
West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan 

Meeting Notes – Dudman Group 

10.00, Wednesday 13 May 2015 

Attendees 

Claire Potts (SDNPA) 

Rupy Sandhu (WSCC) 

Steve Dudman (Dudman Group) 

Michael Metcalfe (Terrestria Ltd, representing Dudman Group) 

General Issues  

SD provided the following update 

 Dudman Group own or operate nine quarries in West Sussex/SDNPA 

 Dudman Groups’ presence will continue in the Plan area 

 They do not anticipate bringing forward  any additional sites in the next 10 years 

o although are looking outside West Sussex (inc within the NP outside of 

WS) 

 Kingsham Quarry - extraction is due to start this year 

o The site is still underwater  

o Best estimate for Kingsham is that this would be a short term site:  5-7 

years 

 Dudman are already looking at next one (Madam Green Farm (MGF)) 

o SD noted that Brick Kiln Farm has remained in but MFG has been ruled out 

– why (see below) 

o SD - can’t negotiate what’s happening at Brick Kiln Farm until Kingsham is 

out 

 Market conditions - the next 5 years are mapped out for the  Dudman Group 

o Positive about the future and over the next 10 years there is an emphasis 

on further development which will increase demand for local resources. 

 Minerals are where they are, and need to be extracted to meet 

demand. 

 10 years sales/LAA 

o SD has not paid attention to figures as Dudman Groups figs are not known 

by WSCC/SDNPA 

o SD feels that the ten year sales average is well short of true figures 

o The sales figures would have greater numbers if the  SDNP were not 

slowing them down 

o There is a shortage of minerals on the M4 corridor (no natural sands – 

served from Minsted, now drawn from Dorset which only contains 2 years 

resource left) 

o Action: RS to Send Steve a copy of LAA so SD/MM can check 

figures and provide any comments on accuracy 

 Views on sharp v soft 

o Marine markets are the major supply now 

o Soft sand cannot be produced from the sea –  

o There is no soft sand remaining in Surrey (one extension at Bletchford), 

Redhill (Sibelco sites and Hanson site all coming to an end) 

o Kent has decent supply, and Hampshire has little left 



o West Sussex County needs Soft Sand – no resource so where will it come 

from. 

o Sharp Sand – dependant on availability from the land 

 There were 6 gravel sites working in West Sussex at one time – 

now there are none 

 Dudman Group now have the only natural resource left now 

(Kingsham) 

 Marine is not easier than landwon 

 Getting license takes 5 years of seasonal underwater 

videoing, and 10 years (+ over £1million) to get 

permissions.  

Minerals Sites not progressing further 

Madam Green Farm 

 RS provided a summary of the reasons why the site is not progressing to 

technical assessment stage.   

SD comments as follows: 

 Residential properties 

o Some owned by Church Commissioners – the authorities should be asking 

the Church Commissioners about these.  

 Flood Alleviation Scheme 

o This was completed some 6-8 years ago.  

o Can’t have impact on this? 

o To take it out on this without being able to defend the site is not 

acceptable 

 Existing use is agricultural Land 

o Would be phased, and re-instated 

 Could convey materials under the railway line 

o Network Rail would need to approve this 

o No dig, thrust bore exercise.   

 Dudman Group have not been consulted on the site assessment process – whens 

best? 

o RS commented that the next formal stage would be at Regulation 18 draft 

Plan stage. 

Coopers Moor/Duncton Common  

 CP provided a summary of the reasons why the site was not progressing 

including; 

o Landscape and biodiversity impacts on the SDNP. 

SD comments as follows: 

 Duncton Common is Dudman Groups preferred site of the two  

o Operations at Duncton Common would adjoin an existing site 

o The landlord requires promotion and Dudman Group to pursue the site. 

  Coopers Moor 

o Similar to Duncton Common 



Redvins 

 CP stated that discussions with Goodwood Estate confirmed that they were no 

longer interested in extraction at the site 

 SD confirmed that Goodwood Estate have informed Dudman Group that the site 

is no longer available. 

 

Shoreham Cement Works 

 RS provided a summary of the reasons why the site was not progressing 

including:   

o Concerns with landownership and lack of strategic need for chalk 

SD comments as follows: 

 Adur own the site and there’s a long term lease to a farmer 

 Trustee’s own other areas, not the bit put forward 

 Dudman Group have 15 years in the existing quarry – so likely to be next plan 

that they pursue this site.  

