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Context
This is the 4th of 11 documents which constitute the Neighbourhood Plan evidence base.

1. Consultation February & March 2013.
2. About Cheddar.
3. Housing Needs and Preferred Sites.
4. 2nd Consultation November 2014.
5. Call for Sites Database.
6. Employment & Economy.
7. Habitats Regulations Assessment October 2016.
8. SDC 2nd consultation Exit Poll
9. SEA Screening Report.
10. Regulation 14 Report.
11. Equality Impact Statement.
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SECTION 1

1.0 Introduction

1.1
The Cheddar Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan designation document was sent to
Sedgemoor District Council on 2nd June 2012. Following the statutory consultation period this was
registered by the District Council on August 31st 2012.

1.2
The production of the Neighbourhood Plan has been delegated to a Steering Group
reporting and consulting to full council at each step in the process. At the time of this second
consultation event there were two non councillors co-opted to the Steering Group representing
residents of Cheddar, via a residents group known as the ‘My Cheddar Group’ set up to work in
liaison with the Parish Council on appropriate neighbourhood projects.

1.3
This Section 1 is the full report of the results from the public consultation event held on
November 14th and 15th 2014.
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2.0

Overview of 2nd Consultation Event

2.1
Over the intervening period from the first public Neighbourhood Plan consultation in
February 2013 the Steering Group had been consolidating the material collected at that event and
had two further consultations done on line. One was a housing needs assessment and the second a
business survey. The outcomes of these are recorded in other documents as part of the suite of
documents relating to this Neighbourhood Plan.

2.2
Also in this period, via Planning Aid England, and using the grant money we had received
from Locality, we instructed URS to undertake a report for us to have their guidance on the
projected housing growth Cheddar might be expected to take in the period to 2027, in line with
NPPF which postdates the writing of the published version of the Sedgemoor District Council Core
Strategy 2006 to 2027. This report was key to asking the question about the village housing needs
target and can be found in an appendix to the Housing Needs and Preferred Sites Report, although it
is referred to here.

2.3
The Steering Group also conducted a call for sites exercise, and researched the Sedgemoor
District Council 2009 SHLAA reports, the detailed results of which can be found in the Housing Needs
and Preferred Sites Report, although it is referred to here. The summarised material was used as
part of the consultation questionnaire, which was aimed at receiving broad based feedback on
which, if any, outside of development boundary sites would be most acceptable in the eyes of the
consultees to take additional housing if the need arose.

2.4
Lastly the material from the first consultation was used to create a ‘Vision Statement’ for
Cheddar and the consultees were asked if the Vision had captured their original responses and was
acceptable as the Vision to work towards.

2.5
Copies of the display material and the URS housing report were sent post the event to Nick
Tait and Duncan Harvey at Sedgemoor District Council as the first of the statutory consultees the
Steering Group would be liaising with. This was to give them advance notice of the housing needs
questions which had arisen as a result of the URS report and the questions that the public were
asked regarding housing needs in Cheddar.
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2.6

Our consultation was designed to achieve several objectives:









To give information on the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan.
To provide feedback from the initial February and March 2013 consultations with the public
and with Kings of Wessex and Fairlands School pupils.
To ‘test’ that we had derived from those consultations an acceptable Vision for Cheddar.
To inform what key types of planning criteria can be used for selecting potential
development sites.
To inform the key types of criteria which could be used to determine a housing target.
To provide some guidance on how a housing target for Cheddar might be determined.
To ask if a housing target of 208 new homes between 2014 and 2027 would be acceptable to
the consultees.
To ask which of five ‘zones’ on a map of Cheddar would be the most acceptable for new
housing if it were to be built outside the village development boundary.

2.7
The display material was very informative and the questionnaire four pages long, containing
full information on the Vision for Cheddar, considerable detail mirroring the display material on how
to arrive at a housing target and lastly a request to identify a ‘best option’ potential development
zone. See Appendix B for display material and questionnaire.
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3.0

Methodology

3.1
The consultation was held on Friday November 14th from 3pm - 8pm and Saturday
November 15th 10am - 3pm. These times were chosen as they spanned across morning, afternoon
and evening sessions and both a ‘work day’ and a weekend day.

3.2

The event was publicised in the following ways:













Press release sent to the weekly local newspaper Cheddar Valley Gazette.
Press release sent to 3 local free magazines put through all house doors :Home & Local,
Cheddar & Axbridge Paper and Cheddar Village Diary, printed in the Home and Local
magazine in both October and November editions.
The Cheddar Valley Gazette put a front page item about the possibility of having 640 new
houses in the village with a covering story on page 5 (November 6th 2014 edition).
Letters in the Cheddar Valley Gazette about this the following week November 13th 2014.
Banners at 4 sites around the village.
4 page Newsletter delivered to every BS27 3 household by Royal Mail at the end of October.
Spare newsletters were left in prominent places for picking up at the library, the large
supermarket Budgens, two convenience stores, the dentist and the post office.
Local radio station...Pulse radio.
Cheddarplan website.
Cheddar Village website.
Cheddar Parish Council website.

