
166. No objections have been raised in respect of geotechnical stability. 
 
167. The proposed development has been designed to ensure geotechnical stability is 

maintained both during operations and after restoration has been completed.  
Appropriate lateral stand-offs have been included between the proposed extraction 
area itself and surrounding land (e.g. Addington Lane, Woodgate Road, the former 
Pearson’s Sandpit, Woodgate House and the proposed footpath diversions) and 
appropriate excavated profiles would need to be maintained as quarrying progresses 
to meet health and safety requirements.  The limit of the extraction area is at least 
10m from the boundary of the proposed extension area, in-situ overburden would be 
excavated at 1v:3h slopes, sand faces would normally be no more than 5m high and 



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.57 

benches at least 3m wide.  The detailed requirements for slope profiles (quarry faces 
and benches) are determined annually under the Quarries Regulations and I consider 
it appropriate to leave these matters for that regime.  However, I do consider it 
appropriate to require that extraction shall not take place within 10m of the boundary 
of the proposed extension area.  Any detailed geotechnical issues associated with the 
proposed vehicle tunnel would be addressed as part of the structural design and 
construction processes referred to in the Highways and transportation section above.  
Long term stability would be assured as a result of the infilling of the proposed 
extraction area and vehicle tunnel.  The former quarried slopes associated with the 
plant site have been in place for many years.  The long term stability of these can be 
considered further as part of the restoration proposals that are recommended 
elsewhere in this report for that area.   

 
168. Subject to the development being implemented as proposed (which could be secured 

by conditions), I am satisfied that it would be acceptable in terms of geotechnical 
stability and would accord with relevant policies.   

 
Ecology 

 
169. National planning policies relating to ecology are set out in the NPPF and NPPW.  

Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local plans local planning 
authorities should set out environmental criteria against which planning applications 
should be assessed to ensure that permitted operations do not have unacceptable 
impacts on the natural environment and ensure that worked land is reclaimed at the 
earliest opportunity and that high quality restoration and aftercare of mineral sites 
takes place, including for biodiversity.  Paragraph 144 states that local planning 
authorities should have regard to such matters when determining planning 
applications.  Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that the planning system should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by (amongst other things) 
minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where 
possible.  Paragraph 118 states that when determining planning applications, local 
planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying 
(amongst others) the following principles: if significant harm resulting from 
development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated or (as a last resort) 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused; and planning 
permission should be refused for development resulting in the loss or deterioration of 
irreplaceable habitats unless the need for, and the benefits of, the development in that 
location clearly outweigh the loss.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when 
determining waste planning applications WPAs should consider the likely impact on 
the local environment against various locational criteria and other matters.  Key 
locational considerations include any adverse effect on a site of international 
importance for nature conservation, a site with a nationally recognised designation and 
ecological networks and protected species.  Paragraphs 007 to 023 of the Natural 
Environment PPG include advice in respect of biodiversity, ecosystems and green 
infrastructure. 

 
170. Policy W21 of the KWLP states that before granting planning permission for a waste 

management proposal the planning authority will need to be satisfied that the earth 
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science and ecological interests of the site and its surroundings have been established 
and provisions made for the safeguarding of irreplaceable and other important 
geological and geomorphological features, habitats or species of wildlife importance.  
It also states that where an overriding need requires some direct loss or indirect harm 
to such features, habitats or species, where practicable suitable compensatory 
measures should be provided. 

 
171. Draft Policies DM1, DM2, DM3, DM18 and DM19 of the draft KMWLP are also 

relevant.  Draft Policy DM1 of the draft KMWLP states that minerals and waste 
proposals should demonstrate that they have been designed to protect and enhance 
the character and quality of the site’s setting and its biodiversity interests or mitigate 
and if necessary compensating for any predicted loss.  Draft Policy DM2 of the draft 
KMWLP states that proposals for minerals and waste development must ensure that 
there is no unacceptable adverse impact on the integrity, character, appearance and 
function, biodiversity interests, or geological interests of sites of international, national 
or local importance.  Draft Policy DM3 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals will 
be required to demonstrate that they result in no unacceptable adverse impacts on 
Kent’s important biodiversity assets and that proposals that are likely to give rise to 
such impacts will need to demonstrate that an adequate level of ecological 
assessment has been undertaken and will only be granted permission following 
(amongst other things): an ecological assessment of the site (including specific 
protected species surveys as necessary); the identification and securing of measures 
to mitigate any adverse impacts; the identification and securing of compensatory 
measures where adverse impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated for; and the 
identification and securing of opportunities to make a positive contribution to the 
protection, enhancement, creation and management of biodiversity.  Draft Policy 
DM19 of the draft KMWLP states that restoration plans should include details of 
(amongst other things) key landscape and biodiversity opportunities and constraints 
ensuring connectivity with surrounding landscape and habitats and proposals for 
meeting targets or biodiversity gain.   

