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Introduction

The area encompassed by the Askerswell Neighbourhood Area is the Parish of Askerswell.
The Parish Meeting on April 2014 agreed to progress a Neighbourhood Plan first by a special
meeting “A Neighbourhood Plan for Askerswell?” at 7:30pm on Wednesday 30/07/2014 in the
Village Hall in the presence of Ms Jan Farnan (Planning and Urban Design Officer WDCC),
the likely link officer and West Dorset District Council (WDDC) district councillor Mark Roberts.
Progress was reported to the Parish Meeting and in particular the need to form a
Neighbourhood Forum and to fund progress without using the Parish Precept. Progress was
initial funded by holding four Café Scientifiques in the Village Hall and subsequently with a
grant from Locality, my community (1/08/2017-31/01/2018).

A Neighbourhood Forum was required to take the lead in the absence of a Parish Council
(Askerswell has a Parish Meeting) that would otherwise develop the Plan. The documentation
required by WDDC to consider designating a Forum to cover the area of Askerswell Parish
was submitted and a period of consultation of the community and other stakeholders
organised by WDDC followed and ended on Friday 19 December 2014. Responses were
received by Hilary Jordan (Spatial and Community Planning Manager, WDDC) from Highways
Agency who wished to comment on the plan when developed. Other respondents raised no
objection (English Heritage, Natural England) both of whom have also been consulted
subsequently. The Marine Management organisation had no comments to submit in relation
to the consultation.

WDDC agreed a Forum constitution. A list of membership was approved by WDDC and history
of membership is a supplied document (The Constitution and Membership of Askerswell
Neighbourhood Forum). WDDC designated the Askerswell Forum as the group to develop a
Neighbourhood Plan for this area on 10" February 2015. The Forum has met 4 times per
calendar year with an AGM each June. All dwellings in the Neighbourhood Area receive at
least 21 days advance notice ahead of each meeting. Anyone in the community not on the
Forum is allowed to attend as an observer and given an opportunity to raise issues through
the Chair in the meeting. Forum members receive papers seven or more days before each
meeting. There were 29 founder members of the Forum (19/04/2014). A total of 16 additional
members joined subsequently with eight leaving and one person re-joining. In addition 29
members of the community have attended at least one Forum meeting as observers with 14
of that number attending on more than one occasion. Therefore between 35% of the
community based on total residents and 47% of those on the electoral register in 2011 have
been party to at least one Forum meeting.

Progress has been reported regularly in the monthly magazine of the United Benefice to which
Askerswell Parish belongs (Table 1) and included in the 6 monthly updates between parish
meetings. Minutes and announcements are posted on the Parish notice boards and all
documents are added to the Forum section of the village website.

The main consultations considered in this report are listed in chronological order in Table 2.
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Table 1: Forum-related announcements and progress reports published from
August 2014 to February 2018 in the Eggardon & Colmers View. This is the Parish
and Community news of the United Benefice to which Askerswell Parish belongs.
It is distributed to dwellings in the Neighbourhood Area.

