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ASKERSWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM 

MEETING ON 28th SEPTEMBER 2016, ASKERSWELL VILLAGE HALL 

 

Draft MINUTES 

Forum Members present:  5 
Howard Atkinson (HA) (Chair), Pat Atkinson (PA), 

Dinks Boden (DB), Tim Boden (TB), Brishendra Dutt 

(BD), Sue Dutt (SD), Graham Foot (GF), John 

Glover (JG), Liz Guard (EG), Mandy Hall (MH), 

Graham Hall (GH), Frank Hemmings (FH), Richard 10 
Hobbs (RH), Sarah Howard (SaH), Steve Howard 

(StH), Caspar Hulacki (CH; part meeting only), 

Harriet Laurie (HL), John Mahoney (JM), District 

Councillor Mark Roberts (MR), Janet Thomasson 

(JT), Judith Webb (JW) Cecil Whichelo (CW), Doris 15 
Whichelo (DW) (23/ 36). 

Non-voting observers present:  

Don Allcock, Gill Foot, Gerry Pleva. 

Before the meeting opened the Chair asked 

permission to use a digital audio recorder. This was 20 
agreed by all.  

 

25/16 Welcome, Apologies, Membership 

changes: 

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting, and 25 
thanked so many members for attending. It was 

noted that only Minutes 20/16 – 24/16 would be 

considered at Item 26/16 tonight. Minutes 12/16- 

19/16 inclusive belonged to the AGM and they would 

be reviewed at the next AGM (June 2017). 30 
Apologies were received from: Mike Dyson, Rosie 

Glover, Nigel Guard, Jenny Hemmings, Kathy Hince, 

Mary Anne O’Brien, Maya Pieris, and Buffy Sacher 

(8). 

Changes in membership: Since the last meeting, 35 
new member applications had been received and 

accepted by the Chair as defined in the constitution 

5.5 & 5.6. The new members are residents of the 

Parish. They are Brishendra Dutt, Doris Whichelo, 

Cecil Whichelo, and Judith Webb. Membership now 40 
stands at 36. 

 

26/16 Minutes of the previous ordinary meeting, 

items after the formal business of the AGM 

(20/16-23/16) circulated with the unconfirmed 45 
AGM Minutes 9/7/16. 

There were no corrections or alterations, proposed 

accepted by RH, seconded by SD. 

 

27/16 Matters arising therefrom not elsewhere on 50 
the Agenda 

i. The Chair noted that the only item not under 

consideration on the Agenda was the query over the 

quality of the maps. The Chair reported Jan Farnan 

had confirmed that WDDC will help improve the 55 

quality of the maps once we get to the final stage. 

We do now have a sub-licence of WDDC’s licence 

from the OS Office for the production of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. No one raised any other 

matters arising. 60 
ii. At this point the Chair announced that CH had 

requested he be allowed to speak out of sequence 

in support of 32/16(i) as he had to leave at 8pm. The 

Chair agree to this, and CH’s vote would be 

recorded later. No-one raised objection to this and 65 
CH was invited to speak. CH stated “It’s best to have 

a discussion really, but I just want to say I would 

love to have a chance to build in this village and live 

here when I get older. I won’t have that chance 

unless we include that area that’s been taken out 70 
and it’s quite closed off from the road so you won’t 

see it much if we do build there. So I don’t see why 

we can’t include it in our development boundary 

really, and I’d just like you to consider that.” The 

Chair said that when the decision to reverse or 75 
confirm the June decision was made later, CH’s vote 

for inclusion would be recorded. CH continued 

“There’s not much to say about it really, I don’t feel it 

will affect anyone negatively if we do build there. It’s 

got lots of mature hedging and trees surround the 80 
area if we do build on that plot so I do not see why it 

has been taken out from the DDB”. CH left the 

meeting. 

iii. The Chair gave declaration of interest forms to 

be signed by the landowners concerned before the 85 
arguments for and against in consideration of 32/16. 

This was done. 

iv. MR then interjected that the meeting had not 

been asked if there were any other matters arising. 

