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1.

Kelly Clark of
Robinson Brice

Many thanks for this
I have just read through the final part to look over your proposed policies.
I am really impressed with your conclusions and directions; this is a document that can be well
understood and implemented.
My only comment is that I disagree that the Hythe Wood development is considered a ‘good
design precedent’ we should be aiming higher for this type of development.
The comments regarding inappropriate use of natural stone which is not local to the area, I
strongly agree with and admire being put into the plan.
The promotion and protection of open spaces and play/sports facilities is excellent and I also
think that you have come to the correct conclusion with regards to the additional housing needs. I
admire the decisive nature and determination to achieve these outcomes.
My only comment as an architect is that perhaps the plan could include more comment/guidance
for local small scale development/extensions and their design. I personally am disappointed with
non-descript low level bland design proposals going through the planning system as they are safe,
and don’t provoke discussion or attention. Cheddar does have quite an array of housing styles
and design features and I think that there should be more scope for small elements of
modern/contemporary design being encouraged. This will at the same time discourage
bland/cheap/safe proposals, which are ugly, boring and whilst do not damage the local character,
they do not offer or add any new character to the village.
Many thanks again for the email and well done doing this on behalf of our lovely village
Regards

2.

Larry Burrows
Somerset Ecology
Services

Thank you for consulting me on the Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan.
I note in Section 12 Habitat Regulations of Document 3 Housing Needs & Preferred Sites there are
several incorrect statements and conclusions, e.g. Section 12.4 is totally wrong as regard to
foraging ranges and conclusions in the table. There are two radio tracking reports indicating the
movement of horseshoe bats around Cheddar, and have other field surveys and assessed many
planning applications for horseshoe and other bats for the district council over the years. I have
been commissioned by Natural England and am in the process of producing technical guidance on
the horseshoe bat features of the North Somerset and Mendip Bats SAC.
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Clerk

Steering group
response

Email to
Clerk

Noted

Plan updated

Noted

This was the first of 2 emails from
Larry Burrows. The 2nd, see below,
addresses all these points in more
detail, and the plan has been
amended accordingly.

A ‘test of likely significant effect’ (TOLSE) is required under the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) for all plans that have the potential to affect a European
site - in this case the North Somerset and Mendip Bats SAC, which is designated for its
populations of horseshoe bats. The TOLSE is submitted to Natural England for approval before it
can be adopted. This is the responsibility under the Regulations lies with the ‘competent
authority’ which I assume would be the parish council if the plan is being promoted by them or
then Sedgemoor District Council.
I have carried out TOLSE for all Sedgemoor’s plans and can do the same for the Cheddar NP but
would need to find out whether this comes under the service level agreement that we have with
Sedgemoor DC. I would also recommend that this section be re-written in order to comply with
the provisions of the Habitats Regulations otherwise I would consider the Plan to be unsound.

The extract referred to in the 2nd
email is from the report Larry
Burrows sent to SDC and addresses
this issue & has been used to amend
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Larry Burrows
Somerset Ecology
Services
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Plan updated

the plan.
I can send you the two radio tracking reports but will need to put them on a CD as they are too
big in MBs to email. I will also put a copy of the draft technical guidance on the North Somerset
and Mendip Bats SAC. Can you let me have an address to send the CD to please.
I have commented on the sites for the review of the Sedgemoor Local Plan and attach an extract
concerning the Cheddar policies. I have added/ inserted the Cheddar NP designation. There is
only two that allocation that coincide: Helliers Lane CP32 and Round Oak Farm CP06. In addition I
note that the Neighbourhood Plan is proposing, in addition to Sedgemoor District Council’s Local
Plan options, the following sites:
·
Steart Bushes CP21: I have discussed with Natural England in 2014. However, would need to
be re-assessed under HRA if brought forward
·
Steart Farm CP31a: Conclusion is correct – the site will be an application for housing which I
have been discussing with the applicant’s ecologist. The site is no longer grazed! (Note grazed
land is important to horseshoe bats as they feed in part on dung invertebrates)
·
Steart Triangle CP 31a: OK
·
Lanes/Tesco CP37: OK

Email to
Clerk
CD received

Noted

Added ‘need to reassess’.

Noted
Noted

Re-reading it again I see that Employment Site I is not included. This site is likely to present an
issue if it were to come forward as an application under the Habitats Regulations as it lies across
an important crossing point from north of the A371 south for greater horseshoe bats accessing
hunting territories on the moors. Lighting would also pose an issue.
Suggested textual changes; incorrect statements highlighted in red:
12.0 Habitat Regulations
12.1 The Steering Group has not undertaken or commissioned any specific site assessments with
regard to habitat regulations. As a Plan it is legally obliged to undergo a HRA before adoption
under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) as policies within
it will potentially affect the integrity of European sites – this can be done based on current
knowledge derived from relevant survey data and data from those sites which have submitted
their HRAs as part of the planning process but would not require site specific surveys.
12.2 Sites that have not had HRAs conducted on them have been assessed by reference to nearby
sites which have been assessed for planning applications and by use of local knowledge. Sites
cannot be assessed on the results of nearby sites but on land use and the relevant survey data.
‘Local knowledge’
may not necessarily recognise what is important for horseshoe bats – the expertise /
qualifications with regard to bats of the source need to be stated if local knowledge is used.
12.3 There are three European recognised habitat sites in or within 2km of Cheddar Parish
boundary. European Sites designated as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), etc. – OK
12.4 Research indicates that Greater Horseshoe bats forage for food within a 1 km area during
spring and summer, extending to 3 to 5 km in winter. All the sites being proposed as potential

The extract referred to can be found
on pages XXXX it was used to add
habitat information to site specific
habitat considerations chart 12.7 in
the Housing Needs and Preferred
Sites Document.

Change ‘grazed’ to ‘not grazed as this
is important to horseshoe bats as
they feed on dung invertebrates’.

Employment sites have been added
to site specific habitat considerations
table 12.7

Shown in red deleted. Suggested
words inserted.

12.2 deleted.

Noted

Shown in red deleted. Suggested text
inserted.
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development sites are therefore within the bat foraging zone. Suggested text - Greater
horseshoe bats have been radio tracked hunting for prey up to 6km from the Cheddar Gorge
roost sites in the summer. In the winter this range is likely to be halved based on radio tracking
carried out in Dorset and seasonal range comparisons of lesser horseshoe bats. Habitat within
1km of roost sites is critical for juvenile greater horseshoe bats due to their specific diet in their
early days. Adult bats forage in different areas within their home range depending on the
availability of prey species through the active seasons

Plan updated

Suggested words inserted

Suggested words inserted
There are records of 9 other species of bat being found in the Cheddar area apart from the
Greater and Lesser Horseshoe.
Suggested words inserted.
Any and all potential developments on greenfield sites in particular would need to be designed to
mitigate impacts on bats. Mitigation would need to consider replacing the value of the habitat
lost; disruption to flight corridors; and lighting levels. The cumulative effect of these and of having
extensive development should also be a consideration.
12.5 It should be noted that non-vegetated urban areas are generally exempt from bat
sustenance zones. [OK - Note that two or three ’braver’ individual greater horseshoe bats have
been radio racked commuting through the urban area of Cheddar probably across, but not along,
lines of street lights at the darkest part]

Noted and suggested words ref.
‘braver bats’ inserted.

Re-reading the document I would think it unlikely that it would take more than a day’s work to
complete a HRA for the Plan. I am waiting for Sedgemoor to get back to me on whether the work
would be covered by the SLA.
Hope this helps. If you have any questions please get back to me.
NB

Larry Burrows

Larry Burrows undertook the compilation of a Habitats Regulations Assessment in response to the
Regulation 14 consultation emails shown above and in consultation with Steering Group
members. The full document can be found with Submission documents and Supporting
documents at www.cheddarplan.co.uk

Report
to Clerk

Noted
HRA is to be
submitted

For all
BE
policies

Quote SDC Policy D14 ‘Natural
Environment’ in supporting text
Quote SDC policy D15’Bat
Consultation Zone’ in supporting text
Insert conclusion’ no significant effect
likely if the Neighbourhood Plan is
read with Sedgemoor District Council
Core Strategy as a whole’.
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Plan updated

I’ve had a quick look at the sections relating to broadband, as I presume that to be the area you
wished me to comment on, I would like to point out that that BT was a contractor to the
Connecting Devon and Somerset Broadband Programme was agency that funded all the recent
improvements to fibre broadband in Cheddar.
I’m not sure when the surveys referenced in the doc were completed but I believe broadband
would have improved a great deal since then. During the course of June-July 2015 9 fibre cabinets
were made live connecting 3,291 premises to fibre broadband. I’m not suggesting that every
premise will have benefitted but I’m sure you’ll agree that is a vast improvement. Premises yet to
benefit could be connected under the next phase but we won’t know which until the New Year.
Happy to discuss further. Regards, Matt

5.

Mrs Lesley Miller

X

Good work

BE2

It is not just affordable housing, single bedroom properties are always in demand, especially
bungalows. As older people (and we have higher than average) want to downsize, then need
smaller homes to move to making room for families to move into their homes.
Why do we need 40% affordable housing, SDC policy but not applicable to Cheddar.
One only visitor space per 3 dwellings. Normally each bedroom in a house can potentially have a
driver living in it ie 3 bedrooms = 3 cars. Is this calculated into the provision?

BE4

Noted

Parking is a MUST. Would also like to see the numerous huge business units to be a) either
demolished & rebuilt to make use of existing space b) redesigned for uses required (identified eg
Ford Bros especially!!!) Even if it is just for car parking with a cycle link to the village!

EE3

Noted

A very comprehensive & thorough piece of work. Well done.
6.

D. Tromans

X

7.

P. Tromans

X

8.

Alan Dibley

X

Noted

A detailed map would be interesting.

T2

There is no mention of the increased facilities, such as school places, to support the occupants of
the 200 houses.

BE2

The plan is better than the last ideas, which seemed to aim at turning Cheddar into a town, but
200 more houses will inevitably make the village even more crowded. The road system will not

All

Event
response
Event
response
Event
response

Noted
Noted
Noted
Noted

Route not defined yet by Strawberry
Line Association
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cope. Have any of the planners seen the chaos in the village at school start and end times?
PS What about the ‘Cheddar By-Pass?’ It would solve a lot of problems.
9.

Ann Wait

X

Traffic access needs drastic improvement before any new business.

10.

Rodin Mills

X

I do not wish to make detailed comments, but I have the impression that the overall plan is
sympathetic and should cause few problems IF, and it is a big IF, the policies expressed in the plan
are maintained. Insular interests must be strongly suppressed in general.
A by-pass is essential. AND the maps make it look eminently practicable.

11.

John Leigh

X

12.

John Murray

X

13.

Margaret Rayfield

Steering group
response

Noted
EE1

Part 2 Housing Needs of Cheddar
Needs- according to Cheddar PC or Sedgemoor – affordable or market? Is there an up to date
housing needs assessment?
Overall agree totally, plan has been well thought through and I would like to see it come true!
Concerned that SDC will enforce Tier 1 and pursue their 500+ home strategy. With Howell Lane
already approved the CPC target of 200 homes has most probably already been exceeded?

Event
response
Event
response

Noted

Event
response
Event
response

Noted

Event
response

Noted

Noted

Noted

Part 1 I agree with all the principles and objectives
Part 2 I agree with the objectives

Noted

Bloor Homes planning permission should not have been considered before the Neighbourhood
Plan

Noted

Upper New Road. Bloor Homes development should have been ordered to build on platforms
because of potential flooding problems on this site.

BE1

Noted

I approve of stated aims.

BE2

Noted

I fully agree with the proposals, especially allocation of affordable housing only local people ie
including Draycott, Axbridge & Shipham. It is not sustainable to re-house other people in this
area because of the poor infrastructure and lack of employment and services.

BE3

Noted

I agree with statements in the new plan.

BE4

Noted

I agree to statements.

BE5

Noted

Housing should be within the development boundary. The exception should be a further Helliers
Lane development of affordable housing.

BE6

Noted

Plan updated
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I fully agree with Cheddar PC proposals.
I agree with PC proposals.

EE1
EE2

Noted
Noted

I agree with PC statements.

EE3

Noted

I agree with proposals. I wish they had been considered for the Bloor Homes planning proposal.

T1 & T2

Noted

I agree to proposals. Further extension of Sharpham Road fields would be very appropriate.
Bloor Homes permission has reduced the possibilities. Land N. of Holwell Drove might be
appropriate.

SLW1

Noted

I agree to the green wedge proposal and regret the delays in getting to this stage of the
Neighbourhood Plan. I had asked for consideration to delay the Bloor Homes decision until the
Neighbourhood Plan was agreed. CPRE had also requested this delayed consideration.

lEH1

Noted

I look forward to the establishment of the Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan.
14.

Alan Rayfield

X

Noted

Policy objectives OK. Aim for many small developments – not one big one.

BE2

Event
response

Agreed. Avoid ghettos.

BE3

Noted

Agreed. Ribbon development would be inappropriate and lead to traffic problems.

