
Response by Harting Parish Council to the Soft Sand review of the West Sussex / SDNPA 

Joint Minerals Local plan. 

(for insertion in the response form at B4) 

Concerning the ‘soundness’ of the Soft sand review, Harting Parish Council (HPC) have 

serious concerns about a number of matters. In order to be “justified” the strategy must be 

based on proportionate evidence and HPC notes the need to ensure that the sites which 

have been chosen take proper account of the “guiding principles” which have been set out 

in para 2.41 of the Consultation document.   HPC raise a number of issues that refer to 

these principles, and associated matters that owing to two of the three sites being located 

within a National Park require proper consideration.   HPC is only commenting on the site 

at West Heath, which is entirely located within the Parish of Harting.  

Concerning the first principle we wish to point out that if the site is allocated an appreciable 

amount of the re-landscaping and improvements to the site of the current quarry that is 

currently due to close by 2025, and the public access that is then scheduled to take place, 

will be delayed for at least 10 years.   The area adjacent to the current site and the 

‘extension’ (see fifth principle) is currently low-grade grassland which being in the same 

ownership as the current and proposed site could be enhanced by the recreation of 

heathland.   HPC would therefore propose that if the site is allocated, in order to ‘conserve 

and enhance’ the area, work is carried out ‘to restore the land beneficially’ as soon as 

possible.  

Concerning the second principle, HPC note the need to avoid areas that are sensitive and 
the need to protect the amenities of affected parties.  Historic extensions of the current site 
have created the need to close and /or divert public rights of way.  The gap between the 
current site and the proposed ‘extension’ is bisected by a public footpath which is the route 
of both the Sussex Border Path and the Serpents Way.   The sand will have to be moved 
from the extension to the current site for processing by conveyor or pipeline.  Use of a 
conveyor will be noisy and intrusive, while any pipeline would require the sand to be diluted 
in water which would then have to be drained from the existing site. Regardless of the way 
the sand is moved it will cross the public ‘right of way’ / designated Long Distance routes, 
and there will be an adverse impact that will need to be both ameliorated and improved, to 
ensure it is ‘enhanced’.  The attached copy of Policies Map 9 shows the two possible routes 
for a conveyor in green dotted lines.  
To the south of the site is a significant wet woodland, formerly Blackrye Pond, edged blue 
on the attached copy of Policies Map 9. This area contains a lot of valuable and vulnerable 
flora and fauna.  There is no indication that this has been taken into account.  A redundant 
Victorian field irrigation system runs through the south of the site, below which is a water 
meadow adjoining the main stream which is prone to regular flooding. The current 
Environment Agency floodplain policy means that these water meadows are nowadays 
allowed to flood in order to reduce the speed of flow to the Rother. The attached 
photograph 1 shows the area in question looking east from the adjoining neighbour’s land 
at the boundary with the south west corner of the site. We suggest that this 4 acre area 
would not be able to be excavated, and we learn from the adjoining owner (who has 
recently planted 700 trees on adjacent land) that the subsoil is, in fact, clay (see Principle 
four).  
 



Concerning the third principle, it is necessary to point out that an extension to the working 
life of the quarry will increase the traffic both on Durford Lane and into and off a fast stretch 
of the A 272.  At the 12th September 2019 meeting of the SDNPA planning committee which 
discussed the site allocations, a committee member raised the issue of the impact on 
Durford Lane.  He was told by the Planning Policy lead for Minerals and Waste that (quote) 
“Traffic movements would be the same as present”.   This is incorrect, as para 8.13 of the 
report of permitted application SDNP/18/03926/FUL tabled to the 14th February 2019 
planning committee for a visitor facility at Sky Park Farm (located adjacent to the entrance 
to the quarry) provided an overview of the increase in traffic it would create on Durford 
Lane.  Concerning this increase the NPA officers countered by saying that as planning 
permission for the existing quarry would expire in 2025, and that traffic from it was already 
reducing this ‘increase’ would not be a problem.    HPC, in verbally commenting on the Sky 
Park Farm application stated (quote) that there is “no reference to the current consultation 
to identify soft sand sites, one of which is an extension of that quarry entailing a long-term 
continuation of heavy traffic”.   This point was neither answered nor addressed by the 
committee or officers.     
 If this site is allocated it is acknowledged that single lane Durford Road will predictably carry 
a much larger volume of traffic than it currently does.   Most of the length of Durford Lane 
used by the quarry lorry traffic is also the route of the Sussex Border Path and Serpents 
Way, therefore increasing the hazard to pedestrians.   It also places an extra burden on 
mediaeval Durford Bridge, which is both Grade II listed and a Scheduled Ancient Monument.  
Because of the alignment of the road, loaded lorries approach this narrow bridge from the 
south at an angle and habitually damage it.  Attached photos 2 and 3 show lorries crossing 
the bridge. When the bridge is subsequently closed for repair, lorries use the restricted 
width road network south of the site causing widespread damage. On this basis, HPC has 
serious misgivings about the “Green” rating given to Transport and Access in the RAG 
assessment. If the site is chosen HPC insist that proper consideration is given to addressing 
all these adverse issues by all possible improvements.  These should include a re-alignment 
of Durford Road south of the bridge to ensure that quarry lorries, which are constantly 
increasing in size, have a straight approach to the bridge to better protect it from being hit.   
This would also deal with the point raised in para 7.2.9 (vi) on page 61.   Allied with this is 
the need to ensure that users of the Midhurst to Petersfield cycleway, which will at the very 
least cross this route, can do so safely.  Some cyclists and pedestrians using this route will 
use Durford road to access the cycleway, creating further non-motorised traffic in conflict 
with lorries and the cars accessing Sky Park farm.  
   