He wished to bring up a matter from the AGM that 90 
the Chair was deferring to the next AGM. The Chair 

apologised for any oversight. MR wished to know 

why he was no longer on the Steering Group, he 

had not been asked if he wanted to stand again, he 

had not been asked if he was standing down, I 95 
wasn’t asked anything. MR asked “why I have been 

unceremoniously kicked off” (the SG). MR felt it was 

inappropriate as our District Councillor on the SG 

not to have any communication that he was to be 

replaced. He felt it was a poor show. The Chair 100 
offered to write and apologise. MR did not want a 

written apology, he wanted to know why it was 

appropriate not to ask him if he was willing to stand 

again. The Chair reminded the meeting that when 

the SG was first set up, we had 3 officers proposed 105 
and elected but we did not have 3 other SG 

volunteers from the local community. In order to 
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make the SG quorate MR had offered to serve so as 

we had the SG number of 6 as defined in the 

constitution. After the re-election of the officers at 

the 2016 AGM, 3 members of the Forum offered to 

serve on the SG. The meeting considered it more 5 
appropriate for these 3 residents be recruited to 

ensure a constitutional status. The Chair continued 

that MR was thanked in the meeting for his 

contributions, and on the Forum’s instructions, by 

posted letter and email after the meeting. PA asked 10 
if he had received a letter by post and an e-mail? 

MR said he was not aware of that, and he would 

check
1. 

He still felt it was extraordinary and queried if 

the number was set in stone. The Chair replied that 

the constitution states an SG of 6 and MR kindly 15 
stepped forward when we were short of that number. 

MR thought it was odd he was replaced without 

contact when he could not be at the AGM. The Chair 

reported more detail of the AGM election process, 

and then the meeting returned to the Agenda. MR 20 
added that being on the SG was a certain way of 

keeping the District Councillor on board. 

 

HL asked if the SG represents the views of the 

community in relation to how many are pro- or anti-25 
development. The chair responded saying SG 

members might differ in the extent of development. 

The SG members then gave their views. GH made 

the point that the current SG is made up of those 

willing to join at the last AGM. Four members stated 30 
they were in favour of development with two not 

initially favouring the DDB that WDDC LP requires. 

One was not pro-development the other sought to 

deliver what the community sought. FH made the 

point that the process is continuing because the 35 
majority of the community favoured a small amount 

of development. HL asserted, “you have really 

effectively made sure anyone that is pro super 

development is chucked off the SG….including 

myself”. The Chair considered that incorrect
2
 and FH 40 

stated HL’s assertion “was totally wrong”.  

 

SD summarised the current finance of the SG. 

£340.23 was initially banked as reported at the 

AGM. The excellent Café Scientifique delivered by 45 
TB added a further £200 in door receipts. 

Outstanding expenses are those of the Chair 

(£77.45) in relation to costs incurred for the drop-in 

event, land registry searches, postage, refreshments 

                                                           
1
 correspondence on this issue is provided to the 

Forum concurrently with these minutes. 
2 See, EGM 1/4/2015 minute 8/15 Appointment of 3 

additional SG members for formation of SG. 
 

and hire of the village Hall. The bank balance will be 50 

£462.78 after that re-imbursement. 

 

28/16 Chair’s report on progress since the last 

meeting   

i Jena Hatton reluctantly agreed to stand down as 55 
a SG member because of other commitments. I 

know all the SG members who served with her 

would like to thank her for her constructive 

contributions and positive approach to the 

process. 60 
ii We also thank Mark Roberts for his period on the 

SG. He provided insights as our district councillor 

and agreed to stand in previous years when we 

were an SG short of the constitution’s need for 6.  

iii The SG is now the three elected officers until the 65 
next AGM in June 2017 (Howard Atkinson, Sue 

Dutt and Pat Atkinson) plus Tim Boden, as in 

previous years, and new members Jenny 

Hemmings and Graham Hall. 

iv As before, the Chair will call for votes but sought 70 
requests for additional ones by Forum members 

if needed. As Chair, he would abstain from voting 

at all times. 

 

Strategic environmental assessment and 75 
sustainability appraisal (SEA) 

This was carried out by Oliver Rendle of WDDC to 

determine if there are issues that the NP needs to 

take into account. It follows a standard format. He 

concluded in the report that the Askerswell 80 
Neighbourhood Plan is unlikely to have significant 

environmental impacts, largely due to the 

characteristics and local scale of the proposals, 

which comprises a small amount of development (4-

5 dwellings) within a defined development boundary, 85 
and the protection already provided in the West 

Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Local Plan parent 

document. The SEA was sent to the three statuatory 

consultees (The Environment Agency, Natural 

England and Historic England) on 18
th
 Sept. They 90 

have 5 weeks to respond which sets the maximum 

delay before the policies of the NP can be set.  

 

The First Draft of the NP 

This was drafted on the evidence base we have 95 
collected to date. Key components are: a) the survey 

feedback analysis, b) the open meeting on 25
th
 

November 2015 with Fred Horsington Chair of 

WDDC Planning Committee and regional NP 

champion, c) the drop-in community event on 11
th
 100 

June 2016, d) Forum meetings minutes e) advice 

received e.g. from Jan Farnan, f) visits and follow on 

advice by Richard Brown (DAONB) Katherine Jones 

(Senior Landscape Architect WDDC) and Steve 

Wallis (Dorset County Archaeologist). It draws on 105 



3 
 

language for policies etc. on Loders NP, which is 

now made. The chair of Loders PC is aware of this 

usage. 