#  Editon @ Page Relevant Content
1 August 4 Announcement of Special meeting on 30/7/14 “to decide whether or not the
2014 majority present wish to develop a neighbourhood plan for the Parish”
2 September 4 Report on above (50 residents attended, 16 gave apologies). Announcement of
2014 1st EGM of Forum which will develop constitution and draft application to WDDC
3 lz\lgi/jmber 4 Report on the progress at meeting at 2 above, next meeting due during Jan 2015
4 Dec 14/ 4 Résumé of October’'s Parish Meeting report on date for outcome of Forum
Jan 2015 application, a community wide survey and fund-raising plans to cover costs
5 March 5 Report that Neighbourhood Area status gained, 1st constitutional meeting in
2015 March to begin Plan development
6 | May 2015 5 Résumé of Forum meeting 1/4/15 at which constitution adopted and survey
finalised, results to determine shape of approach to neighbourhood plan
7 ?gi]gst 4 Report of June AGM 2014-2015, announcement of survey distribution in August
8 ggféember 5 Report that survey was distributed first week of August
October Report t_hat a summary o_f th_e results of 8 above “will be circul_a_ted throughout
9 2015 5 the Parish with an indication of next steps and opportunities for further
community wide involvement”
Dec 15/ Report on meeting of 21/10/15, proceeding with Neighbourhood Plan based on
10 4 survey results, announced public meeting 25/11/15 aimed at defining the scope
Jan 2016
of the plan
‘Headsup’ notice of community event in early June, to define what to include in
11 | May 2016 5 the first draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, which will then be distributed to every
Parish dwelling
Résumé of Parish Meeting 27/4/16, formal announcement of 11 above, asking
12 | June 2016 5 community about draft Neighbourhood Plan, and giving plans for Parish website
to support Neighbourhood Plan
Résumé of report on community consultation event (11 & 12 above), feedback
13 | July 2016 5 material to be considered by Forum 29/6/16 for inclusion in revised draft
Neighbourhood Plan
14 August 4 Résumé of report on AGM 2015-2016, revisions to plan proposed to be
2016 considered by the Forum 28/9/16, then completed draft to be circulated to all
15 Dec 16/ 4 Note that circulation of draft plan should be early in 2017; mostly agreed but still
Jan 2017 some outstanding issues to be resolved over the development boundaries
16 | April 2017 4 Circulation of draft Neighbourhood Plan reported, prior to formal consultation
period later this year, thanks to Chair and Forum for work involved
Reported 109 residents completed consultation returns on the 1t draft of the
Neighbourhood Plan. Funding for planning professionals to help polish the
17 | May 2017 4 Lo . ) oo . X
presentation is being sought and more advice taken; wider consultation will take
place before submission
Résumé of Neighbourhood Plan report at Parish Meeting, the list of acceptable
18 | June 2017 5 development sites to be agreed at the AGM 21/6/17, 2™ stage consultation not
till later in year now
August Report of AGM (see 18 above) and réSl_Jmé of debate qbout scope qf differe_nt
19 2017 4 defined development boundaries and risks to be considered associated with
each; further community consultation to follow before submission to WDDC
Résumé of report to Parish Meeting (Octl7), précis of formal process after
20 Dec 17/ 5 submission; Announcement of pre-submission consultation period 6/11/17 —
Jan 2018 29/12/17 and community drop-in event 11/11/17. All papers now posted on the

Forum section of the new village website: www.askerswellparish.org/forum

Progress on Neighbourhood Plan business is also recorded on the bi-annual Parish Update
flyer that accompanies all copies of the ECV distributed in the Parish in January and July
each year (published 2014 to date).



http://www.askerswellparish.org/forum
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Table 2: Main consultations summarised in this document.

# | month(s)/year

Main Consultations

1 | 4/2014 Parish meeting initiates the process
Parish holds an open meeting with WDDC planning officer in attendance to
2 | 7/2014 X X
provide advice
WDDC consulted about submitting a request to be a Neighbourhood Area with a
3 | 11/2014
Forum
4 | 2014-17 Advice frequently sought throughout the process of preparing a Neighbourhood
Plan from a link WDDC Planning Officer (Ms Jan Farnan) via e-mail
Neighbourhood Forum formed and maintained with >30 members throughout the
5 | 2/2015 process which therefore represents approximately 20% of the community and so
samples community views effectively
6 | 7-8/2015 Survey conducted in Neighbourhood Area and returns analysed
Open meeting with planning experts (WDDC Councillor F. Horsington and WDDC
7 | 11/2015 .
Officer J. Farnan)
8 | 1/2016 First visit by expert landscape advisers
9 | 4/2016 Three Steering Group members attend WDDC Neighbourhood Planning event led
by T. Warwick (Spatial Policy and Implementation Manager)
10 | 6/2016 Visit and advice from Senior Dorset County Archaeologist (Steve Wallis)
11 | 6-7/2016 Community drop in event to scope the Plan
12 | 6-7/2016 Interaction with WDDC (Oliver Rendle) before submission of a SEA screening
report
Feedback on the SEA screening report by Statutory Consultees both noted and
13 | 9-11/2016 X
taken account of when preparing the Plan
Feedback received by J. Farnan (WDDC Planning Officer) on proposed 1st draft
14 | 9/2016
of the NP
Meeting of Steering Group members in the village to discuss the Neighbourhood
15 | 2/2017 Plan with the Chair of Trustees of the Dorset Branch of The Campaign to Protect
Rural England (Richard Nicholls)
16 | 2-3/2017 First draft of Plan circulated to all dwellings with Plan area and feedback analysed
17 | 3/2017 Second visit by expert landscape advisers
18 | 3/2017 Meeting with expert planners of WDDC on 1st draft
Ballot held of Forum members on preference for a proposed Defined
19 | 8/2017
Development Boundary
Consultants from Dorset Planning Consultant and Angel Architecture visit the
20 | 10/2017 Neighbourhood area, advise on the extent of the Defined Development Boundary
and the latter provides a Heritage and Character Assessment report
Dorset Environmental Record Centre complete an Ecological Survey of selected
21 | 10/2017 : - ;
sites within the proposed defined development boundary
22 11-12/2017 Consultation of community and external stakeholders on the pre-submission plan
(7 wks & 4 days) | (Regulation 14)
23 | 11/2017 Community drop-in event held on the Pre-submission draft of the plan
24 | 1/2018 Modification of plan by the Forum following consideration of feedback received
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An initial survey of the community

