
WROTHAM PARISH COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING

HELD ON Friday 23rd August 19 at 2.00pm
in Pilgrims Close, Whitehill, Wrotham
Present:    Cllr’s P Gillin (Chairman), H Rayner (Late Arrival), D Beach, C Mills & Mrs P Parker
In Attendance:  Lesley Cox (Clerk) 
1. Apologies for absence:  
Cllr Denton
2. Attendance Register


The register was signed and the following declarations noted:

All meetings

Cllr’s Gillin, Rayner, Beach and Denton members of Keep Borough’s Green

Cllr Beach member of the St George’s Bell Ringers

Cllr Gillin member of Friends of Wrotham & Wrotham Xmas Lights 

Cllr’s Rayner & Gillin member of Friends of St George’s

Cllr’s Rayner & Beach member of Kent Association of Change Ringers

Cllr’s Gillin, Rayner, Beach and Denton members of the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England – WPC corporate member

      Cllr Rayner member of St George’s Church of England Wrotham

      Cllr Rayner retired member of the Baltic Exchange Ltd

      Cllr Rayner Life member of the National Trust

Cllr Gillin committee members of Tonbridge & Malling branch of the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England.

      Cllr Mills chairman of Friends of Wrotham
      Cllr Mills Wrotham Parish Magazine Editor
Cllr Rayner assistant Village Magazine Deliverer

      Cllr Rayner Life member of the Royal National Lifeboat Institute

      Cllr Rayner Conservative Party Member


Cllr Rayner Member of Tonbridge & Malling Conservative Party Executive & Management     

      Committees  
Cllr Rayner arrived at 2.10pm after consideration of planning application KCC/TM/0152/2019
3. Minutes

Planning Meeting Minutes of 23rd April 19, approved by the Parish Council on the 1st May 19
4. Public Question Time

No public in attendance
5. Planning Committee to Consider
1. Applications received
	Application Number
	Address
	Details
	Parish Council Recommendation

	KCC/TM/0152/2019
	Borough Green Quarry Wrotham Road
	Section 73 application for the variation of Condition 7 of planning permission TM/14/2728 to allow for a combined total of up to 240 HGV movements per day (120 in/120 out) to take place associated with all operations and uses of the site (including landfill, recycling and restoration)
	Attached refers

	TM/19/01764/TPOC
	Four Seasons Park Labour in Vain Road
	T1 Sweet Chestnut, outside No3 – Crown reduce whole crown by approximately 3m, top dying. T2 Sweet Chestnut, outside No 5 – Crown reduce the right hand stem over home, stem declining, T3 Field Maple, outside No 2 – Crown reduce whole crown by approximately 3m, T4 Field Maple & Hawthorn Stems grown together – Crown lift to gutter height, T5 Cherry – Crown lift off roof No 2 to give approximately 2 feet, T6 Ash, left of No 14 – Remove major deadwood, reduce right hand stem with bank damage by approximately 50%, T7 Ash, right of No 14 – Extensive dieback, dismantle to near ground level, T9 Birch behind No 17 – Cut hedge and low branches back away from home and T10 Birch between No 17 & 18 – Remove 2 or 3 low branches to crown lift away from homes.
	No Objections, subject to officer approval. 
Wrotham Parish Council views this as a highly sensitive site in light of its previous history and request that officers pay particular attention to this application.



	TM/19/01783/FL
	23 West Street
	Part first floor/part two storey side extension, single storey rear extension and new front porch
	Wrotham Parish Council objects to the application for the following reasons;
The proposed extensions include a roof with eves 4.8 metres high and ridge 7.8 metres high that extends 2 metres past the build line. This extended roof is only 0.8 metres away from the border with No 22.

The proposal by virtue of its design, massing and position is overbearing on the neighbouring property and therefore damaging to the amenity of the occupants of that property.

The proposed extensions would, through their form, scale and proportions, result in harm to the character of the building. The proposals are therefore contrary to Policy CP24 of the Tonbridge and Malling Borough Core Strategy 2007

	TM/19/01833/FL

TM/19/01834/LB
	Sycamore Barn Ivy Hall Farm St Mary’s Road

Sycamore Barn Ivy Hall Farm St Mary’s Road
	Internal alterations including relocation of the kitchen and repositioning of staircase, two additional rooflights to rear (east) roof slope of single storey section and two rooflights to second floor of main barn. Alterations to existing front, rear glazed and utility doors and alteration of window on east elevation to form new doorway.

LBA: As above
	No Objections
No Objections


	TM/19/01922/TNCA
	Malt House Borough Green Road
	T1 Beech Tree & T2/3 Sycamore Trees – to crown lift all three trees by 3 meters to give clearance to garage roof
	No Objections


2. Notification of decisions
	Application Number
	Address
	Details
	Decision

	TM/17/01793/FL
	Rosador London Road
	Demolition of the residential bungalow and the erection of 5x B1/B8 units and a 2 storey office building with the new estate road and associated parking
	Refuse on 16th August 19

	TM/1701708/FL
	Palavas Pilgrims Way
	Twin Stem Sycamore on road embankment (owned by Palavas); fell to ground level
	No Objection on 20th August 19


3. Correspondence
T&MBC Planning List ‘B’ No’s 19/32 & 19/33
The meeting closed at 2.30pm

               ………………………………Chairman






                                        ……………………………………Date
	Planning Application Reference
	KCC/TM/0152/2019



	Borough Green Quarry, Wrotham Road
	

	
	

	Decision
	Strong Objection 

	Comments : 
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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.
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 

· 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 quarrying 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 quantity 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 JNP 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.

PAGE  
4
                                                                                                                    230819PL002