3.3
The Newsletter was a key method of communication. Our aim was to deliver a professional
looking document that informed all households in the Cheddar post code area that a Vision for
Cheddar had been arrived at and asking for feedback either at the consultation event or on
feedback@cheddarplan.co.uk . See Appendix A

3.4
The Vision was spelt out along with how it had been derived and the principles behind it. It
was essential to seek feedback on this as the Vision and the principles behind it are the key to
identifying policies for the Neighbourhood Plan. It also briefly recorded the important issues that
people had identified in the earlier consultations.

3.5
The Newsletter contained information about what a Neighbourhood Plan is and outlined
how it can determine housing targets and Community Infrastructure Levy income and spending. The
consultation event was ‘advertised’ in this Newsletter.
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4.0













Format of Event
The event was held over two sessions on Friday 13th and Saturday 14th November.
It was held at Hannah More Cottage, a small well known hall of sufficient size, if a little small
in retrospect when it was busy. There was room for display boards and for 2 separate large
maps which people needed to see in order to answer the question about potential
development ‘zones’.
There were councillors and Steering Group committee members available throughout the
event to answer questions, on average there were six councillors available at any one time.
On arrival people were handed a questionnaire and guided around the room to find the
information relating to the questionnaire.
Councillors and committee members answered questions and were specifically ‘stationed’
by the maps as most people needed the maps and the potential ‘zones’ explained before
they were confident to answer question 3.
The material was very detailed and people spent considerable time reading it. Many were
there for at least an hour. A few came on both days.
Some asked if they could take the questionnaire away for other family members, but it was
pointed out that the possible sites for development required sight of the map which was not
reproduced on the questionnaire.
250 questionnaires had been originally printed and more were photocopied throughout the
event, in total 351 questionnaires were printed, 62 were left over.
The questionnaire was detailed enough to be of interest in its own right and some were
taken for interests sake alone.
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5.0

Consultation Outcome

5.1
160 people attended on the Friday afternoon and early evening session with 138
questionnaires picked up.

5.2
165 people attended on the Saturday morning and early afternoon session with 124
questionnaires being taken.

5.3
In total, 289 questionnaires were picked up, most were completed at the event, however
some were taken away and posted back through the parish hall post box and others were taken
away probably out of interest, but were not returned.

5.4
In total we had 241 completed questionnaires of which one was spoiled as it appeared as if a
child had drawn on it, this was discounted in this report.

5.5
Our questionnaire requested information on the front page to validate the residency of
consultees. All but three of the questionnaires were completed by residents with a BS27 postcode.
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Front page of Questionnaire. Requesting Post Code, Age & how responder heard of the Event

5.6 Our aim was to consult as widely as possible across all age groups, and the data we collected
from those who completed the section shows the following age range of consultees.

Under 18

18 -29

30-44

45-59

60-64

65+

3

8

21

57

44

107

Table 1 Age range of Responders
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5.7
In order to determine which method of publicizing the event had been the most effective we
asked how people had heard about the event. There were many questionnaires returned indicating
multiple responses.

Banner

CVG

Free magazine

Internet

Other

Word of
mouth

62

135

43

11

31

72

Table 2 How people heard about Event

5.8

Question 1: Vision for Cheddar

This question stated that the Steering Group had drafted a Vision for Cheddar based on key points
made in the earlier consultations, and asked if the Vision and the principles behind it were broadly
correct.

5.9

Vision Statement

‘Cheddar will retain its identity as a village, within an attractive setting of surrounding rural
landscape and hamlets. Its distinctive local character will be maintained and enhanced. Cheddar
will be a sustainable place, providing an outstanding quality of life for current and future generations
and will continue to be a visitor destination of regional, national, and wider significance.’
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Page 2 of Questionnaire, Stating Draft Vision and The Principles behind it

5.10 Two hundred and twenty five people responded to this question and all but 2 agreed the
Vision was broadly correct. This statement had been redrafted many times and Planning Aid
consultants had previously provided feedback to help arrive at what is now thought to be this final
draft.

5.11

The Vision Statement will go forward to the final Neighbourhood Plan.
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5.12

Question 2: Housing Target for Cheddar

This question was designed to ask about how many new houses people were prepared to have built
in the parish between 2014 and 2027. It was clearly the most controversial question and the Steering
Group believed it was essential to provide a considerable amount of information on one of the
display boards and the questionnaire itself to help put the question into context.