There had been no village design statement developed by the Parish Meeting before the
Forum was formed. Therefore a survey was conducted with advice on setting some questions
from Ms Jan Farnan (Planning and Urban Design Officer WDCC. The questionnaire is
Appendix 5.1. A total 160 copies of the survey were distributed of which 83% were completed
and returned. The survey results for all 132 completed responses are provided (Appendix 5.1).
The high return rate established a positive attitude among the community to the process and
a high level of interest in the Neighbourhood Area. One clear, positive message was that the
majority are very content to live in Askerswell and care considerably about the Parish and its
environment. Our procedures ensured responses cannot be attributed to individuals as
required under the Data Protection Act.

Closed-ended questions: The survey was designed to gain responses to questions that were
relevant to either the Neighbourhood Plan or the Parish Meeting.

1. The analysis sheets are organised by section as in the survey. Yellow highlights indicate
a majority view; blue indicates a more or less equally split opinion and red indicates
when the majority offer no response. Shades of green in Q3 indicate intensity of
favourable opinion.

2. The outcome provided much of interest for the Forum to consider as the Neighbourhood
Plan was developed.

Open-ended questions: There were 310 points made to 15 open-ended questions in 77 of
the 132 completed surveys. More than one point was made in some comments boxes by
individuals. Responses that have an affinity have been aggregated in the Table within
Appendix 5.1 and a descriptor given of their affinities in an attempt to extract value. Only the
inadequacy of broadband cover was made in more than 10% of the 132 returned surveys.
Aggregating similar points indicates that at least 10% of those completing surveys expressed
opinions on: a) housing development types; b) potential sites for development within the
village; c) positive views about both the community and our natural environment and d) points
relevant to housing issues. The main value of the open questions was in identifying particular
points for consideration by the Forum. Some points that are outside of the remit of
Neighbourhood Plan but were appropriate for the Parish Meeting or the Village Hall committee
to consider.

An open meeting of the community (25" November 2015)

The Askerswell Forum meeting on Wednesday 21st October considered the analysis of the
survey. It voted 17 for, 4 against with 3 abstentions to continue development of a
Neighbourhood Plan. It decided to hold an open meeting on 25" November 2015 at 7:30pm
in the Village Hall to gain guidance from two experts, Jan Farnan (a WDDC planning officer),
Mr Fred Horsington, (a WDDC councillor, Regional Champion for Neighbourhood Plans and
lead on the “made” Cerne Valley Neighbourhood Plan). The questions were posed by the
Steering Group, other members of the Forum and other residents. Finally a few additional
guestions were added from the floor by attendees. The respondents were Jan Farnan (JF)
and Fred Horsington (FH). The questions and answers are provided in Table 3.
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Table 3: questions raised by the Askerswell Community in an open meeting with
planning experts.