BE5

Noted

Development on Round Oak Farm will lead to congestion on Axbridge Road and make Round Oak
Road a ‘rat run’.

BE6

Noted

Agreed. Developments of houses inappropriate.

EE1

Noted

Re Cox’s Mill Hotel. What are Longleat’s views?

EE2

Noted

Provision of safe walking and cycle routes are vital to the safety of residents. At present lorries
have difficulty passing each other. The A371 should be downgraded.

T1 –T4

Noted

The demographic profile of the village argues for more recreational space for young people.

SLW1

Noted

‘Power to your elbows’.

LEH1 &
2

Noted

The Vision is clear and arguments are sensible. Good Luck.
15.

Mary Scott

X

Steering group
response

Noted

Noted

Strongly support development of safe cycle route.

T2

Strongly support green wedge.

LEH2

Event
response

Noted
Noted

Plan updated
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Very well thought out policies with a real consideration for sustainability and developing
community for all people.

BE
policies

Noted

Yes I agree with commercial development in the centre. Agree with old Lane’s site remaining
commercial.

EE1

Noted

Agree with traffic generating business being located on the west side.

EE3

Noted

I strongly agree that Cheddar should retain its compact village nature and agree that in order to
achieve that it is very important to prevent ribbon development and merging with neighbouring
villages.
16.

A. Champion

17.

Victoria Stone

18.

A. Lloyd

X

To ensure that any new buildings are in keeping with a village rather than a town. The recent
housing developments are bland and more suited to towns and cities.

Noted

BE2 - 4

X
X

Too restrictive.
200 homes built in 13 years – doesn’t sound very many??

Event
response

Noted

Event
response
Event
response

Noted

BE2

Gill Stapleton

X

It says 177 homes at Helliers Lane and Round Oak Farm and 53 approx at other sites. Says 200
approx new homes between 2014 and 2027. Does this add up? There has already been
development in the last two years.

Noted

BE6 &
BE2

Event
response

Well done on the Cheddar Vision!
20.

Ian Sealey

X

21.

George lane

X

23.

Winston & Jane
Chubb

X

Concerned about plans to develop Round Oak Farm because of the increase – by 200?, of traffic
accessing Axbridge Road, Upper New Road & the ‘magic roundabout’. The traffic currently is not
effectively managed and the situation will only become more chaotic. We are worried that the
developer’s proposals for water mitigated – existing spring and run-off from hard landscaping are
flawed. The diameter of the pipe that takes water currently under New Road, under a house &
into the culvert is narrow. The developers propose that a residents committee will be tasked with
maintaining the drainage ponds. We can’t believe this would be a satisfactory and successful

Noted
Noted

Keep community/compact feel – Cheddar is already spread out – suggest you use land outside
the ‘village’.
19.

Steering group
response

Noted

Noted
Event
response
Event
response
Event
response

Noted
Noted
Noted

Plan updated
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Trevor Jennings

X

25.

Fran Hambling

X

26.

Mr M Hambling

X

27.

Carol King

28.

P.T. King

29.

Heather Scourse

No

Partly

X

X

X

Comments
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Steering group
response

plan.
Increasing industrialisation of Steart Bushes will lead to unacceptable traffic levels & HGVs.

BE2

Event
response

Noted

Affordable homes should be for locals and adjacent villages only. Not Bridgwater, Burnham etc.

BE3

Noted

Total houses to be built should be spread over the full plan period and not taken up in 1-2 years.

BE4

Noted

Vision part 2. Full agreement.

Noted

Lots of work. Well done and good results. Let’s hope Sedgemoor take note. Sedgemoor District
Councillors must remember that they do represent Cheddar and should take note.

Noted

Event
response

Noted

Totally support the Parish council’s plans, particularly with regards to planned housing
development.

Event
response

Noted

The infrastructure of Cheddar needs to be grown alongside the development. Traffic and the
speed and flow of traffic needs careful consideration. There appears to be no development plan
for extra schools.
The growth will seriously compromise the ‘village’. Closer to a town now.

Event
response

Noted

No enlargement of sewage, electrical.

Event
response

Noted

Schools plus other services. Traffic chaos.

BE3

Noted

Make sure this is actually followed. This does not seem to be the case at the moment.

BE3

Very keen that renewable energy sources should be promoted as part of any suitable application.

BE1

Noted

An Astroturf pitch is very much needed. Hockey for example is simply not the same game on
grass.

SW1

Noted

Event
response

Very pleased that the Parish Council is putting forward its own plan. For some reason Sedgemoor
seem to be wanting to put an awful lot of houses without any thought about the infrastructure of
the village. Well done Cheddar Parish Council. You’ve done a lot of work!
30.

Susan Purkiss

31.

Mary Parnell

X

Noted

I agree with pretty much everything – except I would prefer not to see Round Oak Farm being
developed.
X

Lack of infrastructure to begin with. Roads, school expansion etc these are needed first, before

Noted

BE3

Event
response

Noted

Event

Noted

Plan updated
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How do you intend to keep the ‘village feel’ if you intend to make it a town?

Method
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response

BE5

Noted

Overall I am against further development as I want Cheddar to remain a village and not a town.
32.

Roger Penniceard

X

Even with 200 homes the pressure on medical facilities, schools, dental services coupled with the
lack of transport putting pressure on roads, is concerning.

33.

Leila McElland

X

In a modern world car parking is essential. I feel there should be more and car parks do not
generally have a negative visual impact on the village if they are well maintained.

Steering group
response

Noted

T4

Event
response

Noted

Event
response

Noted

Our main concerns are traffic, speeds, congestion and lack of pedestrian routes and crossings
cross the village, especially Tweentown, The Barrows and Cliff Street. This affects young children
and the elderly particularly daily.

Noted

Pedestrian space/public space is much needed in Cheddar as footpaths are narrow and there is
no main square or public paved space.

T3

Noted

Strongly agree!!!

EE2

Noted

Strongly agree!!!

T2

Noted

Strongly agree!!!

T1

Noted

Strongly agree!!!

BE3

Noted

As an architect I agree with most of this policy but feel that good contemporary architecture is
relevant and has a place as opposed to ‘mock’ cottages and ‘mock’ Victoriana’ developments.
More individual house building could be encouraged and having lived in France, green field sites
purchased by the council and set aside for self build projects are a very successful and prosperous
scheme for local councils. These schemes add character and individuality to village and small
town limits. The houses are often much better quality than mass cheap housing developments
and also AFFORDABLE!

Noted

PS Can we not have a nice large modern village hall with plenty of parking on the outskirts of the
village please??? Like Draycott and Shipham with modern facilities and disabled access. Thank
you!
34.

Chris Griffin

X

The roads are already very congested and narrow, further development will make this even
worse.

T1

Event
response

Noted

Plan updated
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36.

37.
38.

39.

40.

Name

Sarah Griffin

Jenni Colton

Christopher
Strang
Marguerite
Strang

Jackie Keevil

Alison Haines

Yes

No

Partly

Comments

Policy
no

Better pedestrian space needed, too many near misses in the High Street, lorries mounting
pavements etc.

T3

Noted

The supporting landscape needs to be preserved for sport and leisure.

SLW1

Noted

People move to an area for a country life of peace and quiet.

LEH1

Need to encourage sports and fitness for our youth.

SLW1

Noted

Roads already congested.

T1

Noted

Need to preserve outdoor lifestyle of walking and cycling.

T2

Noted

Agree that numbers of houses should be limited and appropriate for the infrastructure of the
village.

BE1

I agree that the current business sites should be maintained and Winchester Farm site should
remain agricultural.

EE3

X

The sites identified are generally suitable. Detail design of development is important.

BE4

X

Is 40% of the proposed increase in housing to be affordable enough to accommodate young
people?

BE2

Small commercial expansion seems very appropriate to balance the problem of traffic congestion
with the need for retaining and improving employment opportunities.

EE1

I agree that the current business sites should be maintained and Winchester Farm site should
remain agricultural.

SWL1

Keep Axbridge/Cheddar separate.

LEH2

Noted

Bit worried now Hinkley is going ahead, the impact of increased production at the quarry site up
Warrens Hill.

T1

Noted

Helliers Lane, Round Oak Farm. Do we really need another 177 houses of which 40% low cost?

BE6

Noted

Following the criteria is there a local need?

BE3

Noted

Concern about the comment ‘if there is no need for affordable homes’. This need has already
been identified & inclusion of this statement reads as a get out clause for not building affordable
housing.

BE3

X

X

X

X

Method
of
response

Event
response

Event
response

Steering group
response

Noted

Noted

Noted

Event
response
Event
response

Noted
Noted

Noted

Event
response

Event
response

Noted

Noted
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There should be better parking provision for visitors – as this will encourage people and also may
promote longer visits. Outside the gorge may support this.

BE4

Noted

Support development at Cox’s Mill

EE2

Noted

No mention of improving public transport access to the village – this is essential to reduce impact
of additional traffic and promote green transport. No transport links to towns like
Bristol/Taunton.

All T
policies

Noted

Will the community be able to influence what is available at KOW Leisure Centre? What’s owned
by the school and not the community.

SLW1

Noted

Additional houses – affects on schools/GPs
Leisure provision for young people, particularly teenagers under 18 years old. Not included.

BE2

Noted

Principles with supporting keeping as a village, I support. However concern about number of
houses proposed without the infrastructure of transport, schooling, medical care, facilities for
young people.
41.

Carol Kitts

X

SWL1

Totally agree with proposals.

LEH1

Noted

Totally agree with proposals. (This was not implemented on the Helliers Lane development)

T1

Noted

Totally agree with proposals.

T2,T3 &
T4
EE3

Noted

EE1 &
EE2
BE1, 2,
3, 4, 5,
&6

Noted

Totally agree with these proposals.
Totally agree with these proposals.

Tony Kitts

X

Noted

As village expands more amenities needed. Totally agree with proposals.

Totally agree with proposals.

42.

Steering group
response

Event
response

Noted

Noted

Noted

Cheddar 1st school could not accommodate 2 new pupils who moved into the village, they had to
go to Axbridge.

Noted

Land adjacent to Axbridge Road should Not be developed unless road is widened.

Noted

Disagree with development outside the boundary. Other sites inside to be developed first.

BE6

Persons educated in the village schools….KOW takes pupils from Bridgwater, Burnham,

BE3

Event
response

Noted
Noted

Plan updated

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
ID

Name

Yes

No

Partly

Comments

Policy
no

Method
of
response

Steering group
response

I agree with all your suggestions and thank you for all your hard work trying to keep Cheddar as a
village.

Event
response

Noted

Winscombe and WSM?!!!
43.

Terry King

44.

Gaynor Gallacher
for Highways
England

Thank you for providing Highways England with the opportunity to comment on the presubmission draft of the Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan. Highways England is responsible for
operating, maintaining and improving the strategic road network, in this case the M5 and its
junctions. We have noted your proposed policies and are satisfied that they are unlikely to lead
to development which will have a significant impact on the M5. We therefore have no specific
comments to offer, although in general terms we welcome those policies which will improve
pedestrian and cycle links between development sites, and which will safeguard and improve
local facilities and services, which will lead to greater self-containment and reduce the need to
travel. Please note however that these comments do not prejudice any future responses
Highways England may make on site specific applications as they come forward through the
planning process, and which will be considered by us on their merits under the prevailing policy at
the time.

Email to
Clerk

Noted

45.

Ian Heburn for
Somerset Wildlife

Dear Tanya,
Thank you very much for forwarding the Consultation documents for Cheddar Neighbourhood
Plan today.
We do endeavour to respond to strategic and community plans, but as I am sure you will
appreciate we have very limited resources to cover the entire County.

Email to
Clerk

Noted

46.

Pete Grainger
Ecologist
Sedgemoor
District Council

Dear Tanya,
Thanks for sending me an invitation to provide feedback on the Cheddar Draft Neighbourhood
Plan. Unfortunately I’m currently very busy working on the management plan for Apex park and
as I’m just part-time I won’t be able to provide a response within the timescales of your
consultation period. I hope that you have sent a copy to the County Ecologist, Tony Sergeant,
who hopefully will have more capacity to respond than me! Regards, Pete Grainger Ecologist,
Stronger Communities and Environment, Community Development and Wellbeing, Sedgemoor
District Council.

Email to
Clerk

Noted

Ruth Hall for
Wessex Water

Re: Wessex Water consultation response on Cheddar Draft Neighbourhood Plan

Email to
Clerk

47.