 
172. Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy and Policies 

NE1 (Local Wildlife Sites), NE2 (Habitat networks), NE3 (Impact on Biodiversity), SQ1 
(Landscape Protection and Enhancement) and SQ4 (Air quality) of the T&M LDF 
MD&E DPD are also relevant.  Policies BD1, BD2 and BD5 (Biodiversity) and GNR3 
(Geology and natural resources) of the AONB Management Plan are also relevant. 

 
173. Natural England, KCC’s Biodiversity Officer, Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council 

and a number of local residents have made comments relating to ecology.   
 
174. Natural England has stated that it is satisfied that the development would not damage 

or destroy the interest features of the Trottiscliffe Meadows SSSI (375m to the west) 
provided it is carried out as proposed and that its Standing Advice on protected 
species should be applied and treated as a material consideration when determining 
the application. 

 
175. KCC’s Biodiversity Officer has no objection subject to conditions to protect and 

enhance ecological interest, including protected species and habitat.  These include 



Item C2 
Application by Ferns Group for extension to existing quarry to 
extract silica sand, construction sand and to infill the void with inert 
waste at Wrotham Quarry, Addington, West Malling, Kent, ME19 5DL 
– TM/14/4075 (KCC/TM/0378/2014) 
 
 

C2.59 

the requirement for the hedgerow over the road tunnel to be replanted as soon as it 
has been built, any new lighting being designed to avoid shining directly onto 
hedgerows to minimise potential impacts, topsoil bunds being surveyed by an 
ecologist prior to removal to reduce the risk to badgers if new setts are established, a 
precautionary mitigation approach for great crested newts (GCNs) being used when 
the area of hedgerow in the north west corner of the site is cleared, all works to 
buildings and vegetation being carried out outside the bird nesting season or, if this is 
not possible, after the site has been examined by an ecologist and if any nesting birds 
are present all works must cease until all the young have fledged, hedgerows planted 
with species already recorded at the site, bird and bat boxes being erected on mature 
trees within the hedgerows, an ecological scoping survey and specific species 
surveys, together with any necessary mitigation, being submitted to KCC for approval 
prior to restoration commencing to establish if suitable habitats for protected species 
are present and identify if any mitigation is needed and details of an ecological 
assessment of the overhead cable diversion route around the north of the site being 
submitted to KCC with details of any necessary mitigation if this would impact on 
protected / notable species. 

 
176. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council’s response supports the inclusion of the 

conditions proposed by KCC’s Biodiversity Officer. 
 
177. A number of local residents have objected due to concerns about disturbance to 

skylarks, other ground nesting birds, adders and dormice. 
 
178. Notwithstanding the concerns that have been expressed (including objections from a 

number of local residents), both Natural England and KCC’s Biodiversity Officer are 
satisfied that the proposed development would not give rise to unacceptable 
ecological impacts (including on the designated Trottiscliffe Meadows SSSI and the 
Ryarsh Local Wildlife Site and Ancient Woodland) provided the development is carried 
out as proposed (including any mitigation proposed by the applicant) and, in the latter 
case, subject to the imposition of conditions to secure a number of other measures 
and actions to protect and enhance biodiversity interests (including those referred to in 
paragraph 177 above).  The proposed mitigation includes measures to ensure 
appropriate safeguards for badgers and dormice.  A licence would be required from 
Natural England to facilitate the work associated with the proposed vehicle tunnel as 
this would damage / destroy part of the badger sett.  The removal of the hedgerows to 
enable access to the proposed extension area from the former Pearson’s Sandpit and 
the construction of the proposed vehicle tunnel would need to be undertaken under 
the supervision of a dormouse licensed ecologist. 

