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3rd Party proof statement Rebuttal 

 
 

There is a general section at beginning of smiths gore’s statements – presumably 
these will be dealt with under matter 6.  
 
 
 
The reduction in housing numbers and corresponding sites is justified within 
TOP/20. 
 
 
 
Why?  There is no reason why the landowner cannot plan for the full area, even if 
just 450 are released in this plan.  The SWCS review identifies the rest of 
longhedge as a strategic reserve and this should give the landowner certainty to 
do this.  In addition part of the reason for longhedge being ‘delayed’ is due to 
important landscape considerations and this delay will enable the landowner to 
plan comprehensively whilst also initiating structural landscaping that can then 
have time to establish prior to any building.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, the council have never said it is not acceptable, just that it is not needed now.   
The environmental evidence was re-visited in more detail in order to determine 
which site / sites where then the least favoured in an are of high environmental 
constraint.   
 
 
 
 
Longhedge did score well in TOP/20 in terms of the sustainability appraisal, but 
when re-considering the options the heritage impacts and transport were 
considered to be more important than some of the other positive outcomes.  The in 
effect delay will allow the landowner to deliver landscaping that is well established 
before development occurs on the upper reaches of the site.  

 