X

Thank you for consulting Wessex Water on the Cheddar Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
We have provided comments on the following area
- Identification of the location of Cheddar Sewage Treatment Works and advisory notes on Odour;
- Policies related to the location and appearance of development; and
- The provision of sewerage infrastructure to serve new development.
Sewage Treatment Works Odour Consultation Zone

Tony Sergeant
was copied in

Noted
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Wessex Water operates an existing Sewage Treatment Works (STW) within the Neighbourhood
Area. Cheddar STW is located to the south west of the village at Grid Reference 344937,152580.
The operation of STWs generates odours and it is not possible to have zero emissions.
It is essential that the potential effects of odour from existing facilities, upon new
development, is considered as part of the overall planning process. To avoid the
potential of environmental nuisance Wessex Water advises against development in close
proximity to treatment works. The company considers that the maintenance of a consultation
zone around treatment facilities is the most sensible form of land use planning.
We have identified a consultation zone around Cheddar STW. This zone indicates an area in which
there is potential for odour nuisance to occur. Should development sensitive to odours be
proposed within the zone then Wessex Water will normally require technical evidence
demonstrating that the development can co-exist with the STW. In accordance with OFWATs
principle that existing customers should not subsidise the cost of new development, Wessex
Water expects the developer to pay for the necessary modelling costs and any necessary
mitigation measures. The principle of the consultation zone enables detailed odour assessments
to be carried out for site specific proposals at the development control stage. I have attached an
insert from our assets map showing the location of the Odour Consultation Zone. The site known
as ‘Former Sainsburys’ lies on the fringes of this zone. In general terms the use of such a site for
industrial/business rather than residential use would be favourable in terms of minimising the risk
of odour nuisance.
Policies related to location and appearance of development
Wessex Water have existing operational assets within the Neighbourhood Plan Area
(for example Draycott Road Sewage Pumping Station, located to the south of the
village at 346055, 152513). We must continue to maintain our infrastructure and in additional it
may be necessary for Wessex Water to develop further assets within the Neighbourhood Plan
Area in
the future to ensure the delivery of essential sewerage services. As a Statutory
Undertaker Wessex Water have permitted development rights as defined under the Town and
Country Planning Act but for some works we must obtain express planning consent from the Local
Planning Authority.
In terms of the location of development, we are concerned that Policy BE 5, LEH Policy 1 and LEH
Policy 2 may be overly restrictive as they do not recognise there may be circumstances that
require Wessex Water to construct infrastructure outside of the settlement boundary of the
village.
In terms of the appearance and form of development, we are concerned that Policy
BE1 and Policy BE4 may be overly restrictive. The layout, form and materials we select are often
determined by operational requirements. We would wish to see a modification to the policies
which identifies that in certain circumstances exceptions would be appropriate.
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Sewerage infrastructure to serve new development
Wessex Water offer a pre-planning service to developers. Please see our website for further
information http://www.wessexwater.co.uk/Developers/Developers---planning/.
For sites which are selected to progress we advise that developers contact us early in the
processes this enables us to provide a timely, cost effective and integrated approach to
development needs. We are able to provide advice and support regarding the location and
capacity of our existing infrastructure.
Surface Water Drainage
Somerset County Council are the Lead Local Flood Authority and as such we have
not commented on Surface Water Drainage. No surface water connections will be
permitted to the foul sewer system.
Water Infrastructure
Bristol Water are the provider of services in this area.
I trust that you find the above of use, however please do not hesitate to contact me if you
require further information or clarification.
48.

Sam Peake for
Shipham parish
Council

Dear Tanya
Re Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan Consultation
Shipham Parish Council had a look at the proposed Neighbourhood Plan and have requested that
I write to express their congratulations on such an in depth and well thought out document.
Councillors do appreciate that the Neighbourhood Plan proposed far less extra housing than
Sedgemoor District Council are advocating in the proposed Local Plan. However the 200 houses
identified in Cheddar will generate a huge amount of traffic. A large amount will inevitably go
through Shipham which already struggles to cope with the traffic flow and spending trough the
village.
Thank you for taking the above comment into consideration and Councillors wish Cheddar well
with the adoption of the document.
Yours sincerely Sam Peake

49.

John Glossop

X

My comments are relevant to paragraphs 9.40 and 9.43, pages 49 and 50. I have additional
information as to why the Venns Gate site, on the northern side of the road is unsuitable for
developments.
I request that this information is retained by the council in assessing any planning applications.
Reasons for unsuitability: 1. This part of the site contains drains, including 3 inspection pits for the houses on each side of
the site, Venn Barn & Glenwood, which are in constant use. The drains pass across the whole
width of the site. Venn Barn (and probably Glenwood) have covenants to allow access to the site
for drain clearing. These have had to be used several times in the last 20 years.
2. The site is on a slope of gradient up to about 1 in 5 and thus significant excavation would be
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needed to level parts of it and for foundations. This work and heavy plant movements are bound
to damage the drains.
3. There is no main drainage along Venns Gate at the bottom of tis part of the site. One would
have to be put in, causing diversion of Batts Combe quarry traffic for a considerable time. This
would have to use Hannay Road which already takes this traffic in one direction and has a narrow
blind bend, not wide enough for 2 lorries to pass.
4. The location and gradient of the site will impinge on views of the Mendip Hills from the
Somerset Levels, eg from the reservoir.
5. From my experience of fencing on the edge of this site, the hard limestone bedrock is very
close to the surface of the ground here, as has also been shown in individual developments in
nearby Warrens Hill.
50.

National Trust

Just a suggestion: it may be useful for each policy to have a descriptive title as well as a policy
number, for ease of reference.
Certain policies and accompanying text use the word ‘we’; or state ‘the parish council will resist’:
or state ‘our policy is that…’. Given that it would be Sedgemoor DC determining planning
applications using the NP, it may be better to make the wording more neutral, e.g. ‘X will be
supported’ rather than ‘we support X’.
First sentence, could ‘would seek’ change to ‘seeks’?
There a couple of references to ‘the Mendip’ AONB whereas perhaps the full title ‘the Mendip
Hills’ would be better.
There are a couple of references to ‘permitted development’, which in planning terms means
development that does not require express planning permission. One option wold be to replace
this with ‘new development should respect…’.
Could this policy be worded differently? E.g. ‘The Neighbourhood Plan’s vision statement
establishes a desire to keep the village compact and to maintain the ‘community feel’ of the
village etc.
In respect of Cox’s Mill, this states that it will take time ‘to develop a tourist attraction that brings
new visitors and encourages them to stay for longer, and add to the economic vitality of the
Gorge and area as a whole’.(emphasis added). Would it be possible to change ‘attraction’ to
‘offer’?
Reason : the Gorge is already a natural tourist attraction, and the built/commercial aspects have
considerable scope for improvement; arguably a new ‘attraction’ should not be supported
without some clarity over what form it would take. ‘Offer’ is a broader term that could
encompass all options.
We support the general aims of this paragraph, i.e. making Cheddar, a premier visitor designation
with an emphasis on walking and outdoor activities. There is considerable value and interest in
the natural and cultural environments of Cheddar, the Gorge and the AONB; and potential to
enhance and improve the visitor experience.
This policy refers to the re-development’ of Cox’s Mill, which could be interpreted as meaning
demolition and new build. Is there scope for alternative wording, including a focus on exploring
non-demolition options first? E.g. along the lines: ‘Appropriate, tourist based activities will be
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protected, enhanced and supported. The sympathetic re-use and regeneration of Cox’s Mill
Hotel, be this as a quality hotel or other appropriate use due to its unique location in the centre
of the tourist area of Cheddar Gorge, will be supported. Considering the site already has most of
the infrastructure to allow hydroelectric energy generation, such proposals are encouraged in any
future design proposals.’
This policy could potentially be tightened up a bit as it reads more like accompanying text than a
policy.
First sentence; could ‘would seek’ change to ‘seeks’?
These generally look good, including policy T4, which aims to reduce the impact of parking on the
natural beauty of the Gorge.
We would support the stated aims of keeping the village compact and sustaining and enhancing
its distinctive sense of place and belonging. In reference to the retention of the non-commercial
beauty of the Upper Gorge, we would support policy/text that recognised the inherent beauty
and relatively wild countryside feel of the upper Gorge.
This policy includes two very different aspects: supporting agriculture and minimising light
pollution, which seemed strange put together in one policy.
This ‘proposes’ that a green wedge is ‘protected’, but it might need to actually protect it and state
what protection means.
Overall comments:
The Neighbourhood Plan appears to be progressing well, but we would ask the parish council to
consider the above points and suggested changes. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
51.

Donna Adams

X

Having lived in Cheddar all my life, I have seen the village grow from a very small community to
the much larger village it is today. It is a sign of the times that villages must expand to meet the
needs of the population and to some extent this has to be accepted, although not always agreed
with in the location of some proposed development sites. If sites are developed, then suitable
and additional services must also be provided.
(Helliers Lane), (Round Oak) , (Holwell/West of Upper New Road) and (Venns Gate are all too far
from amenities and schools thus creating more vehicle use, congestion and pollution within the
village especially during school time.
Cheddar's boundary is not square and if expansion outside the boundary is required then the
most suitable and appropriate sites must be chosen, taking into account nearby amenities and
safe accessibility to them.
Cheddar has 3 schools, village shops, library, GP surgery, village post-office and supermarket
which all need to be accessed safely and easily and as such if new housing is required, then a site
within walking distance of the schools which reduces the need for vehicle use through the village,
has to be sourced.
The established Draycott Park site, in my opinion was built on flood-land. As said, I have lived in
Cheddar all my life and I have seen this land underwater. Nevertheless, this was built and
provided much needed housing for local and non-local residents. It was constructed with
appropriate access to the village via the foot/cycle-path eliminating the need to walk the A371
into the village or use of a car.
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For reasons of safe walking accessibility, convenience and location, any further residential
development should take this into account. The potential site (E) adjacent to Draycott Park and
before Winchester Farm would seem the most suitable; being only minutes from the existing
development, thereby incorporating all the suitability of the existing site plus the distinct
advantage of being OFF the flood-plain. Access between the two sites could be created
effortlessly through adjoining land which borders the village boundary.
I propose this to be the best site for future development and should be strongly considered.
Reading the neighbourhood plan, I believe this site is being considered (1) and although outside
the boundary it is still an option for housing to include a percentage of affordable housing i.e.
(1) 10.0 Neighbourhood Plan 2nd Consultation Event conclusions
10.5 The outcome of this consultation was that site A had marginally more votes (Helliers
Lane) followed sequentially by sites E (Labourham), C (Round Oak) ,B (Holwell/West of Upper
New Road) and D (Venns Gate).
However 10.6 also states:
Site E for example is on the eastern edge of the village, isolated from it and would encourage
ribbon development along the A371 towards Draycott. It was easy to see that it was a popular
second choice for the very reason that any building here would cause the least inconvenience to
residents simply because it had no neighbouring properties. It would also have been a popular
choice because the last big development in Cheddar in the 1980s was the Draycott Park estate
and this could be perceived to be an extension to that, which most people had perhaps been
expecting.
My response to this is, how can it encourage Ribbon Development when Winchester Farm
Industrial Units are further East adjacent to the proposed site? Surely ribbon development means
further extension to what is already there, which this is not, rather in fill between the two.
A total of 100 affordable homes have been built in Cheddar in the last five years, all of them
outside the development boundary and using the Policy P4 exception as the justification ie ‘to
meet local need’.
Site (E) would provide both marketing housing and the required affordable housing requirements,
suitable safe walking access to the village via established Draycott Park, be off the flood-plain and
provide a lovely location for residential use in terms of position and outlook.
52.

Brenda Anderson

X

I agree with the Green Wedge which should be for sporting facilities in future - no houses at all
T1roads infrastructure should come first - need by-pass or one-way system. One parking space for
3 houses not enough - 1.5 per house. New houses for young but also elderly for downscaling.
T2 Strawberry Line must be saved and extended.
EE1 Tesco site should be re-developed, it's a mess. Light industrial units with PLANNED parking
area.
EE2 Cox Mill dreadful state - knock it down or drastic redevelopment.
EE3 "Sainsbury's" site on Steart Farm is a flood zone therefore should not be developed.
Witheridge farm should not be developed. Prefer housing on Round Oak Farm area within village
boundary.
LEH Policy 1 & 2 agree.

T1
T2
EE1
EE2
EE3

LEH1
&2
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Mike Belch

54.