 
179. Subject to the imposition of conditions to secure those matters outlined above, I am 

satisfied that the proposed development would be acceptable in terms of ecological 
interests and would accord with relevant policies.  I am also satisfied if planning 
permission is granted, KCC will have complied with its duties under the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006) in that appropriate regard 
has been given to conserving biodiversity. 
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Archaeology, heritage and conservation (including impact on listed buildings) 
 
180. National planning policies relating to archaeology, heritage and conservation are set 

out in the NPPF and NPPW.  Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local 
plans local planning authorities should set out environmental criteria against which 
planning applications should be assessed to ensure that permitted operations do not 
have unacceptable impacts on the historic environment.  Paragraph 144 states that 
local planning authorities should have regard to such matters when determining 
planning applications.  Further policy on conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment is contained in paragraphs 126 to 141 of the NPPF.  Paragraph 132 
states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the 
asset’s conservation and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should 
be.  Paragraph 133 states that where a proposed development would lead to 
substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, 
permission should be refused, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm 
or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or 
loss.  Paragraph 134 states that where a development proposal would lead to less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm 
should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 
optimum viable use.  Paragraph 135 states that the effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in 
determining the application and that in weighing applications that affect directly or 
indirectly non designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage 
asset.  Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that when determining waste planning 
applications WPAs should consider the likely impact on the local environment against 
various locational criteria and other matters.  Key locational considerations include the 
potential effects on the significance of heritage assets, whether designated or not, 
including any contribution made by their setting. 

 
181. The KMLPCA and KWLP contain no saved policies dealing with archaeology, heritage 

and conservation.  However, draft Policies DM1, DM5 and DM6 of the draft KMWLP 
are relevant.  Draft Policy DM1 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals for minerals 
and waste development will be required to demonstrate that they have been designed 
to (amongst other things) protect and enhance the character and quality of the site’s 
setting or mitigate and if necessary compensate for any predicted loss.  Draft Policy 
DM5 states that proposals for minerals and waste developments will be required to 
ensure that Kent's heritage assets and their settings, including locally listed heritage 
assets, Listed Buildings, conservation areas, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and 
archaeological sites are conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance.  It 
also states that proposals should result in no unacceptable adverse impact on Kent's 
historic environment and, wherever possible, opportunities must be sought to maintain 
or enhance historic assets affected by the proposals. Minerals and/or waste proposals 
that would have an impact on a heritage asset will not be granted planning permission 
unless it can be demonstrated that there is an overriding need for development and 
any impacts can be mitigated or compensated for, such that there is a net planning 
benefit.   
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182. Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy and Policies 

SQ1 (Landscape Protection and Enhancement) and SQ2 (Locally listed buildings) of 
the T&M LDF MD&E DPD are also relevant.  Policies SD8 (Sustainable development), 
LLC1 (Landform and landscape character) and HCH1 (Historic and cultural heritage) 
of the AONB Management Plan are also relevant. 

 
183. KCC’s Archaeological Officer, KCC’s Heritage and Conservation Officer and a number 

of local residents have commented on archaeology, heritage and conservation issues. 
 
184. KCC’s Archaeological Officer has no objection subject to a condition being imposed to 

secure the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with 
a written specification and timetable that has first been submitted to and approved by 
KCC (which would need to include a programme of archaeological strip, map and 
sample as opposed to a simple watching brief). 

 
185. KCC’s Heritage and Conservation Officer has no objection subject to the location of 

the screen bund to the east of the proposed extraction area being adjusted to increase 
the stand-off between the bund and Woodgate House (a Grade II Listed Building) by 
10m (i.e. from 50 to 60m); and the hedgerow between the two being allowed to grow 
to between 3.5 and 4m high (rather than 2m high as originally proposed). 

 
186. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council’s response supports the inclusion of the 

conditions proposed by KCC’s Archaeological Officer and Heritage and Conservation 
Officer. 

 
187. A number of local residents have objected due to concerns about damage to Ford 

Place (a Grade II* Listed Building) on Ford Lane. 
 