Regarding the fourth Principle, and the need to protect and enhance protected landscapes.  

Members of the SDNPA visited the allocated site on 14th August 2019, and were told that 

the water table is close to the surface, and in periods of extreme rainfall the land is 

waterlogged.  Para 7.2.9(viii) on page 61 refers to the need to complete a hydrological 

assessment, “evaluating and seeking to minimise the impact from the proposals on ground 

water and watercourses, including the River Rother SNCI”.   As it is acknowledged that the 

water table is high, HPC have to question on the grounds of soundness why the site is being 

allocated; and thereafter question why the solution to what is accepted to be a critically 

important  problem is asking for ways, not to adequately deal with it, but merely ‘seeking to 

minimise’ it?    We therefore question what will happen to this allocation if the site is found 



to be liable to flooding which cannot be dealt with, other than by ‘minimisation’ of the 

problem?   Water cannot be pumped out of the site, as the damage caused by sand in 

solution deposited in the surrounding watercourses and the River Rother would be quite 

unacceptable.  It appears that it would have to operate as a wet site, with the adverse 

implications of that.  That is not an assumption by HPC, as the report to the SDNPA’s 

planning committee on 12th September 2019 stated in para 7.2.8 that “the after use for this 

site would be to create a lake”, it being acknowledged that the excavated site would fill with 

water.    The same sentence went on to say that the area “would be integrated into the 

restoration scheme of the existing site” ….but see fifth principle below… 

Regarding the fifth Principle, this allocation fails to satisfy the preference for extending 

existing sites, which would imply it being coterminous.  This site is not an extension; even at 

the nearest point about ½ kilometre separate the existing site and the proposed new site.  

The adverse implications of this have already been pointed out We don’t have any comment 

on the sixth principle. 

If the site is to be developed we would strongly support the creation of the cycleway on the 

alignment of the former railway north of the site before work commences rather than at 

some date in the future.  This would provide ‘enhancement’, which is easy to facilitate as 

this length of the former railway trackbed is owned by the company who own the site   

For insertion at para B5 – changes we consider necessary 

We strongly believe that the allocation of the West Heath site should be reconsidered in 

light of the issues raised at B4 above, and that a good case has been made for removing this 

allocation. 

If the proposal to withdraw the allocation fails, the boundary of the site should be altered to 

exclude the southern portion which is liable to flooding and does not, we believe, contain 

sand.  

Further, if the proposal to withdraw the allocation is unsuccessful, then we propose that the 

terms of the allocation should be amended as follows: 

At 7.2.8 at the end of the sentence beginning “Any restoration scheme” should be added 

the words “which should be implemented as soon as possible”. 

The development principles set out at 7.2.9 should be tightened significantly as follows: 

At (ii) add the words “with particular regard to views from the South Downs Way and to the 

impact on the significant wet woodland in the south of the site”. 

At (vi) add the words “and in particular should include the realignment of Durford Road 

south of the bridge to reduce damage by lorries”. 

At (viii) redraft to read “A hydrological assessment should be completed to evaluate the 

impact from the proposals on ground water and watercourses, including the River Rother 

SNCI and to decide whether it is possible to reduce this impact to an acceptable level.” 



At (xii) redraft to read “Mitigation measures must be applied to minimise the impact on 

public footpaths of any system introduced for the conveyance of sand from the new site to 

the existing site.” 

Add a new para to 7.2.9 (probably before the current (xiii) ) “Before work commences on 

the site, develop the former railway track north of the site to create the proposed 

cycleway.” 