# Question Summary of response
Questions from the Steering Group
1 Would the approach for small | JF
vilages of defining a | e Possible, but would need to identify sites to see if they can be
numbered cap on new accommodated.
dwellings for the plan period | e Issue is that sites need not to have landscape impact.
without allocating any sites be | « Need landscape sensitivity analysis
acceptable to WDDC? FH
e Favoured as at Godmanstone, several people drew a draft the
] ) Defined development boundary, showed draft(s) to community in
This has been applied to | an event, adjusted to community wishes
small  parishes in  the | , giate a density (favours a few not many dwellings)
completed Upper Eden Valley | A the Defined development boundary is defined open market
NP. DEFRA 2013 document | hoyusing; affordable can go outside the Defined development
Neighbourhood planning, The | hoyndary Had landowners meeting (8 from Godm. 3 from Cerne)
rural - frontrunners,  Case | 4nq went for the Defined development boundary
studies and tips. Case study 1 | jg
Upper Eden Valley « Outside DDB other exceptions, e.g. rural building re-use
* Upper Eden Valley | ¢ \WwDDC Local plan would resist development in Askerswell if no
Neighbourhood Plan now NP
made
Option to put to Forum?
2 Sustainability JF
Related to above e Local plan does not consider small villages, Neighbourhood Plan
can seek development if community seeks to be sustainable e.g.
to achieve a better balance
FH
e Local plan envisages facilities we do not have
3 How can any Neighbourhood | JF
Plan for Askerswell fit with the | e Local plan allows NPs of smaller villages to grow plus other
about to be approved Local planning mechanisms
Development Framework
which does not consider small
villages?
4 What is the lower and upper | Rendered redundant by answers to other questions.
level of development that is
likely to fit within that
framework given Askerswell is
a small village that has a
limited infrastructure and is
within an AONB?
5 How simple a plan could we | FH
compile that is likely to pass
the examinations? This is a | e Cerne V. as simple as you will see
small community and many of | JF
the issues considered in depth | e Can have just 1 policy
by larger communities do not | e Concentrate on what most people are concerned about
arse. * You need the evidence base to support the policies you have
¢ No evidence needed to justify exclusion of policies not included
e Could have a DDB as only policy with statements on what was
to be allowed within its limits
¢ Could have open area, green spaces
¢ Building materials
6 Who do we consulate that | JF
represents Dorset ANOB to | ¢ WDDC landscape architect (Katherine Jones)
determine if say 6 houses in | ¢ Richard Brown, DAONB team
10 years could be acceptably




Question
sited in such a highly visible
part of the AONB as

Askerswell NA?
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Summary of response

¢ Natural England

e Send them the DDB for comment. After meeting suggested she
could organize a visit to Askerswell

FH

e Must go through hoops with these bodies to develop a legal
document

e This after WDDC content with NP. They will stop major incorrect
aspects, other consultees may require minor changes

e Env. Agency, Nat. England Eng. Heritage.

¢ Best to consult them before developing plan fully

¢ Sensitive habitats should not be an unsurmountable issue

Is a Designated Development
Boundary the only way
forward for the level of
development we seek (5-10
new dwelling in 10 years)?
Even without specific site
designation, it is likely to be a
divisive approach.

FH

e DDB will be divisive

¢ “Some win some lose” for benefit of the community

JF

e Cap approach’s problem is AONB status, and National Planning
framework which is against isolated development in the
countryside

FH

¢ Up to village if it wants a DDB

o A DDB makes it easier for planners subsequently

o A DDB is designated where open housing could be placed in
effect where it would not be allowed

What consultation process is
needed for landowners if we
do not identify specific sites?
We assume the process
would be similar for both the
“development cap” and
“designated development
boundary” approaches?

FH

¢ Cerne invited all landowners to an open meeting with residents
present. Asked if they wished to put land forward.

¢ Seeking to know how many landowners interest in putting land
forward.

¢ Need to show examiner we were transparent

e Even if no landowners turn up Neighbourhood Plan can go
forward

JF

¢ Landowners can change

¢ Open meeting better, more transparent

o If all landowners invited (record that) and do not turn up, can be
taken they are not interested.

e May need revisions to gain accepted DDB.