188. Notwithstanding the concerns that have been expressed by local residents about 

potential impacts on Ford Place (Listed Building), no objection has been raised by 
either KCC’s Heritage and Conservation Officer or KCC Highways and Transportation 
to the continued use of Ford Lane by HGVs and I do not believe that an objection on 
these grounds could be substantiated.  I am satisfied that KCC Archaeological 
Officer’s recommendation can be satisfactorily addressed by condition if permission is 
granted.  KCC Heritage and Conservation Officer’s recommendation that the screen 
bund to the east of the proposed extraction area be adjusted to provide a stand-off 
between the bund and Woodgate House (Listed Building) of 60m rather 50m has been 
addressed and the applicant has provided revised drawings that provide for this and 
these can be referred to as necessary in any permission that is granted.  However, as 
explained in paragraph 121 above I do not believe that it is essential for the hedgerow 
between the bund and Woodgate House to be maintained at a height in excess of 2m 
in order to protect the setting of the Listed Building.  On this basis, I propose not to 
fully accept the recommendation of KCC’s Heritage and Conservation Officer in this 
instance and, instead recommend that a minimum height of 2m be required. 

 
189. Subject to the development being implemented as proposed and conditions being 

imposed to secure the above, I am satisfied that it would be acceptable in terms of 
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archaeology, heritage and conservation (including impact on listed buildings) and 
would accord with relevant policies. 

 
Public rights of way 

 
190. National planning policies relating to public rights of way are set out in the NPPF and 

NPPW.  Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states that when determining minerals 
applications, local planning authorities should ensure that there are no unacceptable 
adverse impacts on human health.  Paragraph 75 of the NPPF states that planning 
policies should protect and enhance public rights of way and access and that local 
authorities should seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users (e.g. by 
adding links to existing networks).  Paragraph 004 of the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) relating to open space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and 
local green space includes limited advice relating to public rights of way and national 
trails.  Amongst other things this states that public rights of way form an important 
component of sustainable transport links and should be protected or enhanced. 

 
191. Policy CA21 of the KMLPCA and Policy W27 of the KWLP both state that where public 

rights of way would be adversely affected by development, the interests of its users 
will be taken into account and / or secured.  Draft Policy DM14 of the draft KMWLP 
states that planning permission will only be granted for minerals and waste 
development that adversely affect a public right of way, if: (1) satisfactory prior 
provisions for its diversion are made which are both convenient and safe for users of 
the Public Rights of Way; (2) provision is created for an acceptable alternative route 
both during operations and following restoration of the site; and (3) opportunities are 
taken wherever possible to secure appropriate, improved access into the countryside. 

 
192. Policy CP1 (Sustainable Development) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy is also relevant.  

Policies MPP2 (relating to the Management of the Kent Downs AONB), SD2 
(Sustainable development) and AEU14 (Access, enjoyment and understanding) of the 
AONB Management Plan are also relevant. 

 
193. KCC Public Rights of Way (PROW), the Ramblers Association, the AONB Unit and a 

number of local residents have commented on public rights of way issues. 
 
194. KCC PROW has no objection, states that the proposed temporary diversions of 

footpaths MR164 and MR165 are acceptable and that they should be reinstated on 
their original (definitive) routes as part of the final restoration of the site.  It has also 
provided advice on the necessary procedures to secure this and confirmed that it is 
able to ensure that the applicant pays KCC’s costs associated with this.  It has also 
advised that if the reinstated footpaths are to be different from their definitive 
alignment (as suggested by the Ramblers), this would require an Order and is 
something that could best be considered and addressed nearer the time that 
backfilling and restoration is completed.  It has further advised that extending the 
footpath that needs to be created around the western end of Wrotham Quarry under 
the earlier Section 106 Agreement to Ford Lane along the route of the internal access 
road would be desirable and should be encouraged.  However, it accepts that this 
cannot be a pre-condition of planning permission as the land is not within the 
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applicant’s control. 
 
195. The Ramblers Association has no objection subject to the provision of drainage 

measures to prevent waterlogging of the temporary footpath diversion during wet 
weather as a result of run-off from the screen banks should this become necessary 
and the realignment of footpath MR165 so that its eastern end exits onto Woodgate 
Road at the same point as the southern end of MR164. 

 
196. The AONB Unit has raised concerns about the impact of the proposed development 

on access to and enjoyment of the AONB and on users of public rights of way 
(including the Weald Way long distance trail). 

 
197. A number of local residents have objected due to concerns about adverse impacts on 

public footpaths and their users, including from the proposed diversions. 
 
198. Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council’s response supports the reinstatement of the 

public footpaths. 
 