 

The SG edited the draft in August and agreed it be 5 
sent Jan Farnan who had previously offered to 

provide feedback. The feedback arrived on 13
th
 

September. It was circulated to the Forum. Her 

feedback recommended that the document could 

follow the example of recent submissions to WDDC 10 
by Piddle Valley and Buckland Newton. In addition 

to the NP there are five documents in preparation: 1) 

Basic Conditions Statement; 2) Consultation 

Summary; 3) The Forum, its constitution, Agendas 

and Minutes of its meetings; 4) Details of the 15 
Neighbourhood Area; 5) The SEA (see above). She 

recommended that a proposed policy on re-use of a 

redundant rural building for housing, community or 

business was contrary to LP Policy Econ 8 and so it 

was deleted from the NP draft circulated to the 20 
Forum. It was resolved by the meeting that 

restoration of this policy be explored with Jan 

Farnan if a change of wording overcomes conflict 

with ECON8.  

 25 
29/16: Summary of key issues related to 

circulated documents 

The Chair invited comments on the circulated 

document: Details of the Neighbourhood Area. JM 

pointed out the Environment Agency flood map of 30 
Askerswell is out of date in relation to dwellings. An 

update will be sought by Chair. 

 

First draft of the Neighbourhood Plan (Chair)  

The Chair raised some points that might be 35 
discussed. It was agreed the plan should have 

duration of 10 years. As pointed out by RH, the 

listed building map from WDDC may be incorrect for 

Church Farm as it does not including its barn. The 

Chair mentioned the value of the NP emphasising 40 
the community are good guardians of the natural 

environment. The 2011 census is no longer accurate 

and it may be possible to update it. GF agreed to 

confirm the number of farmers given in the NP. 

The Chair reported Jan Farnan’s opinion that we 45 
should discuss the extent of the DDB. Her view on 

the DDB sent to her in a preliminary draft of the NP 

but subsequently reduced beyond Candida on 

School Lane in the draft circulated to the Forum was 

as follows: the “DDB is quite extensive given the 50 
limited amount of development you propose. As 

there appears to be capacity for more than 4 

dwellings it could result in a greater amount of 

development being allowed as subject to other 

criteria the principle of development within the DDB 55 
is acceptable”. Citing the precedent of the examiner 

of the Cerne Valley NP in relation to Godmanstone, 

which pointed out a higher density of new dwellings 

than envisaged in the NP could be built if that was 

consistent with other aspects of the NP. 60 
MR was concerned that this advice had not been 

circulated to the Forum. It is discussed later on the 

agenda. The Chair responded that the e-mail 

containing this opinion had not been circulated 

because the SG considered it contained sensitive 65 
information about Spyway Inn that should not be 

shared until Tim Wilkes as a member of the family 

owning the Spyway Inn was aware of this advice. 

The SG asked the Chair to discuss the matter with 

Mr Wilkes in person before this Forum meeting. This 70 
has been done. MR remained concerned about the 

advice pointing out that “she (Jan Farnan) has 

absolutely no say in the approval of the plan”. He re-

iterated his opinion that the email should have been 

circulated to Forum members ahead of the meeting. 75 
HL pointed out the DDB had not been drawn around 

the northern edge of Leggs Meads. It will be 

amended to do so. The Chair pointed out that Jan 

Farnan’s opinion was an extensive DDB could limit 

opportunities for rural affordable housing exception 80 
sites. If all potentially suitable sites are within the 

DDB they would not be available for affordable 

housing. HL questioned this point and MR “was 

mystified by this advice”. The Chair also pointed out 

that in the e-mail circulated before the meeting Jan 85 
Farnan advised that we may wish “to consult on 

options as this area (adjacent to Candida) might be 

preferred by some as it is closer to the village core 

than the western extension along Hembury Road”.  

31/16: Discussion of amendments to above 90 
documents 

Chair suggested some items the Forum may wish to 

discuss? 

1. Re: E2.5, do we seek to preserve dry stone 

walls? 95 
2. Re: the protection of mature trees in larger 

gardens 

3. Re: E5.1: single depth for new dwellings 

alongside roads only 

4. Re E5.9 only soft warm colours on external 100 
walls 

5. Re: C1 do we agree to retain all the facilities we 

list? 