5.13 The supporting information for question 2 took two pages of the questionnaire; the
reasoning behind this was that someone would have enough information to make an informed
choice using information they had to hand. They could read the display boards or ask councillors for
further information or to clarify points if they wished. Planning terminology such as Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was explained as was the background to Sedgemoor having 17 Key Rural
Settlements and its Core Strategy.

5.14

The first information given was:









5.15



How a Neighbourhood Plan had to go carried by a referendum.
That The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) had ‘a presumption in favour of
sustainable development’ and that our plan could not ignore this.
That population growth and an aging population were factors in determining housing
needs.
That supporting infrastructure would need to be put in place to underpin any future
growth.
That 664 houses were still required to be built in the 17 Key Rural Settlements in line with
SDC Core Strategy.
We would hope to use brownfield sites in preference to greenfield.
We would hope to develop inside the village boundary in preference to outside.
The size of the biggest developments since 2006 that had already occurred as an indication
of recent development statistics.

The display poster made the following two key points:
There is no exact way of determining a housing target.
Rather than have development just ‘happen’ we are consulting to gain views.
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5.16 The information then went on to provide the criteria/arguments that could be used to
determine a housing target. The points made were:
 No more housing, full stop.
 National policy is in favour of sustainable development and therefore stating that Cheddar
would take no further housing would be overruled by national policy.
 There have been 293 planning applications for housing, full and outline, since 2006. Some of
these have lapsed but could be renewed.
 86 houses/flats have been built since 2006 plus 100 affordable houses.
 Disregarding the least urgent, 58 households are on the SDC housing waiting list for a home
in Cheddar.
 664 new houses are still to be built in the 17 KRSs.
We could take them all.

Highly unlikely

Dividing 664 outstanding properties by 17 KRS = 39.

Unlikely

Taking our proportion (relative to our existing population) would be 57.

Defensible figure

With population growth projections number could be 359.

Theoretical figure

Midpoint target 359 + 59 ÷ 2 = 208.

Likely Estimate

5.17 The second section was in the form of a table with housing targets banded and the
reasoning behind those bands.

5.18 The first draft of this table of information had been provided by URS as part of their first
draft report to determine Cheddar’s housing target. The final report can be found in the Housing
Needs and Preferred Sites Document. The Steering Group supplemented the draft with more
Cheddar specific figures.

5.19 The final URS housing target figure that we consulted on was 208 new dwellings to be built
up to 2027 (the end of the SDC Core Strategy).

5.20 This figure was controversial and made banding the questionnaire difficult as it fell into the
200 to 300 band, when many on the Steering Group and full Parish Council would have preferred it
to have been in the 100 to 200 band maximum. However the URS report is a key piece of evidence in
this Neighbourhood Plan and the figure 208 in the band 200 to 300 was the one that the Steering
Group put forward as its preferred option.
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Possible number of housing units
to be built in Cheddar Parish
between now and 2027
Zero
Not an option

Reasoning

This is NOT an option: our plan would not pass the examination of
the planning inspector as it is against national policy. We would
have development simply ‘happen’ without a recognised planning
document that determined our preferences.

1 to 100

Sedgemoor figures show there are 58 households most in need of
affordable housing on the waiting list for Cheddar now. In addition
our ‘outstanding share’ of the KRS market housing target is
57.However, the Core Strategy is under review and this is likely to
increase.

100 to 200

The Parish Council call for sites and Sedgemoor strategic land
availability assessment suggests about 108 homes could be built
inside the present development boundary as and when the sites
become available. However, current National and District policy
could expect Cheddar to accommodate houses outside the
development boundary in addition to these.

200 to 300

An independent assessment of housing needs carried out for the
Neighbourhood Plan suggests that there will be a need for 208
houses in Cheddar. There would be modest community
infrastructure (CIL) benefits from this number. This is a mid-range
number between the minimum of 57 that could be built and the
359 which the Department of Communities and Local Government
estimates Cheddar needs (see below).

Preferred Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group Option

300 to 500

The Department of Communities and Local Government estimates
a need for 359 homes by 2027 to accommodate an increasing
population. We believe this figure is unrealistic.

500 to 600

If the market develops as it has recently, and with expected
population growth then with no neighbourhood plan target to
determine what the Parish takes, the potential could be for 542
new units. We believe this is too high.

600 to 700

A report on available housing land for Sedgemoor DC in 2010
suggested that Cheddar has enough environmentally suitable land
for around 608 new dwellings. There would be community
infrastructure (CIL) benefits from this number. If no other KRS
accommodates new houses then 664 of the Sedgemoor housing
target could come to Cheddar. This is far too large a number to
retain our ‘village’ status and community feel.
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5.21 Not having a ‘zero option’ also proved controversial, but NPPF has a presumption in favour
of development (as does the URS report), then it was agreed that there would be no zero option,
and this was clearly stated within the table.