199. As noted in paragraphs 120, 137 and 138 above, there would be some adverse 

impacts on users of public rights of way (existing and proposed diversions).  However, 
the proposed diversions would serve to maintain pedestrian links during the 
development and the footpaths could be reinstated on their current alignment once 
restoration has been completed.  Whilst the proposed temporary diversions would be 
less preferable to the definitive routes, KCC PROW has indicated that they would be 
acceptable and that it is able to deal with the necessary procedures to facilitate the 
diversions independently from the planning process if planning permission is granted 
and ensure that its costs are met by the applicant.  Whilst the applicant may not 
obstruct or divert the footpaths until the necessary Orders have been secured and 
would be required to reinstate them, I consider that it would be appropriate to impose 
a condition stating that the footpaths must be diverted before any soil stripping or 
excavation takes place (with the exception of that related to the vehicle tunnel) and be 
reinstated on completion of restoration.  KCC Prow has further advised that any 
amendment to the existing alignment, such as that suggested by the Ramblers 
Association, would best be addressed at a later date.  The agreement of the applicant 
to seek to secure an additional length of new footpath to link that already required (but 
yet to be implemented) by the existing Section 106 Agreement to Ford Lane alongside 
the site access road is welcomed.  However, as the applicant does not own or control 
the land in question it would be unreasonable to seek to make this a pre-condition of 
planning permission.  As KCC PROW has supported the extension of the footpath and 
its inclusion as part a definitive public right of way, I believe it would be appropriate to 
encourage the applicant to use his best endeavours in pursuing this with the 
landowner (South East Water). 

 
200. Subject to the development being implemented as proposed and conditions being 

imposed to secure the above, I am satisfied that it would be acceptable in terms of 
public rights of way and would accord with relevant policies. 
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Other issues 
 

Agricultural land / soils 
 
201. National planning policies relating to agricultural land are set out in the NPPF and 

NPPW.  Paragraph 143 of the NPPF states that in preparing local plans, local 
planning authorities should (amongst other things) put in place policies to ensure 
worked land is reclaimed at the earliest opportunity and that high quality restoration 
and aftercare takes place, including for agriculture (safeguarding the long term 
potential of best and most versatile agricultural land and conserving soil resources).  
Paragraph 144 states that local planning authorities should have regard to such 
matters when determining planning applications and apply conditions where 
necessary.  Paragraph 109 states that the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing soils.  
Paragraphs 036 to 058 of the Minerals PPG include advice on the restoration and 
aftercare of mineral sites. 

 
202. Policy CA23 of the KMLPCA and Policy W32 of the KWLP require satisfactory working 

and reclamation / restoration and aftercare schemes to be integral to proposals in 
order that sites are returned to a planned afteruse at the highest possible standard as 
quickly as possible.  Draft Policy DM1 of the draft KMWLP states that proposals for 
minerals and waste development will be required to demonstrate that they have been 
designed to (amongst other things) minimise the loss of Best and Most Versatile 
Agricultural Land.  Draft Policy DM19 of the draft KMWLP requires that provision be 
made for high standards of restoration, aftercare and after-use such that the intended 
after-use of the site is achieved in a timely manner.  It also states that restoration 
plans should reflect the proposed after-use and, where appropriate, include details 
such as: an assessment of soil resources and their removal, handling and storage; the 
site boundaries and areas identified for soil and overburden storage; types, quantities 
and source of soils or soil making materials to be used; a methodology for 
management of soils to ensure that the pre-development soil quality is maintained; 
directions of phasing of working and restoration and how they are integrated into the 
working scheme; the proposed final landform including pre and post settlement levels; 
the seeding of grass or other crops and planting of trees, shrubs and hedges; a 
programme of aftercare (including vegetation establishment and management); and 
the restoration of the majority of the site back to agriculture, if the site consists of the 
best and most versatile agricultural land.  It further states that aftercare schemes 
should incorporate an aftercare period of at least 5 years and that voluntary longer 
periods will be sought where appropriate through agreement.  Policies CP1 
(Sustainable Development) and CP9 (Agricultural land) of the T&M LDF Core Strategy 
are also relevant (in terms of agricultural land).  Policies MPP2 (relating to the 
Management of the Kent Downs AONB), SD2, SD3 and SD8 (Sustainable 
development), FL1 and FL3 (Farmed landscape) and GNR5 (Geology and natural 
resources) of the AONB Management Plan are also relevant. 

