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Appendix 2 - Wrotham Parish Council’'s Representation dated 20 February 2020

Wrotham Parish Council Further Comments, 20 February 2020

. N RECEIVED
Ref: TM/19/1779 Section 73 application to vary HGV movements

Dear

Thank you for your Iette;' of 17 February 2020 on the procedural aspects of the proposal
and your invitation to discuss further.

"3 MAR 2020

We note that the applicant has withdrawn aspects of the proposal that were outside of
the remit of a Section 73 application concerning vehicle movements. Specifically they are
no longer seeking to change the restoration contours of the quarry or the current phasing
arrangements of the quarry backfill. In which case the following statements of timing are
incorrect. Do we now know what are the correct dates?

iii) Fill Programme

3.7 As per the current HGV allowance/fill regime at Borough Green Quarry, it is
estimated that the quarry would be completely filled by 2025.

3.8 By uplifting movements to 240 HGVs per day, this would enable the quarry fill
to be completed by 2024 (i.e. a year earlier than currently estimated). This would
assist in facilitating the delivery of the Relief Road (through this parcel) and provide
for increased flexibility and efficiency in terms of the delivery regime for housing.
Ref: Barton Wilmore Planning Statement

We agree with your assessment that the Draft Local Plan can be afforded little weight as
it has not been tested at Inquiry and there is some doubt that LP29 Borough Green
Gardens is both lawful and deliverable given the timescales and that it is proposed to
build on land that is currently still being quarried and some that is yet to be quarried.

We note your statement that there is a fall back position which is the TM/93/305 consent
that does not have a condition relating to HGV movements. Effectively there is no limit to
HGV movements in this consent and there is no reference to the recycling of materials.

We have asked our legal team for a preliminary opinion in this matter. It will be
preliminary as we do not have all the applications documentation in some instances but
we do have the consent documents. Also we have noted your request for a response in
early March and we seek to oblige if possible.

Moving on we note you state that an application to reduce the consented levels of the
quarry restoration would be made to the borough council. Why would that be the case as
we note that KCC is the mineral planning authority and consequently has the appropriate
skills and experience to make the necessary decisions on quarry restoration?
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Appendix 2 - Wrotham Parish Council's Representation dated 18 August 2019

Wrotham Parish Council :0 Box 228
evenoaks

- TN13 9BY

Clerk
Telephone Ref: KCC/TM/0152/2019
Email — Date: 18 August 2019

Planning Application Reference = KCC/TM/0152/2019

Address Wrotham Road

Proposal To increase vehicle movements
Decision Strong Objection

Comments :

Contents

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Earthworks Proposals

3.0 Relevant Planning History

4.0 HGV Transport Assessment

5.0 Accumulation Effects of Multiple HGV Generators
e Noise
e Air Quality

6.0 TMBC Draft Local Plan

7.0 Conclusions

1.0 Introduction

1.1 The applicant seeks to vary condition 7 of TM/14/2728 to increase HGV movements
from 182/day to 240/day, an increase of 58 movements or 32%.

1.2 Extraction of minerals ceased some time ago and the current operations on site are:

1. Recycling of imported materials.
2. Backfilling the cavity with imported inert materials.

1.3 The stated objective of the HGV movement increase is to increase the rate of backfill
of the quarry to facilitate the following.

1. To enable the quarry to be completely filled by 2024.



BicklJ03
Text Box
Item C1
Appendix 2  - Wrotham Parish Council's Representation dated 18 August 2019


2. This in turn would facilitate the “Establishment of development platforms for the
future Borough Green Gardens (“BGG”) Development”

3. In addition, it would “facilitate the delivery of the BGG Relief Road through this
parcel”.

2.0 Earthworks Proposals

2.1 The Applicant has appointed John Newton & Partners (“JNP”) to undertake a 3D
volume assessment of this pit to see what quantities and hence timescales might be
appropriate to achieve a completion of backfill a year earlier in 2024.