Richard CaryBrown

X
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Simon Childs
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Any form of infill development, such as building in existing gardens even where good road
frontage exists, should be resisted. To allow such development would increase the density of
buildings in the village an put pressure on to some of the existing poor/narrow roads.
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I am a retired Civil Engineer who specialised in Transportation projects world-wide. I am very
impressed with the amount of work that has gone into the Plan. I agree with, and support, the
pro-active approach that was taken to be in a position of strength and knowledge with regard to
the number of additional houses recommended for the Community.
The process used to determine the preferred areas where new housing could be built followed
logical steps to reach the proposed 200 additional houses.
I also support the identification of areas for business development, since this as important as new
housing.
I am very concerned about the impact of all new development on traffic congestion.
This should ensure that the approval of the development is conditional on not just consideration
of the entry and exit access but also the impact of the generated traffic on the existing road. It
may be necessary to secure funds to modify/widen the existing roads to accommodate right and
left turn lanes for vehicles. Of prime importance to traffic safety is the continued search for
solutions to the "magic roundabout". I understand that a consultant is engaged to look at
solutions which we all look forward to hearing about. If funds are going to be sought from Hinkley
Point, with good reason, it would be better to start that process with facts, a plan and costs ready
for presentation. Are there other funding sources if Hinckley should fall through?
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Very good work!
12.0 Roads, Transport and Access
12.3 The A371 runs to Weston Super Mare in the west and provides the connection with the A38
and M5 and access via these routes to Bristol. Running eastward the A371 links Cheddar to the
market town of Wells. The A371 runs through the centre of the village which is the key shopping
area. It is used by significant numbers of heavy good vehicles. I believe that the Neighbourhood
Plan should adopt a policy of having the A371 downgraded to "B" road status, this would be
supported by the neighbouring Cheddar Valley communities of Draycott (which suffers greatly
from traffic related issues), Rodney Stoke, Westbury sub Mendip and Easton, and would deter the
heavier HGVs from using this route making it more accessible for tourists and locals alike. In short
I think there needs to be a Cheddar Valley strategy regarding Roads, Transport and Access.
I know it is not on the agenda though in this respect I believe that a Cheddar "relief road" would
drain the life out of the village, instead the unwelcome traffic needs to be deterred while tourists,
walkers, cyclists, shoppers etc need to be encouraged and made welcome.
I believe that the use of Winchester Farm as a site for car boot sales should be restricted due to
the traffic congestion it causes and the subsequent impact on both residents and much valued
tourists. Furthermore the use of Labourham Drove and Cheddar Moor Drove to clear vehicles
from the site is in appropriate and potentially unsafe, for instance in the event of a vehicle fire
where emergency access would be impossible.
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Gary Chivers

X

I would like to comment on the proposed sites for housing in Cheddar. The obvious and most
suitable site in my opinion would be on the land between Winchester Farm and Draycott Park.
The Draycott Park estate was originally set up for a lot more housing than was actually built. I
believe this was due to flooding issues and financial issues at the time.
The land I suggest is not on a flood plain. Also this land links directly onto Draycott Park with its
existing walkways and cycle paths that go directly into the centre of Cheddar to the shops,
schools, Drs etc. Pedestrians would not have to venture onto the busy roads from this end. This
site seems to be the closest to the actual village centre and therefore makes sense. It would be a
lovely place to live and could have a mixture of affordable and market value housing.

57.

Julie Chivers

X

58.

Robin & Sharon
Cowen

59.

Phil Craddock
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I believe the site referred to as Land next to Winchester Farm (real name should read Market
Garden, Cheddar Road) (It is nothing to do with Winchester Farm), is the most suitable for
housing needs for Cheddar. This land is elevated with no flooding issues, it has excellent access
from the A371, and can easily link up to the existing Draycott Park estate with its footpath and
cycle tracks directly into the actual centre of the village, making it a much safer route to the
Schools, Drs Supermarket, Banks, Post Office etc, rather than, for instance, the land off
Upper New Road. To say this would be a ribbon development joining Cheddar to Draycott is
untrue, as further along the road is the Winchester Farm Industrial Park and the Boot Sale etc.
followed by the Garden Centre.
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We both think that this plan is coherent and sensible. It provides a rational base for balancing the
District Council's pressures and begins to set out a clearer vision for Cheddar. Some of the
objectives will be hard to measure progress against and could be a little sharper. The proposed
areas and scale of housing development feel about right as does the approach to restricting the
spread of the village. we had a query about the ability to turn some redundant cafes into
residential accommodation and appreciate that you are sometimes unable to move this forward
if owners are resistant.
There is a good emphasis on the environment and wildlife. (I presume that Somerset Wildlife
Trust will be consulted as well as the AONB people?).
There could be a bit more push on alternative energy sources, given the timescale of this plan. I
am sure there are people in the village who could bring a dynamic approach to this subject. How
about Cox's hydro being a potential village asset for instance?

Website

Noted

1) I feel it would make more sense to identify “site B” South of Holwell Lane / West of Upper New
Road extending the existing planned development on the south of Holwell lane and keeping the
site D as a green belt area.
2) I understand that the cheddar plan has been a long time in development and that other events
can overtake some of the items originally written and maybe the following fall under this
category or else it makes no sense and is in complete contradiction to more recent decisions
taken by the Parish Council. The item I am referring to is that the Plan is recommending that
future growth is best suited to “Site A” (Helliers Lane) and “Site D” (Round Oak Farm) however:
a) The Parish Council firmly objected to a planning application on Site D earlier this year on many
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planning grounds and it is counter intuitive to now basically give this site the “green light” to go
ahead – on what basis have things changed?
b) Further the Plan has not one mention of any of the planning concerns that were used in the
Council’s earlier objections. As a minimum these points need to be mentioned in the Plan with a
proviso that any future planning applications on Site D need to overcome these issues, especially
the road traffic concerns.
3) I am very surprised that in point 9.44 it explains that the Labourham area (Site E) was rejected
because it would encourage ribbon development along the A371 eastwards. Why was this site
ever accepted from the call for sites back in 2013 and offered to residents to vote on? Clearly this
is the most popular site and keeps with the previous statements to continue building in this area.
4) The plan talks about the SDC S106 Agreement for the Sharpham Road site (sections 8.17, 8.13,
9.14), but does not acknowledge that up to this point in time (Nov 2016) the promised bridge is
nowhere to be seen and there remains a real danger to pedestrians trying to cross from Upper
New Road/Wideatts Road to Lower New Road! A bridge solution as promised by the developers
needs to be in place as soon as possible. In addition to this some temporary lighting was installed
down the cycle path to the village which is now turned off and makes this a very unacceptable
route to the village in the dark – it’s pitch black and full of mud; contrary to the Plan’s desire
(9.25) for the provision of safe walking and cycling routes throughout the village.
5) I have NO confidence that Somerset /Sedgemoor/Cheddar Council have the necessary powers
to hold these developers to account on their S106 promises (e.g. Five Ways Bridge). I feel they are
made just to get the planning consent and after this form a very low priority for the builders. Any
future development for Cheddar needs a more concrete “stick” with which to ensure the
developers live up to their commitments.
6) I hope and trust that all the comments submitted will be made available to the public.
60.

Caroline
Craddock

X

Whilst in principle I support the aims and intentions of the Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan I have
concerns over the identification of land for possible residential development outside of the
development boundary.
Policy BE6 identifies two sites outside of the development boundary as preferred for possible
future development, sites A - Helliers Lane and D - Round Oak Farm; however, a section of site B,
South of Holwell Lane/West of Upper New Road, has been provisionally (subject to conditions)
granted planning permission for 90 dwellings (planning application 17/15/00049). Even if the
current application for site B is not built it has set a precedent for future building on this site and
brings into question why the neighbourhood plan does not acknowledge that these properties
are likely to be built and should therefore be included in calculating the number of houses that
could be built within the next twenty years i.e. why is it necessary to identify two further sites
outside of the development boundary providing property developers with further ammunition for
use when applying for planning permission.
Point 9.45 of the draft document also explains that Site B, South of Holwell Lane/West of Upper
New Road, was rejected because the Neighbourhood Plan contains a policy to extend the sports
field and maintain a green wedge between Cheddar and Axbridge for leisure, recreation and
maintenance of the countryside and preventing built up sprawl. As discussed in the above
paragraph and also identified in the draft policy the desire to use this land for sports and/or to
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maintain the green wedge has been overtaken by the planning permission that has been granted
for this site. Would it not be more prudent to split Site B into two sites one south of Holwell Lane
and one north and keep the site north of Holwell Lane as the proposed green wedge?
Site D – Round Oak Farm has been identified in the Draft Plan as one of the two sites preferred
for future development; however, on 20th January 2016 the Parish Council submitted objections
to planning application 17/15/00095 for outline permission for 110 dwellings on this site. The
Parish Council made the following comments to SDC regarding this planning application:
• The proposed development is contrary to policy P4 as it lays outside the development boundary
• It also contravenes policy D5 as there is no proven existing housing need to warrant
development outside the boundary. The last statistics in 2014 for affordable housing need stated
41 were needed and there has since been at least 23 built in the Sharpham Road development.
These have not been let to Cheddar residents.
• It is contrary to Policy S2 in that there is no mitigation of transport needs. The transport data is
based on outdated data from the Sainsbury’s application. The transport assessment is further
flawed by assuming the possibility of commuting by bus which is not viable. Round Oak Road will
have increased traffic entering via an already dangerous blind corner.
• The extra traffic will have a detrimental effect on the tourist industry.
• The traffic congestion and problems on Upper New Road will not be eased by the proposed
ghost island and right turn into the development.
• It is 20 acres on the edge of the AONB therefore impacting on the views from the AONB and is
currently an attractive lead into the village for those visiting.
• The loss of the fields will be detrimental to wildlife.
• The land is always used for grazing and it will be a permanent loss of farmland.
• The proposed development is not close to the village centre, leading to increased traffic flow.
The village centre will not be in easy walking distance for some residents.
• Being so far out of the village, the use of the petrol station convenience store will increase,
leading to queuing of cars for petrol onto the roads at the magic roundabout causing major traffic
congestion.
• The proposed pipe under Upper New Road will be insufficient to take away spring water.
Holwell Rye that rises on the land has flooded and has led to a number of sewage issues onto
Upper New Road. There is insufficient improvement of an already overstretched mains sewer.
• The site slopes from North to South and the flood mitigation will not be sufficient. The land is
low lying and a lot of gardens are almost at water table level. Already in heavy rain the gardens
have a lot of standing water in the Chestnuts and Round Oak Road to the South West of the
development.
• The increase in development is to the detriment of the village which is already overstretched in
terms of doctors and schools.
• The development is inappropriate as it changes the shape of Cheddar by making it less compact.
• Extra development is to the detriment of the village as the village should remain as such and
any development should be within the boundary.
• This site was not identified as popular in the consultation carried out with residents for the
upcoming Neighbourhood Plan.
None of the above comments appear to have been considered in the Draft Plan or any mitigation
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I believe this is an extensively researched and well-reasoned plan with the interests of Cheddar
and all residents at its heart. I sincerely hope that the democratic process by which it has been
arrived at is respected by Planning Authorities.

Website

Noted

Point 6.3 in Document 9. There is only one bus an hour between Wells and Weston, not two as
stated. Cheddar suffers from lack of public transport especially in the evenings when there is
none!

Website

Noted

A thoroughly professional piece of work - exhaustive research, careful analysis and wellpresented proposals in document 9 in particular. No one could argue with the Council's vision for
Cheddar and while one might quibble over small bits of detail in the plan, it is doubtful that could
lead to any improvement overall. Everyone involved should be congratulated on what they have
been achieved. Now we must get the plan submitted and approved as quickly as possible,
ensuring that Sedgemoor District Council does not succeed with any delaying tactics.

Website

Noted

included in explanation of why this site is now being identified as preferred for future
development. A number of the concerns raised by the Parish Council in their objections to this
application clearly highlight how this site is not meeting important required criteria in the Draft
Plan e.g. the importance of any identified site to meet the “walkability” criteria (Page 15, section
4.3). The Parish Council also highlighted concerns over the possibility of an increased flood risk
with any development to this site and how the properties most likely to be affected by this were
the existing neighbouring homes along Round Oak Road and adjacent streets. With the comments
made by the Parish Council concerning planning application 17/15/00095 I would question how
this site can now be identified as a preferred site as stated in Policy BE6 without more clarification
and mitigation of the questions raised.
61.

Peter Dormer

62.

David Fontaine

63.

Suzanne Green

64.

Michael Herridge

X

I thank the members of the Council for their hard work and determination to prepare such a
comprehensive and well-thought-through document.
I support all of the Policies - my comments are enhancements, not criticisms.
However, to my mind, a Plan is more than Policies. I would have like to have seen at least some
aspiration to identify proposals as to the preferred direction of developments in commerce and
tourism, rather than leaving it to the businesses to make piecemeal proposals without a coherent
overview.
Similarly, some comments as to possible enhancements of infrastructure - such as a new large
community hall, or traffic-impact-alleviation schemes - would be useful. Perhaps this could be (or
is already) part of a further stage in the Council's planning and consultation processes. Such
aspirations could then form the framework for discussions to require Developers to link their
planning applications to concrete proposals. I am aware that the Sharpham Road Footbridge
development has been a hard-fought disappointment.
I support the limitation to about 200 new homes. It is not clear that local need required 80 of
them to be "affordable". Cheddar needs a good proportion of incomers to be well-motivated
high-earning people who will help develop the civic, commercial, and cultural life of the village.

X

X

X
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65.

Martin Hodges

66.

Bridget Knutson

X

67.

Richard Lewis

68.

Victor Matthews

No

Partly

Comments

X

Limited development in Helliers Lane seems sensible.
Development within the quarry lorry routes and green space within Cheddar (infill) is not
desirable due to increased traffic and lack of facilities/design of current infrastructure.
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Agree with keeping the village separate from neighbouring villages/towns. There is a need for
further sport facilities within the village.
Need to ensure we don't get extra spillage from Bridgwater's social housing due to the Hinkley
development.
Employment opportunities within the village need to be encouraged to give residents the
opportunity to work closer to home, particularly as there are no direct public transport links to
Bristol, Taunton, or Bridgwater.
Could more traffic be diverted through Tweentown? This would mean less going through the
main shopping area, making pedestrians feel safer on the pavements.
Overall, a good plan for Cheddar.

