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2017 revisit by Landscape Advisors  

Rating of potential sites for new dwellings in, or contiguous with those in, 

Askerswell Village 

Based on advice received on a walk around plots listed, 10am- noon 
20/03/2017 with Sarah Barber (Tri-Councils Senior Landscape Architect) and 
Richard Brown (DAONB). The SG members in attendance were: Sue Dutt, Pat 
Atkinson, Tim Boden and Howard Atkinson. Landowners invited for their 
specific areas: Harriet Laurie, (present); Nick Collins, (not present). 
The aim of the meeting was to provide advice for sites not viewed before and to 
consider amendment to previous advice  
Summary of first visit occasion on 25/01/2016 by Katherine Jones (then WDDC 
Senior Landscape Architect) and Richard Brown (DAONB) is also provided for a 
complete record. 
 
Ratings agreed before first walk around:  a) the site is suitable new dwellings; 
b) the site may be unacceptable; c) site is highly likely to be unacceptable. The 
sites are shown on the maps below. 
Please note the numbering of sites in the second visit do not tally with those 
used in the first visit (see later). Both numbers are shown in the Table for the 
second visit. 

 
 
Fig 1: Sites visited on 20th March 2017 
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Area 1, North of Candida cottage; Area 2, West of East Hembury Farm; Area 3, North of 
the village hall; Area 4, East of Greenacres Farm; Area 5, South of 1 Knapp Cottages; Area 
6, East of The Old Wheelwright Shop; Area 7, new proposed area. 
 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Hembury Road/ East Hembury Farm 

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximu
m # of 
new 
dwellings 

 
 
 
 

2 

 
 
 
 
Current 
Rating 
c/b 

Not visited before 
 
 
 
Fig 1, Site 2: The plot is adjacent to the 
curtilage of the dwelling at East Hembury 
Farm. Access to the site from the highway 
would require the removal of some of the 
hedgerow along the lane. However, the 
change in level from the carriageway to the 
site was not considered to be problematic 
in terms of landscape impact. Although it 
was considered that a new dwelling within 
the site could be designed to closely relate 
to the immediate built context, including 
the adjacent dwelling and nearby 
agricultural buildings, the site was 
considered to be peripheral to the main 
settlement. Should a clear need for 
inclusion of the site be established, a single 
dwelling would be most appropriate.  
 
Overall, the principle of extending the 
development boundary substantially 
westward to include a relatively remote 

 
 
 
 

One 
(although 
site not 

favoured) 
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land parcel was not supported, particularly 
in light of concerns regarding the inclusion 
of site 4, which would foreseeably be 
contained within the development corridor 
between the village and East Hembury 
Farm. However, it was noted that the 
redevelopment of redundant buildings in 
close proximity to East Hembury Farm 
might be considered acceptable and that 
such an approach could receive policy 
support from the NDP without the need for 
extending the development boundary 
westwards to the degree illustrated.  
  

 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Hembury Road/ Greenacres 

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximu
m # of 
new 
dwellings 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 

Previous 
c / b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Current 

Site 7 in 1st visit: Challenging land form, 
slope is steep and the undulations could be 
strip lynchets.  This would have to be 
checked with the County Archaeologist 
(Steve Wallis). Parcel East end adjacent to 
(a) property(ies) already cut back into the 
slope.  Although elevation makes it 
prominent, there is direct road access and 
it fits the local development form, see inset 
comment i) above.  If answer not lynchets, 
then could be rating (b). 
 
 
Fig 1, Site 4: It was confirmed that a 
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rating 
c/b 

number of previous reservations remained 
and that the site was not considered 
desirable for inclusion relative to other 
options.  N.B investigation by County 
Archaeologist subsequent to earlier 
comments concluded the site did not 
include strip lynchets on this plot. However, 
predevelopment of the site would require 
full archaeological survey.  Should a clear 
need for inclusion of the site be 
established, it was considered that a single 
dwelling within the western portion of the 
field would be the most appropriate 
approach. High quality design and 
landscape treatment would be required, as 
per development at Rocklea (neighbouring 
property to East).  On the whole though, 
after consideration, it was considered 
preferable not to extend the proposed 
development boundary westwards of 
Rocklea.  
 