¢ A DDB does not guarantee that applications to build are certain
to be granted.

o If no developer comes forward in time then no houses accrue
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# Question \ Summary of response
9 Does the panel have any | JF
suggestions as to how the | e Project plan with tasks
majority in the Forum in favour | e Match to skills in the community
of a Neighbourhood Plan can | FH
drawn into contributing to its | « Have an event that stimulates interest e.g. about DDB
compilation? e Once Neighbourhood Plan started, more interest will be
generated
¢ Accept people joining and leaving the core of Neighbourhood
Plan workers
e Consult Planning Aid and Locality
¢ Planning Aid could provide an independent assessment of where
housing could be placed
¢ Pick from any report what suits community
JF
¢ Such a report may cost. Need a Locality grant or possibly advice
from Locality
¢ A grant could fund events as discussed above
¢ Could just have a walk around the village with advisers
10 The consultation processes in | Not asked
NPs seem very variable. For
instance for landowners, do
we need to talk to them or
send questionnaire to each,
just invite them to an open
day. What is necessary if we
do a) not designate sites or b)
not set out a designated
development boundary?
Questions from other Forum Members
11 How much influence can a | FH
Neighbourhood Plan | ¢ A made NP will have more weight than the Local Plan in NA
realistically have on any | e Cerne Valley Neighbourhood Plan wrote building of three or
proposed development in the more open housing requires a contribution to affordable houses,
village? High court now says one or more.
¢ Important issue for Askerswell is to meet Local Plan Strategic
policies so an our Neighbourhood Plan is allowed
12 My main question relates to | FH
the structure, size and content | ¢ Our challenge is how do we get passed a Local Plan that does
of what a Neighbourhood Plan not envisage open market housing here
looks like; is there a template | « Make sure itis our plan specific to our needs do not copy others
or guidance; what is essential | o Cerne set up three groups 1) Environment, 2) Housing and 3)
and core? Are there a set of business. What first 2 concluded is more or less in the plan.
strategic questions it should Business has set up a portal to promote Cerne (more than was
answer; if so what are they? expected).
¢ Need to identify a skilled writer
What not to do, over consult, keep the task simple
Must enable examiner to see the “passage” taken to reach the
NP.
e Keep arecord of consultations and community involvement
e Currently Askerswell can have no open market housing under
Local Plan
JF
e Need a spatial portrait of area
o Our polices and evidence in support
o WDDC will re-consult all stakeholders so we must consult all.
13 What is the ACTUAL JF

definition of “Affordable

e 80% is definition of affordable
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# Question \ Summary of response

Housing” used in West e New Gov. Starter homes 80% of market value.
Dorset? If the answer is the e WDDC seek a contributor for affordable homes for each open
government policy of “a rent market house built
of 80% of market value” this e Could be a mix of houses
would resultin arentwellin | o  Affordable housing contributions do NOT have to results in
excess of the living wage, housing within Askerswell but elsewhere. Could be if it was an
thus NO houses would be exception site to meet local housing need.
“affordable” for those on the FH
living wage? Please explain e Every open market housing contributes to affordable based on
the WDDC Policy on this its area
matter as it would appear e Has Askerswell done an affordable housing need? This need
Affordable Housing is not a could be met by an exception site.
practical proposition in
Askerswell.

14 In preparing the JF
Neighbourhood Plan e Our Neighbourhood Plan should provide evidence for
recognition will need to be constraints
taken of the existing e Hence, why need to consult e.g. Env. Agency, WDDC
infrastructure in Askerswell: Highways
viz: Road access is by a e Added impact of c6 houses would probably be insignificant
single lane from all directions; | o |f sewers full could rely on septic tanks etc. for new housing
The Sewer pipeline is at full as elsewhere
capacity; There are no spare | gy
telephone land line numbers: | o Any new development would have to be self-funding as
so on what basis would always for infrastructure it needs such as sewage disposal
WDDC Planning actually
allow any development in the
village? What improvements
to the infrastructure would be
required for approval? If any
development is to take place
to improve the infrastructure
what would be the anticipated
minimum number of dwellings
required to pay for a) the
required Improvements to the
infrastructure and b)
Affordable Housing (if
required)?