2.2 Paragraph 2.2.3 of the JNP Reports states, “Note that the anticipated build platform
level is lower than the original restoration level. Thus the volume of fill required will be
less than for the original restoration plan.” This statement appears to imply that a new
application will be required to agree to a variation in the consented Restoration Plan.

2.3 This is confirmed by paragraph 2.2.6 that states.

“2.2.6 The above two scenarios were chosen to give the upper and lower bound estimates. The
existing filling rate permission allows for the pit to be backfilled sectionally, with filling in some
parts completed in advance of other parts of the pit. Allowing the pit to be filled completely in an
even manner would allow best engineering practice and efficiencies to prevail, as well as
providing increased flexibility for the Borough Green Gardens development.”

The existing restoration consent requires a phased sectional approach. The report
contends that this approach is poor and that the pit should be filled in an even manner,
which would conform to ‘best engineering practise’ and allow ‘efficiencies to prevail’.
This again would require changes to the consented Restoration Plan.

2.4 The report considers two scenarios, the first being a partial advance backfill along the
line of a future road only to facilitate BGG Development and the other across the whole
site to levels required for ‘build platform levels’ suitable for building housing and a level
for the road to facilitate BGG Development.

2.5 Neither scenario conforms to the current restoration plan and there is no mention of
a future planning application such that the new restoration levels and associated phasing
could be considered. There is also no final levels plan that would result from these
unevidenced proposals.

2.6 The report predicts the following timescales with reference to HGV movements.

“Preferred Scenario Completely Filling Pit to Anticipated Development Platform

¢ Under existing Permission at a rate of 91 vehicles in per day 6 years
e Increasing to 120 vehicles in per day 5 years

¢ Increasing to 150 vehicles in per day 4 years”



2.7 The report concludes that an increase in movement would accelerate backfill but is
not prescriptive as to the number and then appears to imply that the increase allows
backfill ‘evenly’ across the site as opposed to the current phased approach.

2.8 The Report states that backfilling is the only current operation and a study of the
report’s calculations will show that no account is made of the recycling operation. It
appears to have been stopped so as not to divert the limiting HGV movements from
backfill operations.

3.0 Relevant Planning History

3.1 The following applications are relevant.

TM/06/2171 Recycling of inert waste / crushing and screening to produce secondary
aggregate. This allowed an increase in movements to 110 movements per day.

TM/08/3715 Allowed an increase in vehicle movements from 110 to 182 movements per
day. The accompanying Cemex Report stated as follows.

“Planning permission TM/06/2171 was approved subject to 12 planning conditions which
included vehicle movements being restricted to 110 per day including vehicles entering the site as
part of the infilling operation. It was considered that the approved vehicle movements were too
restrictive and would hinder restoration therefore an application was submitted to increase
vehicle movements at Borough Green Landfill Site.”

Ref: Cemex Report- BOROUGH GREEN LANDFILL / RECYCLING- VARIATION OF CONDITION 6

3.2 The quarrying and subsequent backfill operations operated satisfactorily utilizing 110
movements per day.

3.3 When recycling was consented it was found that extra movements were required to
facilitate the extra movement of inert materials to be crushed and then re-exported as
secondary aggregate and the MPA increased daily movements to 182.

3.4 We now have a circumstance whereby recycling has stopped to facilitate backfill and
the applicant seeks to increase HGV movements to 240/day. This is an increase of 130
movements a day over what was previously accepted as adequate for quarrying and
backfill purposes without recycling.

4.0 HGV Transport
4.1 The Vectos report confirms the current operations on site. “The excavation of

minerals has now been completed and the current activities relate only to the site backfill
with the inert material.” Ref: Para 1.6



4.2 This proposal is to increase traffic movements per working day due to the backfill
operation by 58 movements, which is an increase of 32%.

4.3 There is an informative that asks the quarry operators to make best endeavours to
persuade drivers to leave the site to the north on the A227. The quarry has relatively
little control over driver’s route in under planning constraints. In practise this works for a
percentage of drivers but in the experience of Members of WPC, by no means all.