 Happy to leave (for now). 

Sites still progressing further  

Chantry Lane 

 CP highlighted that the access in to the site needs careful consideration 

SD comments as follows: 

 The existing quarry had around 300,000 tonnes of sand under current permission 

at site. This is below an existing woodland. 

o Intention to substitute the 300,000 from Chantry Lane extension so as not 

to disturb the existing woodland (about 6 acres) 

o Would not need a new access for sand extraction (more info below on 

potential new access) 

 Restoration 

o Dudman Group owns the adjacent field 

o Intention to put entrance in there and extract sand from there and stop 

original access 

o There are no major highways or landscape and visual impact concerns. 

 Neighbourhood Plan (includes adjacent field) 

o SD happy for the site to be used for residential as an after-use  

 Dudman Group want to get planning permission through to mitigate the wooded 

area in the existing area.  

o If planning permission doesn’t go through for redevelopment then will be 

re-instated as is. 

 Timescales 

o Ready a pre-app for both sites (for industrial use and quarry) 

 The yield of the site (1mt) is to be left 

o Would put application in for 1 million (700,000 tonnes gain) 

 Proposed access lined by tree’s on to new site. 



 Action: MM to send updated plan for proposed access 

 SSSI – only in the iron stone since Dudman exposed it.  

 A BT line doesn’t go through extension of the site 

Minsted West 

 CP highlighted that the:  

o Footpath is important and would a bridge be feasible?  Not diverting 

footpath likely to be preferable to SDNP. 

o EA have concerns about water and impact on the SSSI and that Phase 1 

hydrogeological risk assessment recommended by EA.   

o Access would need careful consideration  

SD comments as follows: 

 Water is not an issue at this site.  

 An application will come in prior to MLP being adopted, therefore application will 

run ahead of Plan. 

 Yield figure in MSS is okay 

 Silica/soft 

o All industrial quality, but not previously all sold as industrial quality 

o With better processing can produce commercially acceptable sand 

o Concentrate towards industrial 75%/25% building  

Ham Farm 

 RS commented that there are no major issues on the site 

SD comments as follows: 

o 850,000tpa yield is correct 

 Soft sand / building sand 

 This site would replace rock common 

o Timescales – the site is ready for planning application 

 Rock Common is the focus first however. 

o Restoration would include back fill with inerts – phased restoration – back 

to farmland 

Rock Common 

SD comments as follows: 

 Dudman Group are trying to deal with a residential association who have raised 

concerns about the site 

 60 metre deep site 

 EA concerns – SD aware of them and the issue of a former landfill adjacent to the 

site 

 Yield - could make it 500,000 tonnes.  

 Action: MM to confirm area of extension in relation to SD lease and yield 

 

 



 

Discussions about mineral infrastructure 

Chichester Rail Sidings 

 The site is used for importing primary and secondary aggregates all by rail, all 

exported by road.  

 Some materials brought in by road for blending 

 Serves an area of around 25 miles radius 

 The site imports from the Mendips (limestone in the main) 

o There is a long term supply of limestone in the Mendips (200 years supply) 

 At present the site imports around 3-4ktpw = 150kpa or 3 or 4 trains per day 

 Imports were as low as 25kpa in recent years 

 Annual imports are around 50-60ktpa 

 Dudman Group intend to bring forward a small urban asphalt plant – might need 

planning permission 

 No limited maximum capacity on the sites (in terms of exports from site) 

 Safeguarding buffer;  

o no major issues, if residential development near Tesco’s goes ahead then 

may raise concerns 

o Main issue is noise.  

Turberville and Penney’s Wharf. 

 The main minerals imported are crushed rock (from Cornwall in the main), 

S&G (marine dredged) and cement from Ireland 

o 500,000tpa comes through the site 

o In 2011, the wharf represented 27% of total port throughput (not just 

aggregates) 

 Additional information 

o Day Group are importing by road – everything from Cemex and 

LafergeTarmac – approx. 250,000tpa 

o Kendalls only operating using marine won materials – shuttled from 

Tarmac by barge 

 Shoreham Port Authority data is accurate 

 Everything brought to Dudman is sold onwards (not sold to other operators). 

End. 

 