 
203. The AONB Unit has expressed concerns about the potential impact on the quality of 

soils available for restoration due to the method of working and stockpiling 
arrangements although its concerns appear to have reduced somewhat as a result of 
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the applicant’s April 2015 response which included amendments to these details 
following a review of all soil and overburden movements which resulted in a reduction 
in double handling of soils.  The proposed extension area is currently primarily Grade 
3a (i.e. best and most versatile) with some Grade 3b. 

 
204. Subject to the development being implemented as proposed whereby soils are 

stripped, handled, stored and replaced in accordance with best practice (which can be 
secured by conditions), I am satisfied that the proposals are capable of ensuring that 
soil quality if maintained and the site restored to a high standard suitable for 
agricultural (arable) use in accordance with the above policies. 

 
Community benefits 

 
205. Addington Parish Council has indicated that it would like to see the provision of some 

community benefits (e.g. aggregates levy) if the application is permitted.  The 
applicant has stated that the Ferns Group would like to meet representatives from the 
Parish Council if permission is granted to discuss opportunities to provide community 
benefits during the life of the site.  The applicant has also stated that the Ferns Group 
is committed to developing a working relationship with the local community and would 
welcome discussions with the local parish councils. 

 
206. Whilst the Aggregates Levy is still applied as a tax on aggregates (currently £2/tonne), 

the former Sustainability Fund is no longer in place.  Some, but by no means all, of the 
tax paid to the government is now distributed to large organisations such as the RSPB 
nationally.  On this basis, there is no direct benefit to the community directly affected 
by the development subject to the tax.  The minerals industry has sought the 
introduction of a new Community Fund (using the aggregates tax) but this yet to be 
adopted by government.  Regardless of this, the majority of the mineral proposed to 
be extracted at Wrotham Quarry would not be used as an aggregate and would not be 
subject to the tax. 

 
207. Whilst I do not consider that it would appropriate to seek to make the provision of 

community benefits a pre-condition of granting planning permission in this case, I 
would certainly encourage the applicant to engage with the local community and find 
ways of contributing to local projects where possible.  Any engagement with the local 
community (including parish councils) could be undertaken informally or through the 
establishment of some form of local liaison group.  These matters are capable of 
being referred to in an informative if permission is granted. 

 
Community engagement / publicity 

 
208. Two of the local residents have questioned the adequacy of the pre-application 

consultation and meetings with local residents and the extent of the publicity and 
notification on the application itself.  As noted in paragraph 12 above, various 
stakeholder engagement was undertake prior to the submission of the application.  
Paragraph 57 above sets out the extent of the publicity and notification undertake by 
KCC after the application was submitted.  I am satisfied that both were adequate and 
went beyond what is required in planning terms. 
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Quarry safety 

 
209. Whilst concerns have been raised by local residents about quarry safety associated 

with the proposed extension area, it should be noted that the proposed extraction area 
would be surrounded by soil bunds and the site fenced to deter public access.  There 
would also need to be fences between the diverted public footpaths and the soil 
bunds.  Details of these and any other new fencing could be secured by condition.  
The operations would also be subject to the requirements of the Health and Safety 
Executive. 

 
Utilities (e.g. Southern Gas and UK Power) 

 
210. The proposed development would require the diversion of existing overhead power 

lines which currently cross the proposed extension area.  The diverted lines would be 
buried underground just inside the northern boundary of the proposed extension area.  
Works would also be required to ensure that the underground gas supply, which would 
be affected by the proposed vehicle tunnel, is maintained.  The diversion underground 
of the power lines represents an improvement on the current position.  The applicant 
will be responsible for addressing these issues with the utility companies that are 
affected.  Southern Water’s interests are addressed in paragraph 162 above and can 
be further considered as necessary as part of the detailed design of the proposed 
vehicle tunnel. 

 
Prematurity 

 
211. Although the approach to silica sand policy in the KMWLP and whether or not any 

silica sand sites in the AONB or its setting should be identified in the Mineral Sites 
Plan has been subject to considerable debate at the KMWLP Examination, and 
modifications are proposed to draft Policy CSM2, I am satisfied that it would not be 
premature to determine the application at this time.  For a decision on an application to 
be considered premature, it would need to be likely to fundamentally undermine 
emerging policy.  Given that the application contains sufficient information to enable 
an assessment of its acceptability against both existing and emerging policy and the 
KMWLP policy will need to be consistent with the NPPF, this is not the case in this 
instance. 