15 What opportunity is there IN JH
PRACTICAL TERMS to e Best chance of change to status is in village
change the status of the e Current “holiday let” legislation has changed. Status of such
relatively low cost current homes could be altered to permitted development in many
housing as holiday lets into areas; AONB status may be an issue in Askerswell.
freehold properties for ¢ Readily changed if within a defined development boundary
continued occupancy by the
owner?

16 What opportunity is there IN FH
PRACTICAL TERMS to ¢ Local Plan allows redundant Ag. Buildings to come into use.
change the status of disused e NP could build this in.
agricultural buildings into  Alisted building has additional issues and is NOT part of NP.
accommodation a) whenthe | ¢ Road access to former an issue.
building is Unlisted and b)
when the building is Listed?

Questions from other Residents

17 Does Neighbourhood Plan | JF
have to show there is| e Bestto consider what sort of properties
sufficient sites for new | e Bestto have a defined development boundary. Where within

dwellings envisaged?

it houses would place is not needed.
e Must be confident the houses proposed fit within the DDB.
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# Question Summary of response
e May wish to project green areas from development within the
DDB
FH
e Can indicate density as an indicator for a locale.
e At Godmanstone used an average based on new build over a
number of years.
e DDB must show where the houses could possibly be placed.
e DDB can be more than one discrete areas
18 Risk of DDB may put off | FH
buyers of a house when there | ¢ Up to the community
is vacant land near it. e Setup arough DDB and then allow community to decide what
to exclude.
Other, final questions
19 How long should | FH
Neighbourhood Plan take? ¢ 18 months now process not new
20 What is likely cost of our NP JH
e There is £8k to make a Neighbourhood Plan (Locality Grant?)
e Costs of referendum and examination met by WDDC or other
gov. sources.
Can apply to Locality elements.
FH
¢ NP made/not made by referendum of the number who turns up
on the day.
21 Possibility of Covenants JF
Not a planning matter.
e Section 106 to define what we expected can be made by
applicant for dwelling only
e FH
e Could say a new dwelling(s) at a locality can only occur under
“agricultural occupancy conditions”. This would need
consultation of community to define a need based on evidence.
e As far as elderly downsizing to stay in community: would need
to justify. May be an issue passing examination processes.
e Would need to be specific about the site
Would anyone build with those conditions?
22 Pinch points between Local | JF
and  Neighbourhood Plan | ¢ Landscape impact, where could dwellings go.
plans FH
Get advice early from WDDC landscape architect
23 Is sustainability an issue FH
e Once we have a Neighbourhood Plan accepted, sustainability
is not an issue. It is for the community to state what it wants in
a NP.
e Small community will only gain new dwellings through a
Neighbourhood Plan for open market housing or exception
sites for affordable housing
e Has Askerswell ever had a boundary 20 years or more ago?
No certainty.
¢ A value in having the history of building in village over last c30
years
24 Additional comment JF
e Get out and draw some boundaries and start to define issues

Community drop-in event (10am to 5pm Saturday 11" June 2016).

Those living or working in the area plus landowners were invited to the event. The total number
of attendees included 8 landowners. The posters from the drop in event are provided Appendix
2. Attendees were asked to respond to a number of questions relating to the posters and to

10
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provide additional comments. A total of 48 people returned the feedback form but some are
not on the electoral register. Only 63% of residents supported a Neighbourhood Plan. The
responses are summarised in Table 4. All cells shown in green indicate at least a 67% majority.
Only 10 of 40 residents and a further 3 of 8 landowner respondents provided comments. Two
respondents provided nearly 50% of the comments and four 67% of the responses. The
comments are summarised in Table 5.

The responses were taken into consideration in the documentation provided to WDDC when
developing the SEA screening report and in the first draft of the Neighbourhood Plan. Both
were discussed at following Forum meeting on 28" September 2016.