4.4 The Vectos figures for the number and hence percentage of HGVs at present is 5.4% if
you use the ATC generated figures. Most roads with a normal distribution of traffic carry
between 2% and 3% of HGVs. This larger percentile is not surprising when you consider
the number of local quarries and the H+H Block Works. Local quarries and quarry related
industry that contribute to significant HGV movements in the locality include the
following.

Borough Green Landfill: subject of this application

Borough Green Sandpits: access onto the A25 at Platt

Park Farm Quarry: Now quarrying clay & sand following recent consents
Nepicar Park Quarry: adjacent on the A25

Wrotham Quarry: Operated by Ferns & located in Addington

H+H Celcon Aerated Block Works

5.0 Accumulation Effects of Multiple HGV Generators

5.1 It is self evident that multiple HGV generators as outlined above considerably
increase the percentile of HGV traffic on a road as exhibited by the Vectos report. If those
inflated numbers of HGVs due to quarrying are used as a base for comparison with the 58
extra HGVs proposed by this application then the resulting 1% increase is statistically
relatively meaningless. The greater the number of existing HGVs using the road the less
percentile the increase will be.

5.2 The period that Vectos measures HGVs is from 07:00 to 18:00 but discounts 1.5 hours
for school access periods and this totals 9.5 hours or 570 minutes per day. Vectos daily
average for HGVs is 389, which equates to 7 HGVs every 10 minutes and the proposed
increase equate to an additional 1 HGV every 10 minutes.

Noise

5.3 When HGVs turn north on the A227 as encouraged, they first pass Wrotham School
classed as a ‘sensitive noise receptor’ and then past Grange Park School for the most
challenging pupils on the Autistic Spectrum, those that are unable to cope with a Special
Needs classification within regular schooling. This is classed as a ‘highly sensitive noise
receptor.



Air quality

5.4 The vehicle movement calculations are based on ‘20 tonne, 8 wheeler tipper trucks’,
which are the workhorses of the aggregates industry, and not known for their quiet
operation. The volume of HGV vehicles passing these noise sensitive receptors is
currently 42 per hour rising to 48 per hour if this application is consented. Additional to
this is the average non-HGV vehicles, cars, vans and motorbikes etc that total 6,766 in a
Vectos specified day.

5.5 One of the effects of the quarrying in the area and the intensification of HGV traffic is
the poor air quality. There is an Air Quality Management Area (“AQMA”) encompassing
all of the centre of Borough Green and another AQMA which begins on the A25 at
Darkhill Roundabout adjacent to the H+H Factory and continues through Seal, Bat and
Ball, past Sevenoaks and to the end of Riverhead.

5.6 TMBC has not tested air quality in the Wrotham area around the Gravesend and
Whitehill Roundabouts in the routing path of quarry lorries, but the general queuing and
slow moving traffic in those areas make adverse air quality highly probable. The Parish
Council has commissioned AQ experts who are currently carrying out tests to inform the
responsible authority, TMBC.

6.0 TMBC Draft Local Plan

6.1 The BGG development is a strategic site policy (LP29) in the Draft Local plan, which
was submitted in January 2019. The proposed site for BGG is a number of quarries that
form a band to the north of Ightham, Borough Green and Platt and south of the M26.
Most of the quarries are actively quarrying sand or clay and are at an earlier stage in the
guarrying cycle than the Application Site. Some areas towards Nepicar are yet to be
quarried. An essential requirement of sites put forward in the Local Plan is their
deliverability and assurances, that all of the quarries will be available for actual
development in 2024 have been given by the consortium of quarry owners to both TMBC
and KCC as the MPA, most recently in a Statement of Common Ground. The statement
was not qualified by requirements to change conditioning to achieve this objective.

6.2 This application appears to contradict those assurances as the phasing is due to start
in 2024 with the building of a road and critically the Application Site will not be ready
until 2025 under the current consented plan. This quarry is the most advanced in the
quarrying cycle, being already at a backfill/recycling stage currently. The other quarries
are actively quarrying at present. Given that a road is required from the A25 Darkhill
roundabout to Nepicar A20 at an early stage once 450 dwellings are occupied then the
proposal appears unrealistic without significant changes to conditioning.