 
Conclusion 
 
212. Having accepted that the applicant has provided sufficient information to demonstrate 

workable silica sand and construction sand deposits and satisfy the requirements of 
Policy CA7 of the KMLPCA and a number of draft policies in the emerging KMWLP 
(paragraphs 62 to 65 above), the key considerations in this case relate to whether the 
proposals meet the “tests” set out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF (in respect of major 
development in the AONB) and, in turn, whether they are acceptable in all other 
respects (including Green Belt).   
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213. For the reasons discussed in paragraphs 66 to 96, I am satisfied that “exceptional 
circumstances” and “public interest” have been demonstrated having regard to the 
need for the development (including in terms of any national considerations, and the 
impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy) and the cost of, and 
scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or meeting the need for 
it in some other way.  I am also satisfied that the proposed development accords with 
the adopted and emerging development plan policies referred to in paragraphs 72 and 
73 subject to imposing a condition requiring that at least 70% of silica sand sales each 
year are washed, graded and dried. 

 
214. For the reasons discussed in paragraphs 97 to 105, I am satisfied that there is a need 

for the proposed inert waste disposal to ensure that the site is restored in an 
acceptable manner and that the proposed development accords with the adopted and 
emerging development plan policies referred to in paragraph 98 and 99. 

 
215. Having accepted that the proposed development meets the first two tests in paragraph 

116 of the NPPF it is necessary to consider whether it would have any detrimental 
effect on the environment, landscape and recreational opportunities and the extent to 
which that could be moderated.  For the reasons discussed in paragraphs 106 to 128, 
I am satisfied that whilst there would be significant landscape and visual impacts 
associated with certain aspects of the proposed development, these would be 
temporary, mitigated appropriately by what is proposed and what could be secured by 
condition and that they would therefore be moderated to an acceptable degree.  I am 
also satisfied that the proposed extension area would be worked and restored to a 
high standard such that the proposed mineral extraction is not inappropriate in the 
Green Belt and that very special circumstances exist to overcome the usual 
presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt in respect of the use 
of waste for restoration purposes and the use of the processing plant to ensure that 
silica sand can be washed, graded and dried.  I am also satisfied that the proposed 
development accords with the adopted and emerging development plan policies 
relating to landscape, visual impact and Green Belt referred to in paragraphs 109 to 
111 subject to the imposition of conditions. 

 
216. I am also satisfied that the proposals are acceptable in terms of local amenity impacts 

(paragraphs 129 to 140), highways and transportation (paragraphs 141 to 154), the 
water environment (paragraphs 155 to 163), geotechnical stability (paragraphs 164 to 
168), ecology (paragraphs 169 to 179), archaeology, heritage and conservation 
(paragraphs 180 to 189), public rights of way (paragraphs 190 to 200) and other 
issues (paragraphs 201 to 211) subject to the imposition of the conditions referred to 
in the above sections. 

 
217. Having regard to all of the above, I am satisfied that the proposal represents 

sustainable development.  I am also satisfied if planning permission is granted, KCC 
will have complied with its duties under: (a) Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights 
of Way Act (2000) in that appropriate regard has been given to the purposes of 
AONBs when determining this application; and (b) the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act (2006) in that appropriate regard has been given to 
conserving biodiversity. 
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218. I therefore recommend accordingly. 
 
Recommendation 
 
219. I RECOMMEND that PERMISSION BE GRANTED SUBJECT TO: 
 

(i) conditions covering amongst other matters: 
 

• The duration of the permission and removal of plant (restoration to be 
completed by the end of 2035); 

• At least 70% of silica sand sales to be washed, graded and dried each 
year; 

• Only inert waste to be used for infilling; 
• Restoration (including the existing plant site); 
• Aftercare (5 years); 
• The landscape mitigation proposed by the applicant and the measures 

recommended by KCC’s Landscape Officer; 
• The hedgerow between the proposed extension area and Woodgate 

House being maintained at least 2m high; 
• The removal of permitted development rights; 
• All soil bunds being properly formed, seeded and maintained; 
• No new lighting unless approved beforehand by KCC; 
• Noise limits (55dB LAeq, 1h, freefield at any noise sensitive property for 

normal operations and 70dB LAeq, 1hr, freefield for up to 8 weeks in any 
12 month period for essential site preparation and restoration work); 