6. Re: Arrangements for monitoring and review of 

the NP once made 105 
 

SG member points : PA raised the need to discuss 

the vision statement and the age profile issue. 

 

Forum member points: MR was concerned about 110 
H1: it mentioned the new dwellings might also be 

achieved by a sub-division or a change of use rather 
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than only by building of 4-5 new dwellings. It was 

agreed that part of H1 should removed. 

JM raised the issue of whether the word policy was 

correctly applied. However, it was accepted that the 

word is being used as in the LP for matters that can 5 
be enforced by planners. 

RH JM, SD and PA were concerned about the vision 

statement about balancing the age structure for the 

community as difficult to achieve in practice. SH 

suggested the vision sentiment should be an 10 
ambition and not an aim. This was accepted after 

further discussion. JT suggested we consider 

developing facilities to support young families. A 

wording revision was accepted without opposition. It 

will state the community has the ambition to 15 
encourage young families into the village while 

ensuring negligible impact on the environment. MR 

suggested that the sentence be amended stating we 

need a DDB because we are in the DAONB should 

be moved as it would also be needed outside the 20 
area of the latter. This will be clarified. 

MR questioned the wording in E1.1: ie new 

dwellings are not supported when more than 

rooftops are visible when viewed from a distance 

(c1km or more) from the directions shown in Fig 9 25 
(of the draft NP). FH pointed several houses were 

already highly visible by this criteria and new houses 

should be no more apparent. This stance was not 

considered by SG members to be consistent with 

the landscape advice received. MR suggests that 30 
screening may resolve the issue e.g. with a bank or 

trees. PA pointed out above Candida was also 

unobvious as it is screened by Leggs Mead. HL 

suggested the words “does not spoil the view” but 

JM considered too vague an expression. It was 35 
agreed that advice should be taken on the correct 

wording and other NPs should be looked at for an 

appropriate form of words. 

 

CW brought up no speed limits in the village. This 40 
was considered a Parish Meeting rather than a NP 

issue. 

 

HL reminded the meeting that the issue of historic 

walls had not been discussed. MR suggested it was 45 
not the issue of uncovering ones covered with 

herbage but provided guidance to planners 

favouring their retention in any development. HL 

agreed. It was agreed to keep the statement but not 

to imply ones covered by herbage should be 50 
revealed. HL reminded the meeting that issue of 

mature trees (part pf E2.7) had not been discussed. 

RH suggested this would be considered in any 

planning application. MR agreed. TB considered it 

irrelevant to the NP. This was agreed after further 55 

discussion involving DW, JM, MR. It was agreed that 

this part of E2.7 will be withdrawn. 

 

This issue of E5.1 restricting new development to a 

single plot depth, and set alongside existing roads 60 
was deferred. The issue was raised of the use of 

‘soft, warm’ colours on exterior wall rendering 

(E.5.9). MR reported other NPs had been very 

prescriptive about this to ensure new dwelling 

blended with existing housings stock. PA suggested 65 
it stays. No member objected to this.  

 

32/16 Setting the Defined Development Boundary 

21/16 C2:  

The Chair sought advice from Jan Farnan of WDDC 70 
on 24

th
 July as mandated by the Forum about 

possible development at Spyway including partial 

development ie in the region of the car park. The 

reply she provided was from the WDDC 

Conservation team. It stated: “1) Spyway Cottage is 75 
the only listed building in a group of four properties 

situated in open countryside. The cottage has a 

strong rural character not only because of being 

isolated on the north side of Spyway Rd but because 

of its vernacular design, including a thatched roof, 80 
and its highly rural setting. The neighbouring inn’s 

car park in essence is an open area of land situated 

on the south side of the road, opposite the cottage, 

and has always been open land. This openness is 

part of the setting of the cottage. 2) Any 85 
development of the car park would substantially 

harm the rural character of Spyway Cottage. 3) 

There are Scheduled Monuments above Spyway 

such as Eggardon Hill and the effect of any 

development on the setting of these monuments is 90 
perhaps also a consideration.”  

 

Jan Farnan added “loss of the Inn would be contrary 

to local plan policy COM3. The retention of local 

community buildings and structures. Before change 95 
of use or redevelopment are considered it would 

have to be demonstrated that there was no local 

need for the facility or that it is no longer viable and 

an appropriate alternative community use to meet 

local needs is not needed or likely to be viable. I also 100 
note in your documentation that the Spyway Inn is 

on a list of community assets to be retained”. The 

SG actions took on board these points when 

suggesting the DDB now shown in the draft NP. The 

Chair was asked to, and has discussed, the above 105 
response with Tim Wilkes (of Spyway Inn) who 

raised the issue with the Forum. Mr Wilkes accepted 

the situation and did not seek to press the case. 