Figure 1: members of the community considering the 10 boards with posters
during the drop-in event on 11 June 2016

11
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Table 4: Summary of feedback from the drop-in event based on 48 attendees
who returned the tick box forms offered

Poster ResidentsT Landowners | All
number Number of responses 38 8 46
la& 1lb Opinion of Askerswell having a NP (yes response) 67% 88% 70%
Whatever you personally favour (that opinion is requested at 6a-i below) do
3b you agree that the analysis of the community survey indicates in the order of 79% 38% 70%
4 new open market dwellings over the decade of our NP?
5a What is your opinion of no plot having more than 2 dwellings? 74% 50% 70%
What is your opinion of the land indicated at Rocky Close Farm bein
Sb includedywithinpthe Defined Development Bound:r}; (bbB)? ° 81% 88% 82%
5c What is your opinion of land on the west side of the Burywells not being 73% 63% 71%
included in the DDB?
What is your opinion of maintaining a gap without development on both sides
5d of Scho; Lanepnorth of Leggs Megd?g P P 78% 50% 73%
6ai What is your opini(_)n of our NP setting a maximum of in the order of 4 new
open market dwellings over its decade span?
If you answered in favour to 6a-i, what is your opinion of our NP setting a plot
6a-ii area per dwelling of in the order of 0.2ha (the current plot average for
Askerswell)?
Bacii What is your opinion of no development at any one site exceeding 2 new
dwellings?
Ba-iv What is your opinion of the new dwellings being within the Designated
Development Boundary (DDB) only as shown in posters 4d and 5d?
6a-v What is your opinion of substantial community opposition to a new dwelling
site resulting in the DDB being amended to exclude it?
What is your opinion of the number of new dwellings being a secondary
6b-i issue relative to a total new build land area in the order of one hectare (as an
alternative to 6a-i)?
What is your opinion of the total plot area for new dwellings in our NP being
6b-ii in the order of 1 ha? The current average for Askerswell village is about 0.2
hectares per dwelling?
6b-ii What is your opinion of the number of new dwellings built per plot exceeding 1% 7506 A7%
two (e.g. a short terrace)?
6b-iv What is your opinion of all new dwellings recommended by our NP being
only within the Designated Development Boundary as defined in 4d and 5d?
What is your opinion of our NP recommending that the restriction of less
6C-i than a full year annual occupation of a dwelling be removed from properties 74% 88% 7%
to which this currently applies?
b What is your opinion of the housing objective? 81% 75% 80%
7c: Policy HL |What is your opinion of the housing policy H1? 78% 50% 73%
7c: Policy H2 |What is your opinion of the housing policy H2? 68% 38% 62%
8a: Objective |What is your opinion of the environmental objective? 88%
8b: Policy E1 [What is your opinion of policy E1? 71%
8c: Policy E2 [What is your opinion of policy E27? 89% 91%
8d: Policy E3 [What is your opinion of policy E3? 89% 91%
8e: Policy E4 (What is your opinion of policy E4? 83% 43% 7%
8f: Policy E5 [What is your opinion of policy E5? 86% 91%
8g: Policy E6 |What is your opinion of policy E6? 83% 86%
9a: Objective |What is your opinion of the community objective? 86%
9b: Policy C1 |What is your opinion of policy C1?
9c:Objective |What is your opinion of the business objective?
9d: Policy B1 |What is your opinion of policy B1?
over 90% t
80-90% » not
%in favour 67:80;’/0 necessarily on
2166% electoral
34-50% ]
_ 0-33% register

12
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Table 5: additional responses to set questions in the feedback form distributed at
the drop-in event

Poster

Question asked

What is your opinion of Askerswell Parish

Comment

(R=resident, L = Landowner not
resident)

la&lb having a Neighbourhood Plan? L8: favours plan but considers DDB too restrictive 1
Whatever you personally favour (that R32: 53% favour 4-10 or more 2
opinion is requested at 6a-i below) do

3b you agree that the analysis of the R38: Supports up to 4 new dwellings providing
community survey indicates in the order | cpange does not compromise existing character 3
of 4 new open market dwellings over the | o the village or alter the environment
decade of our NP?