5.22 The 1 to 100 band was not considered reasonable as 58 households had been identified as
being in need of affordable housing by URS, and 57 houses was Cheddar’s proportion of the
‘outstanding share’ of the 644 houses remaining to be built within the KRSs.

5.23 The reasoning behind the band ‘300 to 500’ was derived from the URS report using
Department of Communities and Local Government estimations that 359 new homes would be
needed by 2027.

5.24 The URS report noted that if the market were to continue to develop as it had done recently
and with an increased population the potential could be for 542 new houses.

5.25 Lastly the 600 to 700 target band was supported by information stating that SDC SHLAA
(2009) had identified suitable land for 608 houses in Cheddar and if no other KRS accommodated
new build houses then 664 houses were still to be built and in theory could all come to Cheddar.

17 | P a g e

Page 3 of Questionnaire Gives explanation on Housing Target and asks if Responder agrees with the
Preferred Option 200 to 300 houses
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Page 4 of Questionnaire gives all the Housing Target range of numbers plus how numbers
were arrived at and Steering Group Preferred option of 200 to 300

5.26

The question that was asked was ‘Do you agree with our preferred option?’ Yes or No.

The supplementary part to the question was ‘If No, which range would you prefer and why?’ and a
box for free hand writing was given (see Appendix D). Zero was not an option given on the table,
nevertheless some respondents did put zero as their preferred choice when completing the ‘If No,
which range would you prefer and why’.
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5.27

The result was:
Accept our preferred numbers?
Yes

No

122

110

Table 3 Response to Question on Accepting Preferred Option

5.28 The response to the second part of the question ‘If No, which range would you prefer and
why?’ gave the following results:

If No, band
zero

Band 1 to 100

Band 100 to
200

Band 300 to
500

Band 500 to
600

Band 600 to
700

1

21

71

4

0

0

Table 4 Responses to Supplementary Question if answer was ‘No’ to above question

5.29 The results were quite close on the first part of the question with a majority supporting the
200 to 300 band. It must be noted that whilst people had indicated that band, they were more likely
to want the figure to be close to the 208 target than the 300 one. This is supported by the
supplementary response which clearly indicates that the 100 to 200 band is the preferred band.

5.30 The Neighbourhood Plan resulting from this consultation will take forward these responses
and aim for a policy of targeting a maximum of 300 new dwellings in the plan period, with 200 being
the preferred option.
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5.31

Question 3:

Preferred sites.

The Call for Sites exercise plus desk top research based upon SDC’s SHLAA (2009), plus other SDC
land availability information, led to 33 potential development sites being identified. The decision
was made to consult only on those outside the village development boundary, as it is an aim of the
Plan that inside boundary sites be developed in preference to any more outside boundary sites. The
question was therefore hypothetical as it asked ‘Which ONE of the mapped zones would you
consider the most acceptable IF new homes were to be considered outside the existing development
boundary?’

5.32 The outside the development boundary sites were not all shown as individual landowners
sites but were grouped into ‘zones’. The reasoning being that at this stage no individual sites
needed to be identified but rather we establish responders preferences for any future development
to the north, south, east or west in broad terms.

5.33 One of the display boards gave a list of criteria used for selecting possible sites. Key points
were:








Avoiding flood zones.
Avoiding AONB.
Awareness of conservation and SSSI sites.
Avoiding sensitive habitats.
We were looking at sites for 5+ dwellings and such sites would contain some affordable
housing.
Having access to utilities.
Looking for good road, footpath and cycle path access to village.

5.34 Using the above criteria the zones on the map we were consulting on excluded one that was
wholly in the AONB and another in Flood Zone 3a, as it was deemed that of all the sites these would
be the least likely to ever be developed in the time frame of this plan.
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Display Poster Explaining Criteria for Selecting Possible Sites
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Map 1 showing Sites A to E as Potential Development Sites outside the Development Boundary
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5.35

The preferred sites question required that a single area be selected, A, B, C, D, or E

Page 4 of Questionnaire asking for Preferred Site from choice of A to E

5.36

The outcome was:

Area A

Area B

Area C

Area D

Area E

63

36

46

23

60

Table 5 Responses to Preferred Sites Question
5.37 These preferences will be carried forward into the final plan. The number of sites required
to meet the target housing figure will be taken into consideration plus any planning applications that
come in during the time it takes for the plan to be drafted. The Steering Group has to assess each
site using criteria used by SDC for their assessments and this may provide support for one site over
another despite the public showing a preference here.
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6.0

Conclusion

6.1
The consultation event was very successful. Two hundred and forty people indicated on
their questionnaire the age group they were members of. Of these 237 were over the age of 18 and
that indicates that about 5% of the population in the over 18 age group attended the event.

6.2
The age group aged under 40 was not well represented although various methods of
advertising were used which were thought to be age neutral in their appeal.