 

  110 
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21/16 C4: North of Candida up School Lane:  

This was identified as a possible site by Katherine 

Jones in her visit as not visible from afar. MR 

suggested the DDB should be north of Leggs Mead 

and cut across School lane at that latitude. The 5 
Chair explained the land to the side of Candida was 

not included after discussion in the June meeting to 

give the owners of property who were present as 

observers time to feed back their views on this 

matter. The Chair has discussed the matter ahead of 10 
this meeting with Alan Glenn of Candida. The latter 

has some concern but appreciated many steps 

before any development became a reality. He 

wondered if this matter may have an adverse effect 

on obtaining a purchaser for this property which is 15 
on sale. MR expressed concern that the DDB was 

being amended to prevent an adverse effect on the 

sale price of a house and considered there was a 

risk of being “in very dangerous ground”. 

The Chair added he informed Alan Glenn of Candida 20 
of the advice from Jan Farnan on 27

th
 July that “the 

northern extension of the proposed DDB with the 

narrow section of road widening out to north 

adjacent to the Spyway raises some concerns in 

relation to comments from the Conservation team 25 
and the sites isolation from the main centre of the 

village. The introduction of further development 

including domestic paraphernalia could have an 

adverse impact on the rural character of the lane, 

and setting of the listed building. As there is 30 
sufficient capacity within your proposed DDB closer 

to the centre of the village is this area necessary?” 

MR questioned if Jan Farnan’s comments related to 

the rural part of School Lane but HL agreed it did but 

north of Leggs Mead. MR reiterated that the DDB 35 
should cross School Lane at a latitude north of 

Leggs Mead. This was agreed. MR agreed the 

advice on excluding the Spyway area from the DDB 

was very logical.  

Resolved: It was agreed with only one vote  against 40 
and 2 abstentions (plus Chair) that the DDB should 

include land adjacent to Candida and opposite 

Leggs Mead but not north of that locale or the 

Spyway area. 

 45 
HL raised the issue of how much of Rocky Close 

farmland was in the DDB. The Chair replied the area 

of former Rocky Close Cottage, alongside back 

School Lane, adjacent to Rose Cottage and 

opposite the Village Hall. The land included is that 50 
part on which the current landowners have sought 

planning permission for development (see Planning 

Application WD/D/15/002041 for details of proposed 

dwelling area). The Chair reported that those living 

close to that site supported its development and that 55 
the two landscape advisers considered the site 

suitable. It has been turned down recently by WDDC 

because we lack a DDB. In response to questions 

from HL, the upper area where current buildings 

occur is not included because of advice received as 60 
detailed in the document sent to the Form members 

on 26
th
 February 2016. MR pointed out that we can 

draw the DDB line where we liked but whether or not 

a dwelling was permitted at a locale is up to the local 

planners. The Chair emphasised the aim is to draw 65 
the DDB where the community wished it to be so as 

to accommodate the number of new dwellings the 

community supported and not one that is much 

larger than needed for that outcome. After further 

corrections of the misapprehension of what land is 70 
considered the matter was put to a vote:  

Resolved: that the DDB includes Rocky Close 

Cottage area but not the higher land of Rocky Close 

Farm. It was agreed with no votes against and with 

one 1 abstention in addition to the Chair. 75 
 

21/16 C6 (part of) Possible inclusion of land 

adjacent to Knapp cottages in the DDB. 

This was considered in the last meeting when 

considering restoration of the southern border of the 80 
DDB: The vote at that time was 10 votes against 

with two abstentions including the Chair. He 

received a request from HL for the Forum to 

consider this matter again in the meeting to-day 

because she was too unwell to attend the meeting in 85 
June. It was agreed without dissent that HL make 

that case. 

 

HL defined the area as being the plot of land 

adjacent to 2 Knapp Cottage and opposite the house 90 
named Ockham Ridge. She asserted that the site 

was rejected because the landscape advisers has 

inaccurately considered the land historically as part 

of the larger field running west of Burrywells to the 

Portway. PA pointed out that the SG had no input 95 
into the summary advice provided. HL continued the 

land under consideration has been associated with 

Knapp cottages historically and so should be 

considered separately. The advice that it has too 

prominent visibility from A35 was challenged on the 100 
basis that does not apply to the plot as it is 

surrounded by mature hedging. On the issue of 

access and its steepness, the point was made that 

access was not difficult and there is already a 

pathway. It is a very deep site and so very easy to 105 
have a long drive so the dwelling is well back from 

the Burrywells. It is also a large site. She then 

pointed out that Jan Farnan had questioned the 

need for sites at the far end of the DDB and perhaps 

we should keep the boundary close to the village 110 
core ie opposite to and adjacent to current 

development. This site complies with that 
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suggestion. She added she had spoken to Richard 

Brown of DAONB who was one of the two landscape 

advisers. She reported Richard Brown is very happy 

to come back and have another look, as he had not 

realised the plot was separate from the rest of the 5 
land west of The Burrywells and had its own hedge. 