 

One 
(although 
site not 

favoured) 

 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Parsons Lane / East of Old Wheelwright’s Shop  

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary 
 

Maximum 
# of new 
dwellings 

1 
 
 
 
 
 

Previous  
b/c 
 
 
 
 

Site 7 in 1st visit: More extensive area 
alongside Parsons Lane considered. Not 
in the flood area but in characterful 
village gateway position, problematic 
edge of settlement; west end is 
marginally less intrusive but there are 
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2 

 
 
 
Current 
rating 
b/a 

better places in the village. 
 
Fig 1, Site 6: The former site area had 
been amended to include only the 
western extent of the field, adjacent to 
current Wheelwright’s dwelling. It was 
considered that the reduced site was 
quite discreet in terms of wider visibility 
and that the area was reasonably well 
related to the existing pattern of 
development. Furthermore, the 
topography of the site meant that 
development could be set down from the 
highway, further reducing its visual 
impact. Access to the site appeared 
foreseeably acceptable in terms of 
landscape impact. Overall, subject to 
achieving high quality design, the 
inclusion of the site would be unlikely to 
result in significant landscape or visual 
effects. It was noted the site offered the 
potential to accommodate more than 
one dwelling, although it was not 
possible to determine whether two 
individual units or a semi-detached 
development would be the most suitable 
approach.  
 
It was considered that the rating could be 
raised to b / a.   

 
 
 

two 

 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME 
The Burrywells/ Small field to the South of 1&2 Knapp Cottages 

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximum 
# of new 
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dwellings 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 

Previous 
rating 
c 
 
 
 
 
 
Current 
rating  
c/b 

Site 8 in 1st visit: Too prominent visibility 
from A35; potential vehicular access too 
steep and too narrow; surrounded by 
mature bank hedgerows; all area 
originally part of the same field and likely 
to be assessed in that way. 
 
Fig 1, Site 5: The area was re-visited to 
specifically consider a land parcel 
adjacent to 1 Knapp cottages. The 
previous comments had considered this 
land parcel in addition to a wider area 
West of Burrywells. Subsequent to the 
previous visit it had been identified that 
that the smaller land parcel had not been 
part of the larger field to the south/west 
for at least 150 years. 
 
On plan the site appears to have a 
reasonable relationship with the 
surrounding pattern of development. 
However, the topography of the site is 
such that it is relatively elevated from its 
surrounding built context. This issue led 
to two concerns. Firstly it was considered 
that a dwelling on the site would be 
comparatively prominent, as compared 
with surrounding buildings. Secondly, it 
was noted that the landscape impact of 
both construction and ongoing access to 
the site was likely to have a notable 
landscape impact. A further issue that 
was noted was the proximity of 
footpaths, within the larger field to the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

One 
(although 
site not 

favoured) 
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west of the site. It was considered that 
the development at this location would 
be relatively prominent in views from 
these footpaths, although it was also 
noted that the existing view was likely to 
also include other housing development 
within Askerswell.  
 
It was considered that the rating could be 
raised to c/b for the reduced area. 
However, it was considered that other 
sites being considered were preferable to 
this option. Should a clear need for 
inclusion of the site be established, one 
single storey dwelling would be most 
appropriate. 
 

 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Back School Lane/ Rocky Close Farm 

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximum # 
of new 
dwellings 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 

Previous 
rating  
a/b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Current  
rating  
a/b 

Site 5 in 1st visit: This is a brown field site 
(previous building demolished); higher up 
the site would be more problematic than 
the lower levels, although vehicle access 
higher up is easier than the lower section. 
Rating dependant on design/ numbers/ 
resolution of access issues. 
 