6.3
The material being consulted on was really rather complex. Whilst asking what number of
houses could be the housing target for Cheddar up to 2027 is a simple question the amount of
information required for the response to be informed is considerable.

6.4
It was really heartening to see that 289 people were prepared to give up their time to read
all the information available and to take time to answer the questions asked of them. Those who
completed the questionnaire on site were there for at least an hour, reading the display boards,
asking questions, looking at maps and considering their responses.

6.5
The Vision for Cheddar has been accepted and will be carried forward to the final plan. The
housing target has been determined to be in the range to 300 new dwellings up to 2027, but with a
preference for it to be closer to 200 than 300.

6.6
The preferred sites responses will also be considered as the Plan evolves. However, planning
applications may arise while the Plan is being prepared and policies to protect views and ribbon
development may override some of the choices expressed here.
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Appendix A

Materials used Pre Consultation
Newsletter
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Press Coverage
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Appendix B
Display Material
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Appendix C

Post event press coverage
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Appendix D
Freehand comments
Parish Council and the plan should resist the drift to large estates of suburban character.
I believe the range 100 to 200 without further information, I believe this range is more appropriate
to existing / likely infrastructure including schools and medical centre and parking in the village
centre.
100 to 200, this would accommodate current needs not offer a margin to increased demand. Higher
numbers seem to be attractive because of CIL benefits, that these are so ungenerous as to be
irrelevant.
Since 1950 my date of birth, the number of houses has more than doubled. It is no longer a village
more a small town, enough is enough.
No more than 200 houses or flats. Infrastructure and roads struggle to cope now, any more will be
very difficult to absorb.
I would much prefer all development to be in the village boundary however if we must have more,
then I would prefer site A, with much improved walking access.
Cheddar is a village in a rural area, we do not have the infrastructure to support a large amount of
housing whether appropriate or not. There appears to be an amount of empty properties in
Cheddar, fill these before more built up. Preferred option is 1 to 100 houses.
I don't think the infrastructure is in place to support this, I would prefer 100 to 200 houses.
I would prefer 100 to 200. This is on top of existing permissions which already exist and which taken
together would amount to the larger figure.
100 to 200, most of these could be built within the village, we do not want too many houses outside
the Cheddar boundary.
100 to 200, because of the effect on infrastructure, especially the flow of traffic.
100 to 200, this would be more than Cheddar’s fair share of the core plans requirements for key
rural settlements.
1 to 100, Cheddar schools and amenities all full, until we have a bypass, cannot cope with traffic
through the village.
Provided schools, health provision, etc., is increased to meet high demand along with - not after
development.
Pressure on first School, traffic, A371.
Prefer 100 houses but if need be 200 max.
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Prefer 100 to 200 inside the boundary, once planning permission is given for the outside boundary,
the gloves are off and Cheddar will explode in population.
Not sustainable according to core strategy.
‘A’ would infill on current, and new development around Hellier's Lane - not on floodplain, allow
access to village, without traffic through centre, close to current leisure sites.
1. Not on floodplain 2. Infill current housing on energy village boundary 3. Access 4. Adjacent to
leisure facilities.
1 to 100, as already planning permission for 100 dwellings.
An open-ended commitment i.e. up to 664 is too wide, need to reflect other priorities i.e.
environment, traffic. Would support 150 to 200 max.
I think 200 to 300 houses is too much development.
Do not agree with all the above principles so unable to tick box.
100 to 200 or less. Traffic, no Greenfield sites to be built on, lack of jobs, public transport. Came to a
village for countryside - not housing estates, food production.
Use existing land within the current boundary before going outside e.g. Brownfield sites in
preference.
100 to 200. More effort should be put into utilising space on used rundown buildings within the
development boundary.
100 to 200. I think the figure of 208 is fine but if we propose 200 to 300 we will end up with 300
houses which is more than the infrastructure can cope with. We will no longer retain our village
environment.
I believe 300 to 500 would provide enough houses to support a greater regeneration of the centre of
Cheddar which I feel suffers from a lack of sufficient footfall.
100 to 200 and make more use of existing Brownfield and open space within the current boundary
of development, not enough effort is put into this area.
1 to 100 range would be reasonable we have enough varieties of housing in Cheddar, has been no
improvement despite the recent housing additions to the village in the retail health of Cheddar. The
roads, pavements, cycle ways, and community facilities, e.g. a village hall, shop, roads. There is
housing for all ages available in Cheddar.
100 to 200 if the plan suggests there is need for 208 houses in the range 200 to 300 is excessive 100
to 200 is a close fit.
We cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed number of houses in the development boundary,
given that the area between Cheddar and Draycott has already been sacrificed to Winchester farm
and garden centre, I think that this would be the best area for house building.
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100 to 200 we already have had 200+ houses built in the last few years, I honestly do not believe
that there are even 100 people living in Cheddar who can't buy properties. Large estates mean an