He would be willing to provide an opinion of the plot 

as a separate piece of land. HL request not that we 

vote now but gain advice from Richard Brown and 

Katherine Jones to check the original assessment to 10 
exclude the plot from the DDB remained valid.  

 

The Chair then summarised the points leading to its 

current exclusion from the DDB. 1) The site 

proposed is not alongside a road but back from it. 15 
Our NP supports development alongside existing 

road only “E5.1. The single plot depth, and set 

alongside existing roads”. This was present in the 

drop in event poster 8f. Policy E5 had 92%, 86% 

and 91% were in favour for residents, landowners 20 
and overall accepted that policy. 2) In the drop in 

event that consulted the community, poster 

question: 6a, point v 79% of residents, 13% 

landowners and 67% overall favoured a site being 

excluded from the DDB when there was substantial 25 
opposition to it. The Chair suggested that there is 

substantial opposition to this site
3
. 3) This is also 

evident by a vote against it by the Forum in the 2016 

AGM. 4) Inclusion is also against WDDC and 

DAONB-related advice. That advice was circulated 30 
to the Forum on 26

th
 February 2016. It stated the site 

was rated as “C, a site is highly likely to be 

unacceptable”. The assessment was based on “too 

prominent visibility from A35; potential vehicular 

access too steep and too narrow; surrounded by 35 
mature bank hedgerows; all area originally part of 

the same field and likely to be assessed in that way”. 

5) Legal access is currently uncertain. A previous 

planning application to erect field shelter/store and 

construct new vehicular access (application 40 
1/W/05/002428 was rejected. The basis for refusal 

was “the proposed access would create a wide 

break in what is an attractive and lengthy sweep of 

bank and hedgerow leading into the village. This 

would open up views towards the proposed building, 45 
which would be sited in an already visually 

prominent and elevated position. These elements, 

                                                           
3 One question in the feedback sheet to Poster 5c 

at the drop in event was “what is your opinion of 
land on the west side of the Burrywells not being 
included in the DDB”? The response from 
attendees was 74% of residents favoured 

exclusion, 63% of landowners and so 72% overall. 
 

 

together with the proposed use of tarmac or 

scalpings on the driveway surface would result in an 

urbanization of this attractive rural lane, contrary to 50 
the planning objectives within a designated Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)”. The Chair 

continued by stating that community concern about 

access to this site will be brought up at the Parish 

meeting on 19
th
 October. MR pointed out that the 55 

plot could have a dwelling of single building depth 

along the road frontage (to the Burrywells) and was 

0.2 acre and could have a long garden. HL stated 

there was no intention for the new dwelling to be 

behind 1 and 2 Knapp cottages but in the land 60 
adjacent to 2 Knapp cottages. DB pointed out that 

access was central to the feasibility of building at a 

site. MR argued that the issue of new access was a 

Highways matter. He considered that we are 

attempting to pre-empt planners. HL argued that if 65 
the land was in the DDB, it could be considered by 

planners and it would be “fine” if it were turned down 

on access grounds. If it is not in the DDB she cannot 

apply.  

MR argued we should define a DDB where it would 70 
be acceptable to have some development subject to 

planning. What other communities are saying is “we 

want that view there and so we do not want the line 

in a particular position. They are not defining sites 

within the DDB. The Chair pointed out that the 75 
Forum is trying to define the DDB and its position is 

what is being discussed. The Chair clarified that 

there had been two planning decisions relevant to 

the discussion. The first is Rocky Close Cottage 

since the new LP was in place. It was rejected 80 
because Askerswell does not have a DDB. The 

second site is that adjacent to 2 Knapp Cottages. 