Website

Noted

X

Excellent work and I appreciate the effort that has gone into this.
Implement ASAP
Housing:
With limited land being available for development making it necessary to consider land outside
the village boundaries, why is the land that is in a prime position but currently used for
allotments, not being considered first? Surely, if allotments have to be provided, even if it is over
75 years since the country was encouraged to "dig for victory", less strategic land could be made
available elsewhere. The proceeds from the sale would more than compensate for the outlay.
Reservoir: (not sure if relevant to NP)
Why is the proposed 2nd reservoir being built on land that is NOT classed as flood plain. With
Cheddar hemmed in on all sides by ANOB, flood plains and the village boundaries themselves,
why is land that could provide development in the long term being sacrificed to a project that will
flood it? If the reservoir does go ahead then I would suggest that the ground excavated in forming
the reservoir be used to raise the level of the land to the west of Draycott Park in order to reclaim
it for future housing development.

Website

Noted

X

If the plan was 'rejected' and more houses built where would the larger Fire Station be located a
Hospital, a larger Dental Practice and a Police Station?
To improve the tourist experience of Cheddar Gorge the 'Cox's Mill' should be Compulsory
Purchased; the only interest the present owner has is to demolish the building. This plan would
give Cheddar an available site for a new badly needed Tourist Attraction or at the very least a
hotel.
To increase the need for social housing in the village funds should be made available to build
houses between the present council owned properties in Comer Road and Annaly Road, lots of
large gardens are not cultivated, this could also apply to council owned property to the north of
Cheddar Village.
Well done Cheddar Parish Council.

Website

Noted

Noted
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69.

Graham McElland

X

70.

Pauline Packer

71.
72.

Phillip Parker
Pamela
Pennington

No

Partly

Comments

Policy
no

We whole hearted support the plan and applaud the hard work of those involved. I am pleased to
see the fruition of LA21 and the inclusion of self-build as a solution to affordable housing.
X

I'm glad the PC is resisting having too many more houses in Cheddar. I would prefer not to have
any, but 200 is a big improvement on Sedgemoor's plan. Since I moved to Cheddar in 1981 I've
seen the population more than double and I think it's gone too far already.
Also there are too many housing estates & not enough of other things in proportion (shops, nonsporting leisure facilities, infrastructure etc) .
I welcome the surveys the PC has done into local housing needs and I hope Sedgemoor takes
notice. I'm happy for existing needs to be met but really don't want any more expansion.
The Lanier site seems to me to be perfect for a community centre.
1. For the youth - we brought up two children here and as teenagers there was nowhere for them
to gather with friends except the open air swimming pool (now gone) or the pubs (not a good
idea). There are sporting facilities but there are plenty of young people who don't use them. They
could walk up to the Lanier site through the rec, & parents could park next to the building instead
of the congested village centre.
2. For daytime activities when the King of Wessex is not available. Meetings, clubs, day centre etc
Also, I'm not sure about the 'whole life' principles you prefer. What exactly does it mean? What
about single people and couples? We don't want Cheddar to be only for families.
We need a mixed community & I don't believe single people and couples are well catered for at
the moment.
It will be a shame if Cheddar is forced to over-provide affordable housing. We don't need the 40%
proportion of 'affordable housing' Sedgemoor wants to impose. 'Affordable housing' should be
spread around existing settlements throughout the whole area.
Good ideas - it would be good to have Cheddar's own 'Borough Mall'-type area. However, I think
parking provision is crucial. If the number of commercial premises behind Lanes is increased I
don't think there would be enough parking for them. It's important not to put extra strain on the
existing parking provision in the village centre, as it's so stretched already.
I've been saying for ages that Cox's Mill should get it's water wheel going & do something with
the energy like grind flour & make bread. It would be a brilliant eco-friendly tourist attraction.
Sympathetic redevelopment is crucial of course. We don't want the Gorge to look tacky.
I'm all for sustainability if it means the existing population can stop commuting away & reduce
the rush hour traffic. I like the idea of creating jobs so that local people don't have to commute,
but wouldn't want it to have the side effect of increasing the population.

X
X

Land at Steart Bushes and Steart Triangle has been suggested as providing 50+ new homes within
the boundary site. With Station Road being the main access to these sites from Cheddar Village
this would increase the amount of traffic considerably on a road which is already difficult to
negotiate. Apart from the houses on Station Road which have to park in the road , there are
business parks on either side leading into Wedmore Road with large lorries
having to come over Fiveways Bridge, down Lower New Road with difficult access to Wedmore
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Road past Bristol Waterworks, Steart Triangle and Steart Bushes. This traffic will increase if the
Cheddar Business Park is extended to the west.
There is also the recycling plant, open 5 days a week, with lorries and cars competing at the
entrance to the Kings of Wessex Leisure Centre.
Building 50+ homes on these sites there would be at least 50 - 100 more cars. Even if some
people were able to walk or cycle to work they will still want to go out of Cheddar for other
things. Two new houses have recently been built in Lower New Road and there are certainly more
than 2 cars being used which is completely normal.
I have noticed that it would add to the attraction of the village if space had been left for a market
and I would suggest that Steart Triangle should be considered for this. It is not far from the Village
Centre and temporary parking I am sure could be arranged within the business parks. This would
add to the attraction when viewing from the south.
73.

Tim Pidgeon

X

74.
75.

Anne Taylor
Susan wall

X
X

First and foremost, I think the Plan comes across as very professionally assembled and presented,
so would like to thank you for your efforts as I can well imagine the amount of time and
commitment that must have been volunteered for this task.
One thing I couldn't find was Sedgemoor's figure for housing need in Cheddar, so presume the
"505 dwellings" figure is just what happens to be available from proceedable (in their view)
developments. I note your own figure for 208 therefore had to be gleaned by reference to an
external consultancy, averaging a very low figure (Core plan-derived) with a much higher one
(population-derived). It seems risky to put too much reliance on such an oddly-derived figure,
especially when the "goalposts" seem to move arbitrarily (and have done since that 2014-dated
consultancy?).
Which also brings me to my second point: I think the Plan should be costed, to make clear what
has been paid out e.g. for such consultancy.
And my related third point would be: please can you focus any council monies on simple local
improvements "as the money comes in", rather than e.g. banking up for future paid
consultancy/etc? I'd rather see a few more easily accessible dog bins and minor infrastructural
improvements than money being diverted to "professional fees".
So it would be nice to see a breakdown of what money is being spent where (hopefully on such
improvements).
Apologies if you already have this on the parish council website, I'll just check and see after
submitting this (but didn't want to interrupt); if it's not visible there though, please can you put it
there?

A common sense approach to the complex problems of Cheddar Parish. A huge amount of work
and time has been devoted to this plan and local people have been given every chance to input
into the plan. If adopted this plan should hopefully shape a far better future for the parish.
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Lesley Wrench

X

I understand that additional housing needs to be built, but the infrastructure in Cheddar is, I feel,
struggling to cope with the additional building which has sprung up over the past 10 years.
Apart from the obvious concerns with the ability of schools and medical services to cope, my
other major concern is the increase in traffic on roads which I feel are already at capacity. In the
morning, it often takes me 20 minutes to get to Axbridge! I am also concerned about the lack of
facilities for children and young people currently living in Cheddar and I have not seen any
significant development or will to address this issue since my own children were school age (4-5
years ago)
Cheddar is NOT Bridgwater or Highbridge, it is a village and most of the people who live here
moved to live in a village.

Mel Clinton

X

1.3 Investigation of a bypass doesn’t seem to have been carried through to a policy or proposal in
the transport section.
2.2 Also because Cheddar serves its rural hinterland.
2.7 The design guide will only be a supporting document when published. Is it intended to
influence planning decisions? If so it would need to form part of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) or
be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document by
Sedgemoor.
2.11 Taking account of the emerging Sedgemoor LDP (Local Plan) is difficult because by definition
this likely to be subject to change before it is adopted. Not clear how the NP takes account of this.
2.14 Has SDC undertaken a Strategic Environmental Assessment screening exercise?
3.6 This might be taken to mean that the survey was sent to all households in BS27 – it would be
helpful to summarise the methodology.
3.11 This is a bit unclear as the figure of 208 appears without explanation. The various maps need
keys.
6.3 Yatton Station is around 11 miles away and is used by Cheddar residents.
7.10 Not sure lodge style and self-contained units are numerically more significant than caravan
and camping pitches.
7.12 There is also Valley Line Industrial Estate.
7.13 Also worth noting that around 40% work within 2km of home and over 40% travel to work by
car or van.
8.11 Suggest this should say ‘……in proportion to the services and facilities available or to be
provided.
9.2 This needs to be backed up by evidence. The Sedgemoor Strategic Flood Risk Assessments
build in an allowance for climate change.
Policy BE1
It is not reasonable to require all new build to be designed to resist flooding. In accordance with
national policy new development should be steered away from areas of flood risk and only be
permitted in accordance with the sequential and
exception tests in relation to the categories of vulnerability.
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The policy needs to set out how the various requirements will be assessed e.g. requiring a
sustainability/energy statement with planning applications?
9.10 The affordable housing need requires clarification – the officer analysis in respect of the
Bloor Homes application south of Holwell Lane suggested a higher level of need.
9.11 This is confusing as the Bloor Homes application has been approved and is not under
consideration in terms of the principle of development.
Policy BE2
The planned number of new homes would be better expressed as a minimum e.g. ‘A minimum of
200 homes will be…….’
The density of existing housing adjacent to development sites is a consideration but not
necessarily a determinant of the appropriate density. Density is the product of good design,
informed by consideration of context and it would therefore be better if
the policy set out design principles (if needed given the provisions of national and
Local Plan policy).
The policy needs to say how performance against whole life principles will be
assessed e.g. against Building for Life criteria?
Policy BE3
Notwithstanding the S106 Agreements referred to, in respect of the Swanick NP, both the local
planning authority and Examination Inspector (April 2016) found a policy on allocation of
affordable housing on the basis of local connection criteria to not to be a policy that shapes or
directs development and therefore not an
appropriate NP policy. As a consequence this policy was deleted from the NP. This element of BE3
therefore needs to be reviewed.
9.24 The design guide does not yet appear to be available and it is not clear how it will
supplement the NP and what process it will go through in order to have planning status.
BE4
The 5th bullet doesn’t appear to add anything to national policy as set out in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – if retained it should acknowledge the NPPF provisions on
development that would give rise to harm and the weighing of
this against public benefit.
The 6th bullet is too inflexible – some so called ‘tandem developments’ might be acceptable so it
would be better to set out criteria for assessing such development
proposals if there is a need to treat them differently from any other type of development.
The requirement for visitor parking (8th bullet) should comply with Somerset County Council
(SCC) standards unless there is evidence for a higher standard. It would also be helpful to refer to
the SCC standard for cycle and motorcycle parking.
The 9th bullet should again refer to SCC standards and design requirements.
The 10th bullet should set out criteria against which ‘appropriateness’ will be assessed e.g. impact
on landscape, bio-diversity, highway network etc.
BE5
It’s not clear what is meant by ‘….we will support development primarily within the development
boundary….’. Housing sites identified later in the NP are outside the development boundary.
The second para. is unclear – the B3151 from the top of the Gorge to Clewer for example runs
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through the built up area. There are already Local Plan policies to control development in open
countryside.
9.43 Are the access constraints insurmountable?
9.44 Agree – this site is clearly open countryside, beyond the established edge of
the village.
9.45 The Bloor Homes application is approved.
9.46 Part of this area is subject of an extant planning permission.
9.47 The Round Oak Road site forms part of the landscape setting of the village
and this needs to be taken into account in respect of any development here.
Policy BE6
This policy lacks clarity – the NPPF provides that policies must give a clear indication of how a
decision maker should react to development proposals. The term ‘….preferred sites ….’ does not
provide a clear indication of how development proposals are to be considered. Are proposals for
these sites to be approved and for
other sites to be refused?
It would be more appropriate to either propose allocating the sites for development, with
accompanying development principles, or to set criteria against which housing development
proposals will be assessed.
The Local Plan (Core Strategy) sets criteria for development outside the development boundary
but this can be considered not to be a strategic policy (which the NP must conform with).
However, rather than refer to development outside the
development boundary it would seem appropriate for the NP to review the boundary and set a
revised one that reflects the proposed policies of the NP.
10.5 It is true that no landowner has been identified who would provide such a space but there is
potential e.g. the area outside Tesco Express to the entrance to Kings of Wessex Academy and the
entrance area to the Academy. The latter is
wasted space and could be used to create a civic space through setting back the entrance gates –
very achievable through cooperation and good design. I would therefore urge a more positive
statement here.
Policy EE1
Again, this does not provide decision makers with sufficient clarity on how to respond to
development proposals. Is NP policy in addition to existing Local Plan policy required?
The second para. states that residential development will be resisted. I agree that commercial
development would be appropriate. However, this may best be delivered
through mixed use. Given the previous approval for residential development, thereby establishing
the principle, evidence of changed circumstances would need to be provided to now resist this.
Policy EE2
Agree that a hotel would be appropriate. However, the policy needs to provide some guidance on
what other uses would be considered appropriate.
10.16 Valley Line Industrial Estate should also be recognised.
10.20 Not appropriate to support any tourist orientated building. Tourist use would need to be
suitable for the location in terms of use, scale and form. The existing use already comprises a
large out of village retail use, achieved through demonstrating established use.
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Policy EE3
I don’t support retail use here but the principle has been established. It is not appropriate to state
that retail will only be supported if there is no retail impact on the centre – the NPPF requires a
sequential test and if this is failed or there are significant adverse impacts then applications
should be refused.
In terms of Winchester Farm, despite the accumulation of buildings over time, this site is in open
countryside and that is another reason why further urbanisation is inappropriate.
With regard to the 3rd para. I would suggest the policy states that the site will be retained for B
Class employment uses and that redevelopment for such uses will be permitted subject to
satisfactory design, impact on the highway network etc.
Policy SLW1
This policy needs to be tightened up in order to provide clarity for decision makers.
For example – Sharpham Road Playing Fields and Hannah More Park will be retained for outdoor
sport and recreation use. Proposals for other uses will be refused.
Proposals to provide additional sport and leisure land at or near Sharpham Road will be
supported, subject to consideration of impact on bio-diversity etc…….’
Proposals for sport and recreation facilities at Kings of Wessex Academy will be supported subject
to ……’
Policy T1
This policy needs clarification. Connections to existing walking and cycling routes are desirable.
However there needs to be clarity on how these are defined. Most development should have
access to a pedestrian footway. However, there may be instances of justifiable rural development
that does not have such access. Also, it is not possible for all development to have access to
‘dedicated’ cycle routes.
Policy T3
I support the intent of this policy, but thinking about it, whilst a masterplan is desirable, the policy
should not prevent good public realm improvements because of the absence of a masterplan. It
would be better therefore for the policy to express support subject to certain criteria, such as
public consultation, safeguarding the safe and free movement of traffic, safeguarding the
character and appearance of the conservation area etc. The supporting text could say the Parish
Council will encourage establishment of a masterplan.
LEH Policy 2
Part of this land is subject of an extant permission for residential development. As a result the
policy is not appropriate.
Development of the area that benefits from the residential permission is not ribbon development
as there is existing development on the opposite side of the road that forms part of the built
envelope of the village. Given the ‘preferred’ status of the
Round Oak Road site opposite, if this were to proceed, development further north would also not
comprise ribbon development.
Overall, it is not clear that this parcel of land performs a green wedge function that warrants
protection. The most northerly part may do but this needs to be based on landscape and setting
analysis. Review of the development boundary would be an appropriate way of setting new
development limits.
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78.