influx of people who quite honestly would move anywhere commutable for Bristol.
No major development should take place without considerable work on a road safety e.g. Upper
New Road and Draycott Road, public transport providing services North and South as well as East
and West, otherwise we shall be drowned in traffic.
100 to 200 houses at maximum, Cheddar should only provide additional affordable housing for the
area. To 2027 only 14.539% of SDC KRS populations live in Cheddar, no housing need (until) there is
adequate employment and infrastructure, especially transport and road structures. Cheddar has
already provided over 160 new housing units since 2006, we do not need more large private
purchase housing bringing probably two cars per house. Cheddar has a large elderly population
mainly in private housing which will possibly change hands in the next 20 years, offering wider
choice to local people who choose to work /move to Cheddar i.e. we do not need a similar
development to Draycott Park.
100 to 200, and needed supposedly 208 houses. Why support extra, when we know full well that
you are opening the door to 300.
300 to 500 would tie in with government projections and the core strategy review by SDC. Area C
would provide the opportunity to provide housing along with other uses e.g. allotments and
community facilities would also provide the opportunity to improve the local highway network.
There aren't enough facilities to support increased population.
100 to 200 including self build as a low-cost option.
Areas A, B, C, and D would cause further degradation to the traffic congestion at Crossways, Barrows
Road and the centre. If housing is required I agree with the preference but think area E would have
the least impact.
100 to 200. I feel Cheddar is almost at capacity. At present there are a good many ‘incomers’.
Cheddar is a desirable place to live, too many more & it will lose its village feel and its closeness, it is
struggling to keep that at (its) present capacity.
I would prefer 100 to 200 because we will lose the village feeling if we have many more.
100 to 200 better. Have had enough new homes (it) all comes down to immigration.
Information supplied on the display identifies 664 on the five-year plan spread over 17 KRS. In
Cheddar historically we have taken more than apparently our fair share 57. I'm sure the other
communities will not be agreeing to more. The other communities have (not accepted) more than
their fair share, so why should we? 100 to 200 will cover what local people need. According to the
information provided, all five-year plans of this nature in my experience estimate far too high a
number anyway, we shouldn't assume this is an accurate value.
Prefer as little housing as possible as there is not the infrastructure to support, schools, doctors,
dentists, parking, congestion, employment, etc., Where (are) the new residents going to go?
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Development near Bridgwater is my preferred option, I would also like to stress that we do not need
any more social housing as it is having a negative effect and social behaviour, illegal parking,
intimidation etc.
Preferably zero we have plenty (of) residents in Cheddar already, as little as possible is best. There is
not enough facilities from over 300 people my school is bulging with students as is my sisters. There
is only Budgens for the essentials and tiny doctors. So what will they do there are not enough jobs
available in Cheddar either.
This is the thin end of the wedge Cheddar could become another (...?...). Why not build these houses
in Highbridge or Bridgwater and keep council houses for Cheddar people, not people from outside.
I think Area B if it has to happen at all.
If some developments could be allowed within the village boundary this may be less intrusive and
may enhance the infrastructure already in place. Larger development outside of the village brings
with it far more problems, traffic and lack of facilities.
Prefer fewer houses, what provision is made for increased facilities to go with housing development,
schools especially.
Although I would question why the ranges were chosen would a range of 300 to 400 not be most
appropriate.
100 to 200 taking into account the existing infrastructure schools, doctors, etc and job prospects in
the immediate area.
Very hard decision, traffic levels from all these options are very similar. To use the plots cycle paths
are critical, Brownfield sites preferable.
100 to 200 range. There will always be demand (for) Cheddar to build more and more, we should
therefore keep some in reserve (for) the future expansion.
Too many houses proposed, traffic concerns, speed, level of traffic, crossings for the parents and
children. 1 to 100 would be the preferred option. Cheddar is getting too big, and is losing its village
feel. The effects on the environment, massive concerns on the amount of affordable housing. Magic
roundabout is already a nightmare, are you going to put new roads in? Area B&C Greenfield, Area B
a flood zone.
Some tourist asked me last weekend where Cheddar town centre is, this proved my fears it is getting
far too big, and is losing the village feel. What about jobs there are ... not enough well paid jobs
which equals more commuting more traffic and more congestion. 1 to 100 would be the preferred
option. Huge concerns about speed and level of traffic on Upper New Road. If any more houses were
added along here it would be even worse. Sites B and C are outside of the present development
area, site E more preferable as the area around Draycott Park was always meant to have another
phase. Keep Cheddar a village.
100 to 200 maximum as I feel this is still too great a number.
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I would prefer 100 to 200 housing units. This could be accommodated within the village boundary
which would be preferable, any development requires improvement to the infrastructure which is
drastically overburdened at present, the character of the village must be maintained.
I feel that the 100 to 200 option would be more than adequate bearing in mind that approximately
100 units have been built on-site within the village boundary leaving the remainder on other sites.