Fig 1, Site 3: Previous comments 
confirmed. Possibility of two dwellings at 
opposite ends of the plot. Access needs 
careful planning. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Two 
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LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Upper end of School Lane/ North of Candida Cottage  

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximum 
# of new 
dwellings 

1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 

Previous 
rating 
b / c 
 
 
 
 
Current 
rating 
c / b 

Site 3 in 1st visit: Upper reaches 
definitely out; lower down the 
complexity of the land form is against 
development, but level land adjacent 
the copse area N of Candida Cottage is 
more acceptable. 
 
Fig 1, Site 1: Only an area in the far 
southern extent of the field, adjacent 
to Candida’s curtilage, was now being 
considered. There were concerns 
regarding the position of the site in 
relation to the existing development 
pattern, as the location was 
peripheral. Furthermore, the 
elevation of the location was of 
concern. Review of wider viewpoints 
toward the village revealed the 
potential for coalescence and massing 
with the dwellings at Leggs Mead, 
which were considered to be unduly 
prominent. 
 
It was considered that the previous 
rating had underestimated the likely 
impact of development at this 
location and as a result the rating was 
revised to c/b for the reduced area.  
Should a clear need for inclusion of 
the site be established, one single 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

One 
(although 
site not 

favoured) 
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storey dwelling would be most 
appropriate. 
 
 

 

LOCATION OF AREA/ NAME  
Parsons Lane/ Behind Old Wheelwright’s Shop 

Visit 
occasion 

Rating 
a/b/c 

Commentary Maximum 
# of new 
dwellings 

 
2 

 
Current 
rating 
b / a 

Not previously considered 
Fig 1, Site 7: Noted that beyond the 
river behind the current dwelling is 
potentially more acceptable than some 
other plots under consideration.  The 
area is well enclosed by vegetation and 
landform and closely related to existing 
properties.  Access to the site would 
appear likely to require a route through 
the curtilage of the Old Wheelwright’s 
Shop.  Overall the site was considered 
potentially acceptable in landscape and 
visual terms because an additional 
building here could be framed within 
the context of existing buildings, 
although it was recognised that a new 
building might be slightly more 
elevated than current properties. 
 
A further consideration identified was 
flood risk and separate advice on this 
matter would be require. An 
implication of this risk could be that 
new development may need to be set 
up on the same line as Beck Cottage 

 
one 



10 
 

and Barbri. If so, this may affect the 
vertical scale of dwelling that could be 
accommodated at this location.   
 

 

 

First Visit Landscape Architects on 25/01/2016 

Main general considerations evident from advice of Katherine Jones and Richard Brown. 

1. Is the site highly visible when viewed from a distance from any angle, particularly elevated 

public rights of way or recognised vantage points, taking into account the added height of 

the intended new building?  

a. This results in some of our areas have a grading of suitability with slopes. For 

example site 3 improves its status as Candida Cottage is approached. 

b. Impacts on sites: 1 (west subsection), 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10 and 11 

2. Is the new site contiguous with current dwellings?  

a. It is unlikely development would be suitable in isolated locations away from the 

main settlement because of landscape, highways and sustainability implications. 

b. Impacts on sites: 2, 3 and 10 

3. The intention to limit houses to alongside a road was supported as this follows the historic  

grain of village growth.  

a. Impacts on site: 4 

4. Any new build must respect the significance of listed buildings and their settings. 

a. Spyway house, Nallers Lane re-development, within the rectory grounds, its walled 

garden and along that part of Parsons Lane  

b. Impacts on site: 1 (west end), 9, 10,11 

5. Greenacres Farm (adjacent to site 7) was not assessed but the opinion was expressed 

that it may be a suitable site for some development via a change of use of particular 

buildings.  

6. Would possible release of the four dwellings on Nallers Lane from their occupancy 

restriction/covenant as holiday let to full residential home status add to the housing quota 

in the NP? This point will be raised with Jan Farnan.  

 

Other key points of SG members after the walk around 

1. Very few sites were identified with a reasonable chance of being approved for 

development within the NP. This sets an upper limit to development in the NP. 