The reasons provided for that second rejection were 

re-inforced by the two landscape advisers who had 

not been directed to the previous refusal. HL 85 
reiterated that Richard Brown was not aware of the 

hedge associated with the plot which she claimed 

makes “all the difference in the world”. The Chair 

suggested we need to gain any change of opinion 

directly from Richard Brown. HL added the “hedge 90 
would have to stay unless someone chooses to 

chop it down”. The Chair reiterated that there has 

been a lot of disquiet about this. HL claimed the 

Chair seemed determined to exclude the site. JT 

pointed out she is extremely concerned about the 95 
new access onto the Burrywells because of the 

steepness and poor visibility from either direction 

along the Burrywells. It would be dangerous. HL 

questioned if a driveway could be created that was 

not dangerous. JT added this would only be possible 100 
by the driveway being much larger and more 

intrusive. HL suggested a long drive would 

overcome this issue. HL pointed there had been 
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path up that slope for about 15 years but it has 

suddenly got a bit wider for reasons she could 

explain. She then said Highways have been to see 

her, they “are absolutely fine, and are going to write 

back to the Parish Chair about the objection that has 5 
been made. They are fine about it”. The Chair said 

we wait to hear back after the concern expressed. 

He wrote as Parish Chair to both Highways of DCC 

and The Planning Department of WDDC because of 

the widespread concern expressed to him. The 10 
Parish Meeting will be updated on 19

th
 October 

2016. 

 

The Chair sought a vote on whether to reverse the 

vote on 29th June. HL requested that the DAONB 15 
representative re-visit the site before any vote in 

case we were wrongly advised. FH said both he and 

his wife Jenny, who could not attend this evening, 

would be willing to reverse their votes in June, as it 

was not for the Forum to make planning decisions 20 
although he doubted HL would gain planning 

permission with access being a key issue. HL 

agreed that “we probably won’t get planning but I 

feel I owe it to my children, who are some of the 

young people in this village, would like to stay and 25 
live here”. She added, “this is the one and only hope 

that they possibly have of doing this”. 

 

The Chair brought up how this would be afforded 

with the issue of affordable homes being in mind as 30 
a way forward. HL replied that this was none of his 

business and so that line of thought was not 

developed. She wanted the opportunity to place 

something before WDDC Planning Department, 

which she expected, would take the views of all the 35 
community and not just those present at the 

meeting. FH suggested this was one opportunity to 

make progress on the vision ambition on age 

structure in the village. RH expressed sympathy with 

arguments of HL. His vote in June was influenced by 40 
the landscape advice. However, he felt the plot size 

could accommodate an acceptable ramp as to 2 

Knapp Cottages with a dwelling set back from the 

road. He accepts it may be a possibility but remains 

against development there. He was concerned 45 
about changing the character of the locality but 

accept the argument that this is a planning matter. 

He was therefore in two minds over the issue. BD 

objected to the hazard construction at this site would 

cause in area including his drive entrance at 2 50 
Knapp Cottages. JM pointed out the Forum should 

only be considered about the positioning of the DDB. 

Therefore are any policies violated by drawing a 

DDB at a particular position. He wondered if the two 

issues of a) not being acceptable from a landscape 55 
point of view and b) being part of larger field 

alongside the Burrywells might not apply. He was 

not convinced by arguments for its exclusion. He 

considered gaining advice again from DAONB is the 

important issue. TB considered that the landscape 60 
experts should be given an opportunity to visit again 

on the basis that they no longer judge the area 

based on one field. He suggested another visit with 

others present and a decision made when this has 

been completed. SD provided a point of information. 65 
That the two landscape visitors did look over the 

hedge of 2 Knapp Cottages and did not assess just 

from the Burrywells. She had pointed out to them 

that the plot was separate from the main field.  

 70 
The Chair sought a vote on whether or not to include 

or exclude the plot. JM suggest that the vote in June 

was not specifically about this plot and so there is 

not a previous decision to reverse. His view was 

taken that further advice was required. GH agreed 75 
more information was required before a decision is 

taken to prevent later challenge as indicated by JM. 

TB re-inforced that the NP is being built based on 

taking advice and we are open to criticism if that was 

not done. We should minimise the risk of challenges 80 
when it is before the examiner.  

Resolved: It was unanimously agreed more advice 

is required before a decision is taken about inclusion 

or exclusion of this plot adjacent to 2 Knapp 

cottages from the DDB. 85 
 

The Chair then brought to the meeting’s attention 

Jan Farnan’s advice. She wrote “provided there are 

some unconstrained parts of the DDB the small level 

of growth you are proposing is likely to be able to be 90 
accommodated. Regarding the additional land that 

could be included in the DDB you may want to 

consult on options as this area might be preferred by 

some as it is closer to the village core than the 

western extension along Hembury Road”. The 95 
context of this reply was the question raised with her 

by the Chair. It was “if more capacity were required 

than shown in Fig 9 (in the draft of NP sent to her) 

we would add a plot for one house on the east side 

of School Lane above Candida cottage opposite 100 
Leggs Mead. Katherine Jones and Richard Brown 

considered this was a possible site during their visit”. 