6.3 Most of the quarries further along the chain have current completion dates far in
advance of 2024 so presumably there will be many more applications to vary conditions



that seek to increase HGV Movements and stop recycling of secondary aggregates. This
would put considerably more stress on the local road network.

6.4 The Planning Statement, para 4.2 states. “It is recognised (at the time of writing) that
the emerging Plan does not carry significant weight for the purpose of decision making.”
Although submitted in Jan 2019 the Inspectors have required substantial clarifications
and a considerable amount of further evidence to be prepared by TMBC and this process
continues. Consequently, there will have to be further public consultation and TMBC will
have to consider the results and potentially modify policy accordingly. Inspectors have
advised TMBC that they may need to make “major modifications" that effects strategic
sites and TMBC have agreed. There is also a conflict over the redaction of public data
from consultees that is inhibiting the public's ability to comment as a group and
Inspectors have indicated that if an acceptable solution is not forthcoming, they will not
be able to continue with the Inquiry. Therefore, at present there is no date set for the
Inquiry and no certainty that the examination of the plan will proceed. In the event it
does there is no certainty that Policy 29 could be one of the Major Modifications
necessary.

7.0 Conclusions

7.1 The Planning Statement seeks to increase vehicle movements and to change both the
guantity of backfill and the levels, phasing and form of the restoration land profile. This
appears to fundamentally change the whole consented restoration plan.

7.2 Paragraph 2.2.3 of the JNP Reports states, “Note that the anticipated build platform
level is lower than the original restoration level. Thus the volume of fill required will be
less than for the original restoration plan.” If the required fill is less than that consented
and there is no corresponding application to justify this contention then the calculated
vehicle movements and consequent reduction in time of one year to completion is
fundamentally flawed.

7.3 Clarification is needed as to the scope of the application as the submitted evidence
base for the application is completely inadequate to justify a reduction of backfill.

7.4 The Vectos report and the INP Report both refer to the only current operation on site
being the backfilling. The JNP Report calculates the reduction in time based on all of the
allowed HGV movements being used for backfilling; the assumption is that the recycling
of materials has stopped.

7.5 This has significant implications for the MPA as there is no secondary mineral
production to replace the use of dug minerals where possible. Presumably the MPA has
calculated the quantity of reserves and therefore the life of it’s Mineral Plan on the basis
of some element of recycled aggregates being regularly produced and used in suitable
applications.



7.6 The original HGV movements during both the quarrying and backfill sequenced stages
pre recycling were 110 HGV/day. Two years after recycling was consented the Applicant
applied for and was consented movements of 182 HGV/day to allow for 72 for recycling
purposes. Now there is no recycling so the backfill operation actually requires 110
HGV/day to finish to the current consented timetable and yet the applicant is applying
for an extra 130 HGV/day to complete backfill early.

7.7 There is considerable uncertainty as to whether Policy LP29 (BGG) the allocation of
3,000 dwellings will go forward through to examination and even whether the Draft Local
Plan will be examined at present even after 7 months of consideration. Given that the
alleged benefits of this allocation is the only reason brought forward in favour of the
proposal then this merits little in consideration of the planning balance.

7.8 If the Application were to be consented then this would set a poor precedent as the
most advanced quarry in the cycle having to alter conditioning to comply with a
deliverability objective that the Quarry Owner Consortium stated was achievable to both
KCC and TMBC in their Statement of Common Ground for LP29.

7.9 What could follow are many more applications to increase HGV movements that will
be necessary to speed up the quarrying and backfill process at the expense of recycled
aggregate production and the public’s amenity in terms of air quality and noise.

7.10 The overall effect will be to bring forward the speed of quarrying such that the
MPA’s sand and clay reserves will be eroded far quicker than predicted by the Mineral
Plan.