2. There is a need to avoid conflict and resentment in the community when assigning sites. 

3. Development was to be along roads. Site 4 does not comply and will be a controversial 

site. It would also lend itself to a development with a common entrance onto School Lane 

that is out of character with past development in the village. The SG decided to 

recommend rejection of site 4 at its meeting on 26th January 2016. 
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Rating of potential sites for new dwellings in or contiguous with those in Askerswell Village 

Based on advice received on a walk around sites, 2-4pm, 25/01/2016 with Katherine Jones (WDDC Senior Landscape 
Architect) and Richard Brown (DAONB). The SG members in attendance were: Sue Dutt, Pat Atkinson, Tim Boden 
and Howard Atkinson 
 
Ratings agreed before walk around:  a) a priori view that site is suitable new dwellings; b) the site may be 
unacceptable; c) site is highly likely to be unacceptable. The sites are shown on a map on page 4. 
Site Rating 

a/b/c 
Commentary # of 

homes 

1 c Western  
end of site 

The elevation is against development here, plus would block view of listed 
building (Spyway). Any development would need to reduce the tree screen 
too – another negative impact.  Negative access issues also.   

 

1 c/b Eastern  
end of site 

Less elevation / visibility but any development would still block views of 
listed building as above.  Still access issues but less than above. S. Eggardon 
Farm entrance copse segments West triangle a little more b than c. East side 
of entrance, c 

 

2 c The elevation and its observability from the W are against this parcel.  

3 b/c Upper reaches definitely out; lower down the complexity of the land form is against 
development, but level land adjacent the copse area N of Candida Cottage is  more 
acceptable. 

 

i) Overall, one needs to consider the character and “separateness” of the Spyway settlement from Askerswell itself, they 
are not contiguous. There are footpath complications. 

4 c/b Principally, this parcel would not fit the local development pattern, any development here 
would be detached from the highway, unlike anywhere else in the settlement.  The lower 
elevation is better than parcels 2 & 3, but the lack of direct road access is against it.  Designing 
a property(ies) to fit this site would be challenging. 

 

5 a/b This is a brown field site (previous building demolished); higher up the site would be more 
problematic than the lower levels, although vehicle access higher up is easier than the lower 
section.  Rating dependant on design/ numbers/ resolution of access issues. 

 

ii) Overall, larger building plots make it easier to landscape and match current settlement density patterns. 

6 c Too open, too detached from the main village settlement.  

7 c/b Challenging land form, slope is steep and the undulations could be strip lynchets.  This would 
have to be checked with the County Archeologist (Steve Wallis). Parcel East end adjacent to 
(a) property(ies) already cut back into the slope.  Although elevation makes it prominent, 
there is direct road access and it fits the local development form, see inset comment i) above.  
If answer not lynchets, then could be rating (b). 

 

8 c Too prominent visibility from A35; potential vehicular access too steep and too narrow; 
surrounded by mature bank hedgerows; all area originally part of the same field and likely to 
be assessed in  that way. 

 

9 c Most complex area; Rectory walled garden may be also protected by listing.  There are many 
issues associated with this site due to listings and land form, and unknowns associated with 
potential sale.  Possibility of potential within site’s listed outbuildings -restoration and re-use 
is preferable to decay, but very sensitive as overall this parcel contributes markedly to the 
character of the general area. 

 

10 b/c Not in the flood area but in characterful village gateway position, problematic edge of 
settlement; west end is marginally less intrusive but there are better places in the village. 

 

11 c Essentially rural with a nice open character; sensitivity of setting with close proximity to 
several listed buildings. 

 

iii) The Local Plan is ESSENTIAL reading. 
If going for a DDB we need to consider carefully what exactly is permitted inside (ad adjacent to) the cordon, to make 
sure that what could happen in the way of development is acceptable to all. This should extend to building materials and 
architectural appearance. 

PKA 25/1/16 
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Sites considered during the visit. 

 

Consideration of a DDB for Askerswell Parish

= 0.21ha, the approximate mean holding

per current dwelling in Askerswell

Possible Designated Development Boundary with 

potential sites for open market dwellings subject to 
consultation with a) the Forum and b) the community

1

2    3

6                     4             5                         

7

8                                        10                           

9

11                       