• No tonal reversing alarms to be used in the proposed extension area; 
• The air quality / dust mitigation proposed by the applicant being 

implemented; 
• Hours of working (07:00 to 18:00 hours Monday to Friday and 07:00 to 

13:00 hours on Saturdays for the processing plant, access road and 
ancillary activities and 07:00 to 18:00 hours Monday to Friday for the 
proposed extension area with no operations on Saturday after 13:00 
hours, Sundays or Bank / Public Holidays); 

• The construction and use of the proposed vehicle tunnel under Addington 
Lane (including detailed design); 

• Addington Lane only being used to transport sand from the proposed 
extension area to the plant site during construction of the vehicle tunnel 
and when the sand ramp in the extension area is being removed (and 
then by only by 1 vehicle at a time and between 09:00 and 15:00 hours); 

• A traffic management plan for Addington Lane (for when the vehicle 
tunnel is constructed and when the road is used to transport materials 
from the proposed extension area to the existing quarry); 

• Addington Lane being surveyed before and after its use (to identify any 
damage caused by the proposed development and so it can be rectified); 

• 112 HGV movements per day (56 in / 56 out) expressed as a daily 
average in any one week (as currently), with records maintained by the 
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operator; 
• HGVs only using the Ford Lane access to enter and leave the site; 
• Measures to prevent mud and debris on the highway; 
• HGVs to be sheeted; 
• Depth of working (at least 2m above groundwater); 
• Groundwater protection (the detailed matters requested by the 

Environment Agency and South East Water); 
• No extraction (with the exception of that related to the construction of the 

vehicle tunnel) within 10m of the boundary of the proposed extension 
area; 

• The ecological mitigation proposed by the applicant and the measures 
recommended by KCC’s Biodiversity Officer; 

• The implementation of a programme of archaeological work in 
accordance with a written specification and timetable that has first been 
submitted to and approved by KCC; 

• The toe of the screen bund to the east of the proposed extraction area 
being no less than 60m from Woodgate House; 

• The diversion of public footpaths MR164 and MR165 before any soil 
stripping or excavation takes place (with the exception of that related to 
the vehicle tunnel) and their reinstatement on completion of restoration; 

• Appropriate soil handling and storage; and 
• Details of fencing associated with the proposed extension area; and 

 
(ii) the following informatives: 
 

• The applicant be encouraged to engage with the local community (e.g. 
parish councils), consider the establishment of a local liaison group and 
respond positively to reasonable requests for assistance with local 
projects; and 

• The applicant use its best endeavours to secure the implementation of an 
extension to the footpath required by the existing Section 106 Agreement 
to Ford Lane and have this registered as a definitive public right of way. 

 
 
 
Case Officer: Jim Wooldridge     Tel. no. 03000 413484 
 
Background Documents:  see section heading. 
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APPENDIX 1 TO ITEM C2 
 
 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ SITE VISIT TO WROTHAM 
QUARRY ON WEDNESDAY, 13 MAY 2015 
 
LIST OF ATTENDEES 
 
KENT COUNTY COUNCIL MEMBERS: Mr J A Davies (Chairman), Mr C P Smith (Vice-
Chairman), Mr M Baldock, Mrs P Brivio, Mr L Burgess, Mr N J D Chard, Mr I S Chittenden, 
Mr P M Harman, Mr T A Maddison, Mr S C Manion, Mr R J Parry, Mrs E D Rowbotham, Mr 
C Simkins, Mr A Terry and Mr J N Wedgbury. 
 
OFFICERS: Mrs S Thompson, Mr J Wooldridge (Planning), Mr T Drury (Highways) and Mr A 
Tait (Democratic Services). 
  
THE APPLICANT: Mr I Fern (The Ferns Group), Mr S Lamb (Quarryplan (GB) Ltd), Mr C 
Rowlands and Mr R Smith (Hanson Aggregates). 
 
TONBRIDGE AND MALLING BOROUGH COUNCIL: Mr M A C Balfour. 
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APPENDIX 2 TO ITEM C2 
Proposed Development Plan 
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APPENDIX 3 TO ITEM C2 
End of Initial Development Phase 
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APPENDIX 4 TO ITEM C2 
Final Restoration Plan 
 

 