Wendy Barritt

I agree with most of the points made in the plan and would particularly support the following
objectives:
Any development to respect the countryside and the AONB.
New homes to be low carbon/energy efficient.
Number of new homes allowed to be in proportion to the facilities and services available. Parts of
the Village infrastructure are already creaking at the seams and roads, schools etc risk being
overwhelmed if the numbers of new houses built is based on what SDC consider acceptable.
Tier 1 status to be resisted as a risk this could mean that Cheddar is targeted for District and not
just ‘local needs’ housing, amongst other things.
Development should not be detrimental to Cheddar’s identity as a Village or make Cheddar a less
attractive destination for visitors and a less attractive place to live.
Provision of additional safe walking and cycling routes.
Parking for the Village centre is already inadequate – this needs to be addressed especially if
Cheddar is to take more houses.
Better Broadband provision especially to encourage new businesses to the Village.
Enhancement of Sports facilities.
Creation of Pedestrian space in Village Centre and widening pavements if possible.
Reduction in light pollution.

79

Nick Tait SDC

Document 9 NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Section 2.2 Discusses that the whole Parish is designated as
NP area and mentions AONB but document is silent on most issues outside of the Cheddar village
boundary itself.
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Noted

Noted

Section 2.12 The list of core strategy policies is incomplete, for example S1 Spatial Strategy is
fundamental. Suggest this section is reviewed.

Noted

Section 2.14 Is this the revised SA matrix that is used to assess the local plan? Not quite sure what
the reference to human rights is doing here, the SA process covers the strategic environmental
assessment requirements (SEA).

Removed

Section 3.5 See comments on document 3. Serious concerns regarding the reasoning and
justification of the housing target.

Noted

Section 3.6 There are two issues with this statement. The first is that the date of the survey
should be added as this outcome (if accepted) was true at that time only. The second is that the
most up to date evidence considered this year suggested a higher figure. As housing need is
always a snap shot in time it is probably more sensible to refer generally to the high need for
affordable housing across the district with no indication that the affordability gap between
incomes and private rented or private purchase is closing.

The most up to
date ‘evidence’
is the only full
survey that has
ever been
conducted,
part of the
Neighbourhood
plan process.
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Section 3.11 There needs to be some further rational for the local housing target, why is it not
expressed as a range given that this was concluded to be acceptable?
Section 3.12 Part of this paragraph is somewhat unclear; the local plan consultation for example
was unable to reflect the neighbourhood plan as this information was not available to the
Council.

Revised
wording
Revised
wording

Changed to range 200 – 300

Section 4.2 The Vision and the principles behind the Vision are excellent.

Noted

Section 4.3 The further detail is good but some re-wording would be recommended for bullet
points 2, 4 and 6.

Revised
wording

General Section 5.0 Consideration could be given to reducing these sections and instead
presenting it as a supporting paper. This would make the actual neighbourhood plan more
succinct and enable readers to get to the actual policies a little quicker. There is also a danger that
some of the contextual material becomes outdated.

Noted

Page 19 Map This identifies a ‘green wedge’ but there is no such current designation. A ‘green
edge’ was identified in the old Local Plan on the northern slopes of the Mendip Hills (small fields
not in the AONB), perhaps these should be referenced? The contextual map should not confuse
current designations with suggested policies.

Noted

General Section 6.0 Consideration could be given to reducing these sections and instead
presenting it as a supporting paper. This would make the actual neighbourhood plan more
succinct and enable readers to get to the actual policies a little quicker. There is also a danger that
some of the contextual material becomes outdated.

Noted

General Section 7.0 Consideration could be given to reducing these sections and instead
presenting it as a supporting paper. This would make the actual neighbourhood plan more
succinct and enable readers to get to the actual policies a little quicker. There is also a danger
that some of the contextual material becomes outdated.

Noted

Section 8.5 The core strategy housing target is expressed as a minimum and excludes P4
exception sites.

Noted

Section 8.6 – 8.10 Would suggest deleting these as they provide commentary on the local plan
review process that is covering a different plan period, has different strategic growth
requirements and is being prepared with a changing planning context. As such it is not relevant to
the neighbourhood plan and confuses the section that seeks to justify the housing proposals in
the neighbourhood plan. For clarification as well, the additional consultation undertaken in
August was not about Cheddar being a Tier 1 settlement, it was to provide more detail on
potential growth options.

Deleted

Sections removed as not relevant to
the Plan going forward.
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Section 8.17 This is factually incorrect as the discussion on the Bloor Homes planning application
demonstrated. This section incorrectly starts with an affordable housing need at a given time and
then subtracts subsequent provision. Need is dynamic and new households come into that
category. The allocation of homes at Sharpham Road met the local connection requirement but
only housed two families who were previously identified on the housing need survey. There is a
fundamental problem with the premise that any housing target for the parish needs to be derived
from the local affordable need. As referred to above, this is only relevant to P4 sites. PAS provide
useful guidance on how to derive local housing targets, significant emphasis being placed on
nationally published demographic projections.

Disagree.
Despite
claiming a full
housing needs
survey was
done it is clear
that this is in
dispute.

Slightly re-worded to avoid confusion,
it is factually incorrect to state that a
full Housing Needs Survey has been
conducted by the local Authority in
Cheddar within the last decade.

Section 8.18 The URS report seems to be undecided upon an appropriate methodology and
therefore presents a number of housing figures to apparently “choose” from. This is an unsound
methodology. It includes two methods that have no credibility, the first being to divide the KRS
figure equally without any regard for settlement size, opportunities or constraints whilst the
other suggested that the total residual requirement for all KRS’s was built at Cheddar. Both
premises should have been discarded.

Noted.

URS had been approached and were
offering different scenarios as no
guidance was available from SDC,
despite requests for data and advice
over a nine month period.

Section 8.20 Potentially allocated greenfield sites would need to provide 30% affordable housing.

Noted

Section 9.0 General It might be clearer if the proposals for additional housing and employment
sites were moved to the “future growth of Cheddar”.

Noted

Section 9.2 Application of the sequential test does potentially allow for development in FZ3a,
does this objective refer to FZ3b or is it seeking to be more restrictive than national policy? If so
then this would be contrary to national policy and would not be justified through examination.
Notwithstanding this, there are sequentially preferable sites in lower FZ’s that enable this
objective to be met.

Noted

Section 8.12 The 40% housing target refers to proposals exceptionally released under Core
Strategy P4. It would not apply to site within the development boundary or new allocations in the
local plan for example.

“All new build should comply with the following specifications…..
• “be designed to resist flooding” (see also para 9.2) - This can only be applied where
development is in areas at risk of flooding and not to all development.
• “be fitted, as appropriate, with solar water heating panels, with consideration given to
photovoltaic panels and ground or air source heat pumps” - These are nice to have technologies
but developers are only compelled to build to standards of Building Regulations and the
imposition of technologies cannot be enforced. Further technological improvements in materials
have improved heat retention to such high levels that energy usage and bills are significantly
minimal in new development. Technology continues to improve and evolve and what may be

BE1

Wording changed to reflect advice
Re-worded

Re-worded
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Noted

• “Use form, materials, layout and landscaping to minimise non-renewable energy requirements,
help mitigate the effects of longer, drier summers and wetter winters, and where appropriate
achieve sustainable urban drainage”. - Planning Authorities are required to give priority to SuDS
in planning applications and is a requirement of all new development, not just where appropriate.
As drafted this policy is not considered to be in conformity with NPPF or the Core Strategy and it
is recommended that drafting changes be made to address the issues highlighted.
Section 9.6 Bullet Point 2 – How is it determined that development is within the capacity of the
available infrastructure?

Noted

Bullet Point 3 – How is it determined that the parish as a whole ‘continues to develop only as far
as it is sustainable’?
Bullet Point 5 – ‘that new housing is built…at an appropriate density’. This is too open ended,
what is appropriate?
Bullet Point 6 – ‘new housing needs to be flexible to meet changing needs (work from home, suit
residents at all stages of life)’. The Lifetime Homes guidance was removed by the Gov’t and
therefore developers are no longer required to build ‘lifetime homes’ but to National Technical
Standards largely aligned with Part M of Bldg Regs. However flexibility in the design of homes is
the ideal but cannot be enforced.
Section 9.8 – 9.11 This seems to repeat previous sections regarding the housing target and again
refer to the 200 – 300 range, perhaps the more appropriate way of expressing the target.
Para.9.11 is both incorrect and will be out of date as the plan progresses. This is illustrated by the
fact that the proposed number of dwellings on Round Oake Farm has been reduced and there is
also a planning application for development on land at Helliers Road.
As above there needs to be some justification for including a target of approximately 200 new
houses when the text refers to a range of 200 – 300. Government policy seeks to, maximise new
housing delivery and the supporting evidence would suggest that up to 300 homes would be
appropriate. In addition, some evidence as to why 40% affordable housing is being sought should
be provided.
Test should make it clear that the 25 dwellings per hectare figure is gross and not net. It is not
clear what the justification is for this figure is. Being comparable to one scheme in Cheddar is
probably insufficient.
Section 9.15 This paragraph is a comment on the emerging local plan and has no place in the

Noted

BE2

Revised

Changed to reflect range and to make
factually correct regarding
percentage affordable housing
contained within the revised Core
Strategy.

Removed

Removed
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Revised

Revised to allow conformity with
NPPF and adopted Core Strategy.

neighbourhood plan. That is being progressed under the core strategy. The comment has been
made as part of the consultation exercises.
With reference to the eligibility criteria would suggest a minor amendment to the last bullet point
to refer to the adjoining “parishes” rather than villages.
Whilst generally it is appropriate to “pepper pot” affordable housing, this depends upon the
specific characteristics of sites and size. Consideration needs to be given to the requirements of
the RSL’s as well. It is not clear why the word “segregated” is included, affordable housing could
form a single block and still be well integrated and connected. In terms of the amenity space,
some flexibility would be useful to allow consideration of overall viability, RSL requirements and
dwelling sizes.
As drafted this policy is not considered to be in conformity with NPPF or the Core Strategy and it
is recommended that drafting changes be made to address the issues highlighted.

BE3

Noted

Section 9.25 This and following paragraphs refer to walking, cycling and parking and perhaps
would benefit from subheading.
Bullet Point 6 – back garden development may well be acceptable and shared access could be an
appropriate solution. There is no justification to insist on all new development having direct
access. This policy could be re-worded to emphasise that local context will be a key consideration
in determining the local form of development.
The County car parking standards are the set out in the Parking Strategy 2013. These include
standards for visitor parking and non-residential parking standards. Perhaps consideration needs
to be given as to whether the policy duplicates these standards or develops them further, and if
so what evidence there is to support changes.
Bullet Point 10 – This does not need to be a policy and it is uncertain what this is. The
neighbourhood plan could promote a specific traffic management and parking strategy for the
gorge that would benefit the wider commercial viability and protect this important natural asset.
As drafted this policy is not considered to be in conformity with NPPF or the Core Strategy and it
is recommended that drafting changes be made to address the issues highlighted.