We must control the number of new units built, to preserve the character of the village particularly
as the social and transport infrastructure are already overloaded.
The immediate demands are 58, our outstanding share is 57. I think we should be aiming to 200
houses in Cheddar i.e. in line with the assessment.
Cheddar has grown too much in recent years, I believe it is time for other areas to take their share
e.g. Wedmore, Blackford. The option to 100 to 200 would be my preferred option.
100 to 200. Over the last few years there have been a number of new houses built Draycott Park
development (and) near the reservoir. Why some new development can’t be built in other areas.
Quite enough for the present infrastructure to cope with.
100 to 200. Reason village infrastructure cannot currently sustain this number. Investment in roads,
traffic measures, shops, schools, places are needed. Unlikely that Sainsbury's store will now go
ahead due to their economic problems. Further (there) will not be employment opportunities in the
village, Sharpham Road houses can't be inhabited at present due to bridge needing widening and
made safe, sure you're not thinking necessary. Welcome the Neighbourhood Plan.
Traffic bottlenecks e.g. Magic roundabout near the garage must be addressed, amenity, shops,
schools, and leisure, should increase in proportion to housing. Less than 200 new homes as growth
in housing stock since 2012. Waiting list for homes is currently less than 23 homes still waiting to be
released.
1 to 100. Village atmosphere already lost, traffic becoming a problem. The number of houses built
during the past 15 years has over populated the village, essential building of affordable housing
should be for village, not to accommodate residents from outside Cheddar.
Cheddar has already provided well in excess of its fair share of new housing under the current plan.
To redress this balance any new housing units in the plan to 2027 could be at the lower end of the
range. Village atmosphere is in grave danger of being destroyed.
Up to 200. Post 2027 there will continue to be a demand for building land and houses, expansion in
Cheddar should be slow and steady.
I think we can build more than 300 inside the current boundary plus one of the additional sites.
Although we would prefer to keep the village status, housing is needed for local people.
I would go 300 to 500. I believe Cheddar is a popular area and demand would be high, I think as we
come out a recession more people (will be) moving out of parents. Sister looking for her first home.
100 to 200 homes, not including affordable housing.
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100 to 200. The village simply cannot cope with the volume of cars all these new houses will bring,
especially school drop-off and pickup times they are already creating a huge parking problem with
lots of parents parking to close to corners etc.
Roads into, and access to Cheddar must be improved, especially the bridge near St Andrews Church
and the Magic roundabout /crossroads, to be honest these need improvements whatever happens.
Cheddar should have a minimum quantity of new housing. Transport is the major problem, all the
expense of any new housing will need to get around so until the question of transport is addressed
no further extensive development should be considered. With climate change we should be
depending less on cars.
I wish Cheddar to remain a village, not a small town. Each home has two cars, the more home the
more cars.
If the preference was for 100 to 200 to start with, then give some leeway, when pushed beyond 208
starting off by accepting 200 to 300, (this) would surely indicate acceptance of a number nearer
300?
1 to 100. Least impact on environment so that is least increase in traffic, least greenbelt ruined.
Houses will be built both inside the village boundaries, more houses equals more people, equals
more cars, equals more noise, equals more pollution, equals more pressure on amenities.
100 to 200 is a significant amount considering the existing and extant permissions.
Since 2006 approximately 247 new homes in which approximately 111 are affordable homes have
been built. We are already well on the way to our quota of new build homes. To build any amount
over the 1 to 100 range, would seriously impact on infrastructure and also the safety of our roads.
Our roads are already over populated and not safe, demographics - because of the ageing
population here, also suggest that further housing will become available over the coming years.
There should also be thoughts to future projections for the next generation and how impossible this
might be to sustain. We are a village and should remain so.
1 to 100 because any more than this would mean building outside the development boundary, and
(that is) the case what is the point of the development boundary? To keep Cheddar a village, it
should remain within development boundary.
The maximum figure is a fraction under the next group option it will impose an earlier cut-off point
for environmental conditions in a wider sense can be assessed carefully. Prior to any further
development strain on infrastructure is already evident, traffic volume and congestion, for
pedestrian facilities, parking problems, and lack of (pavement) past outlets on Main Street. Better
broadband needed. Too much reliance on tourism to rescue a village lacking facilities to generate
sustained economy, its residents can't easily shop work and play in the urban environment. Why
bring increased numbers in, why should visitors be expected to increase in number and spend more
here in the less inviting environment? Increasing housing units in line with local (demand) definition
needs to be clarified.
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I would prefer the option of 100 to 200 houses. The Neighbourhood Plan suggests 208 the mid-range
number. By choosing the option 200 to 300 they are leaving the door open to considerably more
than the 208 suggested.
Too many houses.
I would prefer to 100 to 200 range of the recommended figure of 208 is the nearest of this and if we
go with the preferred choice is likely to be near the 300 marks on the 200 mark.
100 to 200 as nearest to suggested figure.
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Letter in response to 2nd Consultation event