 

Katherine Jones and Richard Brown suggested the 

south side (not north side) of Hembury Road 105 
towards East Hembury Farm as a possible area for 

inclusion within the DDB subject to examination by 

the county archaeologist that the land between 

Rocklea and Greenacre dwellings. He visited and 

concluded at first sight that there was “no 110 
archaeological reason to exclude the site from the 

DDB…. but any future planning application to 
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develop the site would need to be supported by a 

report on an archaeological assessment and 

evaluation of the site” (see AGM item 17/16. 

Chairman’s Report). In addition, the owner of East 

Hembury Farm to the East of Greencare offered 5 
land alongside the road between his property and 

West Hembury Farm, which is currently a lawned 

area with orchard trees as a possible development 

site. The inclusion of this plot was accepted 

unanimously in the 2016 AGM (minute 21/16_C1). 10 
The issue is the extent of the DDB relative to the 

number of new dwellings envisaged in the NP. MR 

pointed out the DDB should go around Greenacre 

Farm buildings and not through them. The Chair 

said this would be corrected. JM raised the issue of 15 
gaining the balance between DDB size and ensuing 

that 4-5 new dwellings are built over the decade 

without more development. The Chair estimated that 

the proposed DDB had a maximum capacity of 

about 8 dwellings assuming additional homes are 20 
not developed by replacing one house on a plot by 

two. The SG had considered this to provide an 

appropriate balance. One concern is that WDDC 

may not meet its LP new build targets. This may 

favour developers building at sites not currently 25 
envisaged by that plan such as at the sites at edge 

of DDBs and not just within them. MR provided 

background on WDDC 5 year housing supply, which 

is required to be delivered by national government. 

That number might not be met and so this may be 30 
concern for sites that otherwise meet other criteria in 

the LP. JM concluded that the SG considered the 

area along Hembury Road should be included. The 

Chair responded that the area has the advantages 

of at least one landowner showing interest in 35 
development. HL questioned if these sites are was 

adjacent to current properties. The Chair pointed out 

one site was between Rocklea and Greenacre and 

the other adjacent to East Hembury, which is itself 

next to Greenacres. The Chair was uncertain how 40 
much of the area alongside East Hembury Road 

would be included. That needs clarification. GF 

suggested only one dwelling was envisaged and he 

and PA clarified that this site is not a field but part of 

a garden. 45 
FH raised this issue about Jan Farnan’s advice 

about limiting the extent of the DDB and wondered if 

that could be confirmed. The Chair reminded all of 

the precedent of amendment the examiner made for 

Godmanstone in Cerne Valley NP mentioned earlier.  50 
Resolved: The view was taken that a decision on 

inclusion or exclusion of this land adjacent to East 

Hembury was not possible until it had been 

evaluated during a second visit by the landscape 

advisers. It would then be included in the DDB if 55 
they judge the site as suitable with the DDB also 

going around the farm buildings associated with 

Greenacres farm whether or not the East Hembury 

Farm site is included. This course of action was 

approved by a unanimous vote with the Chair again 60 
abstaining. 

 

There was no dissent from the summary by the 

Chair that we agree to the policies of the NP as 

revised earlier, that the DDB will not be north of 65 
Leggs Meads on School Lane and that the DDB 

extent is to be resolved in the two areas of by East 

Hembury Farm and 2 Knapp Cottages after taking 

further landscape advice.  

 70 
The Chair asked if the Forum was content that the 

SG work on progress and report to each Forum 

meeting or are members concerned about that? No 

concerns were expressed. The next steps for SG 

were then summarised. 1) amend NP in the light of 75 
edits received and comments tonight; 2) Complete 

drafts of other documents that must accompany the 

NP; 3) hold a meeting with Jan Farnan to ensure all 

complies with requirements of WDDC for submission 

to the Examiner. 80 
 

The Chair then asked how to consult the community 

on the draft, which the SG had yet to discuss. It was 

considered acceptable to provide a web address to 

all where the documents could be assessed and 85 
also with agreement to lodge paper copies in the 

Village Hall, The Church and The Spyway Inn. 

Feedback comments will be sought. MR asked when 

the landscape advisers re-visited those landowners 

of the land to be considered should also be invited to 90 
be present at a convenient time for them. 

 

35/16: AOB 

No points were raised. 

 95 
36/16: Next meeting, Date, Time and Venue 

It was agreed that the next ordinary meeting would 

be on Wednesday. 14
th

 December, 7:30pm in the 

Village Hall. Please make every effort to attend. 

 100 
The meeting ended at c 10pm (duration 2.5h). 