Noted

BE4

Section 9.32 Unsure that the statement “keeping Cheddar a distinctive destination for visitors
means restricting development on the village boundaries……” can be justified. The vast majority
of visitors are going to the gorge, an internationally famous attraction, and this is unlikely to be
prejudiced by development outside of the development boundary. Perhaps a different form of
words should be considered.
Reference is made to resisting inappropriate residential development. Generally existing
countryside policies seek to do this. Should this policy extend to other forms of development?

Section 9.36 This paragraph should be deleted as it refers to the local plan consultation that is

Reworded

Minor change to allow clarification.

Reworded

Stipulates a minimum amount that is
the same as SCC to avoid it being
reduced, as has been the case in
some instances.

Removed

Removed bullet point.

Noted

BE5

Noted

Deleted

Removed as not relevant
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Section 9.37 This is slightly misleading as previously a large allocation of 200 homes was
delivered. The district wide plan and subsequent core strategy pursued a more focused strategy
that restricted new housing opportunities, potentially suppressing supply and fuelling the
affordability issues. Monitoring shows that over the last 25 years 746 dwellings have been built
averaging out at 30 per annum.

Noted

Previous application for 200 homes
for Draycott Park was in 1999,
housing was not restricted in KRS by
the Core Strategy.

Section 9.39 Sites within development boundaries may well have significant constraints and
additional costs, particularly if they are redevelopment sites with contamination, demolition
costs, build constraints etc.

Noted

Section 9.43 This is slightly confusing as whilst the site is rejected in the neighbourhood plan,
reference is then made to the promotion for self-build. This is being pursued through the local
plan and therefore should be deleted from this paragraph to avoid confusion.

Deleted

Section 9.44 – 9.48 May want to review these and ensure consistency. Site C would be visible
from the AONB and A371 and is similar to site B in this respect but has advantages of being better
located to the existing village.

Revised

considering a different plan period and different strategic housing requirements.

Deleted reference

Consideration should be given to re-drafting this policy so that the sites are specifically allocated
(as shown on the policy map) and where appropriate key requirements for each site can then be
listed. It is not appropriate to merely say “assuming the proposed plans are appropriate” – what
does this mean?

BE6

Revised

The restrictions on change of use to residential needs to be justified as there may be situations
where commercial use is no longer viable and exceptions might be made. This could be based on
extensive marketing evidence for example.
Whilst noting the support for commercial uses on land to the rear of Tesco, it is not clear whether
there is evidence to support this approach in terms of demand, land availability etc. The policy
could be expanded to support active commercial/retail uses on the ground floor with potential
for flats above as providing smaller units would help local access to housing and supports district
centre viability.
Reference to Wedmore is supporting text, not part of the policy and should be removed.
As drafted this policy is not considered to be in conformity with NPPF or the Core Strategy and it
is recommended that drafting changes be made to address the issues highlighted.

EE1

Revised

Wording changed to reflect feedback

Deleted

Item removed

Section 10.18 Suggest deleting this paragraph as it refers to the local plan consultation that is not
relevant to this neighbourhood plan. It is also incorrect to refer to the site being allocated, it was
in fact consulted on given that it is being promoted for residential development. In terms of
identifying this site for employment uses, there is clear merit in the idea but of course the site
failed to come forward over an extensive time period and the allocation was therefore not saved.
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Section 10.22 Again this refers to local plan consultation and so should be deleted. It is noted that
there seems to be some contradictions with paragraphs 10.19 and 10.20. The commercial success
and attractiveness of Winchester Farm is noted positively and yet further expansion to
build/maintain this success is rejected. Support for tourist/technical/light commercial on the
garden centre site on the A371 is supported but again similar options at Winchester Farm are
rejected.

Deleted

Item removed

Section 10.23 Again a local plan issue, not neighbourhood plan and comments have been noted
through that consultation process.

Deleted

At the present time there are no planning reasons for the site not to be developed for alternative
uses such as residential as it is within the development boundary. Para. 9.39 supports residential;
development within the development boundary. Is the site being promoted for commercial uses?
If not then it is not available and the plan might need to make alternative provision.

The additional land at the business park is currently allocated for educational use and therefore it
needs to be confirmed that this is not needed in the future for Kings of Wessex (particularly given
new housing development). Clarification of access from the existing business park is also needed
as access was a key constraint on the expansion to the west. What does “earmarked” mean is it
allocated or reserved?
The reference to the “Sainsbury” site and retail only being considered if no retail impact goes
beyond NPPF that refers to significant adverse impact.
It is not clear on what basis resistance of any expansion of Winchester Farm is based on. If a
transport impact assessment concluded that there were no transport reasons to object to
development then a refusal on this ground would not be sustainable. Perhaps the policy could be
re-written to make explicit the need for a detailed transport impact assessment and that
development that resulted in significant impacts would not be supported.
The policy should support employment on the Yeo Valley site for sound planning reasons, not “in
view of our decision to resist future development at Winchester Farm…” (what decision?).
Does the plan have a positive, viable and deliverable proposal for the land behind Tesco’s, if so
this should be a proposal.
As drafted this policy is not considered to be in conformity with NPPF or the Core Strategy and it
is recommended that drafting changes be made to address the issues highlighted.

EE3

Revised

Revised
Deleted

Revised

Section 11.4 Is the reference to supporting potential expansion of Kings of Wessex Academy
consistent with the identification of potential expansion land for employment?

Noted

Section 11.9 There might have been merit in identifying an area for expansion of the cemetery.
Alternatively the new local plan could potentially safeguard land if the council were provided with
details.

Already in
progress.

Whilst the objective of the policy is supported the safeguarded route will need to be shown on a

T2

Noted

This expansion to the cemetery is
already in progress, plans are
currently being consulted upon with
interested parties.
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Revised to reflect suggested change

detailed map base to provide clarity.
I wonder whether the policy could set out the principles of the enhancement with the details to
be subject to a future master plan. For example there have been options to include additional
public realm by the cross in the centre of the village. Any master plan may need approval by other
parties, particularly SCC as highway authority.

T3

Revised

This could have gone a little further in terms of supporting improvements to the existing
pedestrian access. Pavements are narrow and not continuous, traffic management, alternative
parking strategies etc would potentially enable improvements to this and enhance the
attractiveness of the gorge area as a family destination.

T4

noted

This might need some rewording as the neighbourhood plan supports some greenfield
developments that will result in the loss of agricultural land. As always, a balance needs to be
struck and the policy perhaps should reflect this.

LEH1

Revised

Section 14.0 General It is assumed that this is a summary of the assessment. It does not have any
commentary and only identifies negative or positive impacts. SDC’s assessment splits this
between minor and major impacts. Minor impacts can generally be mitigated against, the
comments could set this out.

Revised

Section 15.0 Conclusion It is not necessary for a formal neighbourhood plan to include a
conclusion, this at best is duplication, and at worst introduces inconsistencies. The right place for
this type of approach is in the strategy section of the plan that sets out the spatial/placemaking
objectives for Cheddar as a clear, coherent approach. For a clear example, reference in paragraph
15.12 refer to transport improvements, why are these not tied directly to the allocated site on
Upper New Road and why are schemes not listed and prioritised.

Removed

As an overall observation, although the NP includes the whole Cheddar Parish, there is very little
commentary, text or Policies relating to other areas of the Parish aside from Cheddar Village
itself. There is also little discussion or positive proposals for the conservation area that might
benefit from targeted enhancement. The plan focuses disproportionately on housing numbers
rather than identifying local improvement or infrastructure priorities. For example, having
identified housing sites there is an opportunity to link these to investment in priorities such as the
playing fields, highway safety schemes or village centre enhancement. A local plan can have a key
role in testing what the local priorities should be and then prioritising any subsequent CIL or S.106
agreements to deliver these. The plan might also have included more specific suggestions for
enhancing the Gorge area and improving the connectivity with the rest of the village.

Noted

Document 1 Consultation February & March 2013
Section 6.0 - The Key Issues Identified and Section 7.0 - Significant Issues Identified
Both of these Sections are similar, it is suggested that for clarity and ease of analysis that a single

Noted

Revised to reflect suggested change
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Section dedicated to ‘Issues Identified’ would have enabled a clearer understanding of the
positive and negative aspects of the consultation.
It is also apparent (having read all the responses) that the ‘key issues’ and ‘significant issues’ do
not necessarily accurately reflect the comments. For example the 4th bullet point in 7.5
Landscape, History & Environment states that; ‘we should control development along the A371
and Cheddar merging with its neighbours’. There appears to be one single comment which may
relate to this idea.
There are no individual responses to the extensive comments provided via the consultation. It
would be useful to provide individual responses with an indication of how the Neighbourhood
Planning process would progress and address the issues raised. This enables individuals who
responded to track their comment and understand how it has been incorporated within the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Noted

There are many useful pieces of local information provided in the responses where improvements
to the environment could be made (e.g.; unsafe alleyways, lack of street lighting, facilities for
young people, litter issues, central community facilities, central open space etc.). These ‘local’
issues could have formed an improvements list which the Neighbourhood Plan could identify and
formulate solutions through funding secured by potential development.

Noted

Although Document 4 – 2nd Consultation November 2014 provides ‘responses’ to first
consultation comments on page 40 and 41 these are too small to be read. Comments from Kings
of Wessex and Fairlands students are not responded to.

Noted

Document 3 Housing Needs and Preferred Sites
Overall this paper is slightly confusing and in some cases contradictory. There are various
different approaches, some based on household projections, others based on local affordable
need. There is no clear reason as to why a figure at the bottom end of the range suggested by
URS has been used, or indeed why figures below the target derived from household projections
has not been used. The concern is that the paper appears to lack a robust and defendable
conclusion. This is likely to lead to formal objections from those promoting additional or
alternative sites.
There are now additional complications as most of the demographic data has been updated, most
recently household projections in July 2016. The Council has recently completed a full revision of
the SHMA to support the local plan.
Finally, as per other documents, this section includes comments and reference to the local plan
that is under preparation. This plan covers a different timescale, is based on different
demographic data, and will have a different spatial strategy. For clarity, if the neighbourhood plan
is being prepared under the core strategy, reference to the local plan consultation should be
removed as it is confusing and misleading.

Noted

Section 4.0 This section attempts to quantify the housing needs for Cheddar, this is specifically

Noted

These were display boards at the
consultation event.
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assessing affordable housing needs rather than the overall housing needs that include market
housing.
There are a number of different attempts and it is far from clear as to why the most up to date
information on affordable housing needs published in February 2016 has not formed the basis of
the conclusions. It is clear that a conclusion that suggests a need for only 10 affordable homes
does not appear to be credible or reflect the high demand for affordable housing evidenced when
considering the recent Bloor Homes application.

Plan updated

The 2016 figures published have no
credibility as they were not derived
from accepted data sources.

Section 5.1 The simplistic approach of dividing the minimum housing target for the KRS’s equally
should have been discounted as it takes no account of the differing characteristics and
opportunities between the sites.

Noted

Section 5.2 Past growth does provide an indication as to how the village has developed in the past
and indeed using a longer period from 1992 the average annual completions are 30 dpa. More
recent years have seen lower delivery as planning policies focused growth primarily at Bridgwater
and Burnham & Highbridge.

Noted

Section 5.3 Using household projections seem to suggest a requirement for 359 new dwellings
and no credible reason is given for not meeting this. The methodology does not adequately
explain why the (discredited) proportion of the KRS target was added to this figure as presumably
it would be included within the projection. Then it is unclear why the figure is divided by 2 to
provide a “midpoint” target. What is a midpoint, what is the justification for almost halving the
household projection derived figure?

Noted

Section 5.15 This paragraph is confusing but seems to suggest an affordable housing need of 312
homes. It then states this is more than the 208 housing figure. The obvious conclusion to draw
from this was that the 208 figure did not represent an appropriate hosing target. Of course the
upper housing target based on demographic projections is 359 although clearly even using this
figure the affordable needs represent 87% of total housing. The clear conclusion of this paragraph
must be that there is a high affordable housing need and that the figure of 208 total new houses
fails to address this.

Noted

Section 5.16 As above this paragraph just highlights the acute need for affordable housing and
that it cannot be met entirely through the planning process. A policy seeking 87% affordable
housing is unviable and the target in the core strategy was based also on the strategic land
viability assessment in order to set a deliverable target.

Noted

Section 5.21 This paragraph is again confusing as in the paragraph before it is stated correctly that
only 3 families identified in the affordable housing survey were housed at Sharpham Road. The
total number identified was 41; therefore there remain 38 households still needing affordable
housing. The additional 10 families with a local connection bring the total to 48. It is therefore
unclear how the figure of 28 affordable homes has been arrived at.