Somerset BS27 3DE
15th November 2014
Dear Councillors,
Cheddar Housing Requirements
I attended the public consultation housing review event at Hannah More cottage and
appreciate the time and effort that has been put in to present to and involve Cheddar
residents. It is good to allow everyone to have their say, hopefully there will be a good
response. The event has provoked further thoughts which I present below.
Bloor Homes have stated their intent to build 80 homes at Holwell Lane, on a
‘Greenfield’ site outside the Cheddar development boundary. Sedgemoor’s local plan, for
housing, is 15 years from 2011 and the the residual requirement at that time, 2011,
was 664 new houses for the Key Rural Settlements. The latest Sedgemoor 5 year
Housing Land Supply Report (2014-19) states that the Actual Land Supply for areas
outside Bridgwater is currently 9.62 years, nearly double the required amount.

Sedgemoors Core Strategy states that there must be overriding justification to build on
Greenfield sites, meaning, a lack of building land, clearly not the case here.
Cheddar has already taken the brunt of the housing requirement, since 2011, at least
122 new homes have been built and there are still at least 77 approved building
applications to build, with a further site for 25 being identified, all within the
development boundary. And don’t forget Draycott Park before all this. This is 224 new
homes out of the 664 required, leaving just 27.5 houses each for the 16 other Key
Rural settlements from now till 2027, or 2.3 houses each per year. With the second
Cheddar Reservoir and Sainsburys developments we do not need more pressure on our
infrastructure.
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Councillor Gawthorpe’s recent letter in the Cheddar Valley Gazette states that
Cheddar’s population is 14.53 per cent of the Key Rural settlements which puts our
building requirement at 96 new homes. He then states 53 have already been built,
however, as in my previous paragraph I have found that at least 122 new homes have
been built, already exceeding the 96 required!
Your display stated that the ‘Zero’ option was a non-starter, however, if we have
already exceeded required quota’s, then, surely the planning inspectorate have a weak
or no argument!
The Core Strategy allows for local councils to determine their local housing
requirements, this must be a difficult task in trying to interpret requirements. If some
one replies to a survey stating that they think they require houses for their teenage
children how do we know whether it will ever happen? The requirement for 58 rental
homes has been identified, but it was not clear if this is with or without the new build
in Sharpham Road? Should Cheddar Parish council determine a high new homes
requirement, as per the 200-300 recommended, Sedgemoor may subsequently increase
their overall requirements in line with a reviewed Core Strategy and expect Cheddar to
take part of that burden! Any local housing determination, perhaps, should be an
annual or on going review, rather than a once off or long term view. A parish council
‘Housing’ committee should be formed to keep a proactive rather than reactive handle
on this major issue. Whilst the planning committee may see this as their remit, more
ongoing focus on this issue is probably required.
I believe that the main requirement is for first time/starter homes. The big danger is
that with current rules stating that 40% of new developments being starter homes we
are forced to accede to the other 60%. Therefore, if the requirement is 80 starter
homes we end up with 200 new houses, forcing development outside the development
boundaries, using greenfield sites. The overall effect is to accelerate expansion to an
inordinate degree because of compounding. For example, if 200 homes have 2.4
children, of a range of ages, then potentially, whilst allowing that some will move away
from the area, at varying stages over the following years the housing requirement would
be for 480 new homes. Extrapolating over the following generation that would be a
further requirement of 2.4 * 480 = 1152 further homes.
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It is also important to ensure that controls are put in place and adhered to ensure
starter homes are available for local people, I am lead to believe that previous efforts
may not have succeeded in this?
We are probably currently feeling the next generation effect from the development of
Draycott Park, which never had starter homes and to a certain extent Hythe Wood.
The impact on infrastructure, schools, health and transport would drive further
expansion. Insufficient local jobs would either turn Cheddar into a dormitory village
with raised pressures on transport, or alternatively, drive the need for further
industrial areas. Going forward we need to control this expansionism, or we will be
looking for a new name – Cheddbridge, Axddar or maybe Draycheddbridge! But then,
it would probably only require one council!
In summary, a cautious, controlled strategy should be evolved, I do not want Cheddar
to become another big town, it is not why we moved here 30 years ago and we should
not be driven by building companies. And the big question is “Do we really need 200300 new house’s”?? I have not seen any evidence to support this. Also, to remind
ourselves the principles behind the vision for Cheddar:-

That Cheddar continues to feel compact and retains its village status



The openness and beauty of the countryside around the village will be preserved
while retaining Cheddar's role in enabling a working rural economy

Yours sincerely
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