Noted

The basis for the discussion is faulty
data being presented by SDC, the
argument is clear that while housing
need is only a snapshot in time, that
housing need figure needs to be a

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
ID

Name

Yes

No

Partly

Comments

Policy
no

Method
of
response

Steering group
response

Plan updated

clear snapshot.
Section 5.23 This paragraph is confused. The core strategy enables affordable housing site to
come forward in Wedmore and Axbridge to meet local needs, a site is consented at Wedmore
and a planning application has been submitted for a site at Axbridge. KRS have a wide range of
facilities and serve a wider community. Sites in OSS’s are currently unlikely to come forward
although core strategies policies do support rural exception schemes. The allocation of affordable
housing is based on a strong local connection with the parish.

Noted

Section 7.0 There is insufficient information to explain why 208 is the housing target. There is no
logic or credibility in simply proportioning the KRS growth equally across all villages. This takes no
account of local characteristics or opportunities. What it does is produce a low figure with no
credibility that is then used to artificially suppress the targets derived from household
projections. Later in this section the growth is expressed as a range of 200 – 300 although the
plan itself uses the 208 figure again. It is also noted that paragraph 7.3 states that for market
housing the conclusion are that new housing should be in the range of 200 – 300, does this mean
that affordable housing should be additional to this?

Noted

Section 11.0 It is unclear why reference to the local plan consultation that covers a different
timescale and is based on revised demographic data is included. Paragraph 11.6 is factually
incorrect as no housing target has yet been identified although allocation may form part of the
local plan. The local plan will need to accommodate all of Sedgemoor’s objectively assessed
housing needs (SHMA 2016). Paragraph 11.17 contradicts itself as it asserts site B would fail the
sequential test (what is this the site is not at flood risk?) as it is some distance from the village
centre but then refers to the local mini market meaning there would be no requirement to
provide an additional shop.

Revised

Reworded to clarify meaning.

Deleted

Removed statement.

Section 14.0 This paragraph again refers to the local plan consultation and therefore is confusing
as it is not directly relevant to the neighbourhood plan. It is also misleading as the context is
completely different.

Noted

Document 6 Employment and Economy
There is some useful information contained within this document however the opportunity to ask
one crucial question in relation to business expansion has been missed – how much space (land)
do you require for expansion purposes? This would have been extremely useful.
There are no responses to the consultation points raised by business owners from page 38 to 43.
Answers to these points could have provided a ‘hit list’ of improvements that the Neighbourhood
Plan could address.
Cheddar Chamber of Commerce commissioned a report by Strategic Planning Advice Ltd to
undertake a survey of businesses to enable the Chamber to take the economy of Cheddar
forward. As part of this report specific elements were reported to the Neighbourhood Planning
group in the form of policies that could be included within the neighbourhood Plan.
It was determined; ’…that the health and sustainability of (the) Cheddar (economy) are
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dependent on the viability and growth of four broad sectors of economic activity’;
- The industrial or business to business activities which located mostly within the industrial
estates; Winchester Farm, Cheddar Business Park, Labourham Farm and Valley Line Industrial
Park; This calls into question the desire to identify new employment areas at Steart Farm and Yeo
Valley and perhaps should direct the plan to focus on support and expansion of existing areas.
- The shops and services located in the village centre; this is addressed in the NP.
- The tourist attractions, shops and services serving mainly tourists but also local residents,
located mainly in the Gorge; The NP discusses elements of tourism but is primarily silent on the
Gorge. However it would not be unreasonable to make comment as to improvements or wish lists
in this area.
- The firms and organisations which extract primary resources e.g. Water and minerals and which
conserve the natural assets of the area; The NP discusses elements of mineral extraction and
water supply but is primarily silent on these issues. However it would not be unreasonable to
make comment as to improvements or wish lists.
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Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
An extract from the Test of Likely Significant Effect (TOLSE) report from Larry Burrows, Somerset Ecology Services, for Sedgemoor District Council’s Plans,
prefaced for Cheddar Neighbourhood Plan.
Referred to in Regulation 14 Responses table above in ID sections 2 and 3

Cheddar Site Allocations – Habitats Regulations Screening
Introduction
1. The definition of ‘Habitat Regulations Assessment’ is simply an assessment, which must be appropriate to its purpose under the Habitats Directive and
Regulations. According to The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, regulation 61 (1) before authorising a plan, which is likely to have
a significant effect on a European site, and is not connected to the management of the site, the competent authority shall assess the implications for
the site in view of its conservation objectives.
2. In addition as the competent authority Sedgemoor District Council is required to have regard for the provisions of the Council Directive 92/43/EEC on
the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (known as the ‘Habitats Directive’), which under Article 1 requires that populations of
European protected species must be maintained at ‘Favourable Conservation Status’ (FCS). The report also assesses the effects of options and
approaches on these species and makes recommendations for policy in the Local Plan to secure the FCS of populations likely to be affected by the plan.
3. The table sets out an appraisal of each approach to policy being consulted upon. Where cells are highlighted in:





Red it is recommended that a particular option be omitted as it is considered highly unlikely that if included the Plan would fail at the Habitats
Regulation Assessment stage.
Orange indicates textual changes, additional information or policy be inserted into the plan to ensure that no significant effect is likely, either in
respect of HRA or FCS.
Yellow indicates that additional information could be added
Green indicates inclusion of a particular option would be beneficial
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Suggested
Approach /
Question
29, Cheddar
Housing
Options

Description

A. Yeo Valley currently used
for distribution
but could
potentially be
redeveloped
for mixed-use
or housing.
About 60
dwellings.

B. Land west of
Upper New
Road - about
200 homes and
potentially
contribute
towards the
delivery of the
new sports hub
in the area.

Potential
Effects on
European Sites
North Somerset
and Mendip
Bats SAC - All
proposed
developments
would incur
habitat loss
and/or
degradation,
and potentially
fragmentation
of greater and
lesser
horseshoe bat
flight lines
preventing
access to
foraging habit
beyond
Cheddar.
Proposed
developments
need to be

HRA Comment

A. Yeo Valley Development would be
possible given its current use but would
need to ensure access across the site is
maintained and that lighting is controlled

B. Land west of Upper New Road The
southern half of this site has been subject
to a HRA and an area of replacement
habitat agreed, although there is an
insignificant residual effect. It is
considered that this could be made up in
developing the northern part of the site
as long as strategic east / west
movements of horseshoe bats are
possible. The development is likely to
require a large area of replacement
habitat and the number of homes may be

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects
B. Land west of
Upper New Road
Hazel dormouse
was found on the
southern part of
this site

Ecology Comments

The site is likely to support a small
population of hazel dormice, a
European protected species, which
would be vulnerable to local
extinction if completely developed.
Habitat area sufficient to support a
viable population would need to be
provided within the development.
See HRA comments as similar habitat
is required.

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
Suggested
Approach /
Question

Description

C. Land to east
of Upper New
Road –around
190 new
homes. [Round
Oak Farm
CP06]
D. Venns Gate Around 100
new homes.

E. Site North of

Potential
Effects on
European Sites
assessed in
combination
with other
developments
The text states
that a
Neighbourhood
Plan is in
preparation.
This will need
to undergo a
Habitats
Regulations
Assessment
before
adoption

HRA Comment

less than forecast. There is some
uncertainty but this cannot be resolved
until the project level.
C. Land to east of Upper New Road This
has undergone a HRA which has resulted
in the removal of about a quarter of the
houses due to the requirements for
replacement habitat for greater
horseshoe bats and the maintenance of a
strategic flyway across the site.
D. Venns Gate About 1.3km from the
maternity roost. Greater horseshoe bats
have been recorded on this site. The
development would have to maintain
flyways across the site and provide
sufficient accessible replacement habitat
and a strategy for the control of lighting.
It may be being used by juveniles but this
cannot be resolved until the project level.
Therefore, given the distance from the
maternity roost there is some
uncertainty at this stage of whether
development is viable even with the
mitigation measures outlined. Housing
numbers are likely to be less than
forecast.
E. Site North of Hellier's Lane This site has

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments
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Description

Potential
Effects on
European Sites

HRA Comment

Hellier's Lane this site is
available and
could deliver
around 70 new
homes.
[Helliers Lane
CP32]

undergone a HRA with a negative
outcome due to lack of bat survey. It is
likely that due to the required area of
habitat replacement that a figure less
than 70 homes may be possible.
Uncertainty exists but this cannot be
resolved until the project level.

F. Land west of
Draycott Park –
this has not
been promoted
but there may
be potential to
reconsider the
flood risk as
part of further
strategic flood
risk assessment
work. If flood
risk can be
addressed It
could deliver
the remainder
of the southern
relief road.
Around 200
homes.

F. Land west of Draycott Park The
proposed site occupies a significant area
of foraging grazing marsh habitat used by
greater horseshoe bats and also hosts
strategic flyways. A large amount of
replacement habitat would be required
to develop the site, which if a southern
access road is included is likely to require
land outside its boundary. A southern
distributor road would effectively
prevent horseshoe bat movement from
the south. Horseshoe bats use traditional
flyways. Given this it is unlikely to comply
with the Habitats Regulations and it is
recommended that the site is omitted
from the submission Local Plan.

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments

Hazel dormice may be present on the
site. However, no surveys were
undertaken in the submission.
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Question

Description

Potential
Effects on
European Sites

G. Land to east
of A371 –
around 200
homes but is
almost entirely
within the
AONB

30. Cheddar A. Yeo Valley Employment potentially
available
should Yeo
Valley relocate.
It is promoted
for housing but
could also be
appropriate for
1

North Somerset
and Mendip
Bats SAC - All
proposed
developments
would incur
habitat loss
and/or
degradation,

HRA Comment

G. Land to east of
A large part of this site forms a significant
portion the ‘Juvenile Sustenance Zone’
for the maternity roost.1 This area is
highly sensitive due to the specialised
feeding behaviour of juvenile greater
horseshoe bats which due to the distance
from the maternity roost and their diet
cannot be mitigated. The southern part
of the site also forms an important
flyways and feeding area for greater
horseshoe bats with several supporting
night roost on the edge of Cheddar. It is
highly unlikely that if the site option is
included within the Local Plan that it
would be unacceptable in terms of the
Habitats Regulations and it is strongly
recommended that the proposal is
omitted from the submission Local Plan.
A. Yeo Valley Development would be
possible given its current use but would
need to ensure access across the site is
maintained and lighting controlled

Natural England draft Technical Guidance for the North Somerset and Mendip Bat SAC

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
Suggested
Approach /
Question

Description

a mixed-use
scheme.
H. Land to the
west of
Cheddar
Business Park this currently
has consent for
a supermarket
but current
indications are
that this will
not be
implemented.

31. Cheddar
Village
Centre

Centre
boundary will
be retained
and the policy
strengthened
to promote
wider
regeneration
and
enhancement

Potential
Effects on
European Sites
and potentially
fragmentation
of greater and
lesser
horseshoe bat
flight lines
preventing
access to
foraging habit
beyond
Cheddar.

HRA Comment

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments

None likely

None

H. Land to the west of Cheddar Business
Park The site has undergone HRA for the
supermarket development but will need
to be resubmitted with updated bat
surveys. Would need to ensure access
across the site is maintained, sufficient
replacement habitat is provided and
lighting controlled

Proposed
developments
need to be
assessed in
combination
with other
developments
None likely

None

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
Suggested
Approach /
Question

32.
Transport

33. Cheddar
Gorge

Description

within or
adjoining the
area
The Local Plan
will identify
transport
priorities for
the village and
set out a
delivery
strategy. This
will be
influenced by
the levels of
development
proposed in
the local area
as this is likely
to be the
primary source
of funding.
The
commercial
area should be
retained Issues
include the
impact of
traffic within
the gorge, the
need for new

Potential
Effects on
European Sites

HRA Comment

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments

May affect
horseshoe bat
feature of the
North Somerset
and Mendip
Bats SAC if
infrastructure
and / or lighting
is proposed

Unable to comment at this stage

May affect hazel
dormouse if
infrastructure and /
or lighting is
proposed

Unable to comment at this stage

Maternity and
hibernation
roost for
greater
horseshoe and
hibernation
roosts for lesser
horseshoe bats
lie within

Proposals arising from the policy are not
specific so cannot be assessed at this
stage and would be subject to project
level HRA.
The text mentions a Neighbourhood
Plan is in preparation. This will need to
undergo a Habitats Regulations
Assessment before adoption

Regulation 14 Responses from Individuals and Statutory Consultees
Suggested
Approach /
Question

Description

investment
into the area to
arrest the
decline in
visitor
numbers, new
uses for key
buildings and
the need for
environmental
improvements.
The
commercial
area policy can
set out key
objectives with
subsequent
detailed
guidance based
upon the
emerging local
initiatives
being
promoted
through the
neighbourhood
planning
process.

Potential
Effects on
European Sites
Cheddar Gorge.
Access to and
from these
along and
across the
gorge is vital to
maintaining
these roosts.

HRA Comment

Other Potential
Significant
Ecological Effects

Ecology Comments
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Map of the Odour Consultation Zone submitted by Wessex Water and referred above ID section 47