R5: Set DDB south boundary along Parsons

Ad Recommended DDB Lane & then along Hembury Rd 4

5a What is your opinion of no plot having R5: No more than 2 dwellings/site including any 5
more than 2 dwellings? existing dwelling unless a small terrace
What is your opinion of the land indicated | R5: Yes but on original site 6

5b at Rocky Close Farm being included -
within the Defined Development R25: Any Rocky Close farm deve.lo.pment to be 7
Boundary (DDB)? restricted to lower level where building was
What is your opinion of maintaining a gap | L4: no need to leave a gap 8

5d without development on both sides of L7: site for one dwelling just north of Candida
School lane north of Leggs Mead? cottage 9
R29: 4-5 new dwellings not order of 4 10
. Wh"’!t IS your opinion of our NP setting a R31: 5 not in the order of 4 new dwellings 11
6a-i maximum of in the order of 4 new open
market dwellings over its decade span? R32: prefer 5+ 12
L4: not enough 13
If you answered in favour to 6a-i, what is

Basii your opinion of our NP setting a plot area | R25: Some smaller plots & gardens to suit 14
per dwelling of in the order of 0.2ha (the elderly/disabled residents
current plot average for Askerswell)?

What is vour opinion of the new dwellings R27: include DDB South-East Corner to include
. your op : 9 sites 9-11. Leave to landowners’ wishes & normal 15
. being within the Designated Development :

6a-iv . planning procedures
Boundary (DDB) only as shown in - — - -
posters 4d and 5d? _L7. agree but an addltlonal site for one dwelling 16

just north of Candida cottage
What is your opinion of the total plot area | R25: Some smaller plots & gardens to suit 17
for new dwellings in our NP being in the elderly/disabled residents

6b-ii order of 1 ha? The current average for
Askerswell village is about 0.2 hectares R32: No limit 18
per dwelling?

What is your opinion of the number of
6b-iii new dwellings built per plot exceeding R32: Third time for this question 19
two (e.g. a short terrace)?
R27: include DDB South-East Corner to include
sites 9-11. let landowners’ wishes & normal 20
planning procedures define sites
What is your opinion of all new dwellings R29: consult on DDB properly 21
6b-iv recommended by our NP being only R30: DDB needs more consultation by
within the Designated Development community 22
Boundary as defined in 4d and 5d? R31: new dwellings within DDB but more
; . 23
consultation of community on DDB
R32: DDB needs to be defined according to 2
villagers wants not imposed by 2 planners and SG
What is your opinion of our NP R5: Yes but should be part of order of 4. Concern o5
recommending that the restriction of less | over parking and additional if >1 car/dwelling

6e-i than a full year annual occupation of a R25: covenant removal only within maximum new

dwelling be removed from properties to dwellings; car parking limited, currently land 26

which this currently applies?

owned by South Barn used

13
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Question asked

If you answered in favour to 6a-i, what is

your opinion of our NP setting a plot area

Comment
(R=resident, L = Landowner not
resident)

Assets

Ge-ii per dwelling of in the order of 0.2ha (the R32: Completely unclear 27
current plot average for Askerswell)?
R27:supports housing objective; unrealistic for
What is your opinion of the housing community to remain unchanged; sustain +ve
7b o . . 28
objective? community and value new buildings and
landscape protection
) o ) . R30: 4-5 new dwellings 29
7c: Policy H1 \Lvlh,?t Is your opinion of the housing policy R31: but stating 4-5 new dwellings 30
R32: “in order of 4” is unclear , “4-5 better” 31
R30: Too restrictive 32
R31: Too restrictive 33
What i - f the housi i R32: Too restrictive 34
7c: Policy H2 HZ’? IS youropinion ot the housing policy a5 Does not accept a short terrace of 3-4 new 35
’ dwellings is acceptable
L7: 0.2 ha per dwelling too large, not all buyers
looking for large houses and large gardens OK for 36
terrace
R What is your opinion of the environmental | R31: Too restrictive 37
8a: Objective o — -
objective’ R32: prefer more freedom re: building materials 38
) ) o ) R31: Too restrictive 39
8b: Policy E1 | What is your opinion of policy E1? —
R32: Too restrictive 40
] ] o ] R31: Why stuck in olde worlde? 41
8f: Policy E5 | What is your opinion of policy E5?
R32: Too twee 42
8g: Policy E6 | What is your opinion of policy E6? R5: yes providing contributes to max of order of 4 43
R39: Safeguarding community assets should not 44
extend to Spyway Inn
9b What is your opinion of Policy C1? R40: Including Spyway in the DDB does not fit
easily with aim of safeguarding Community 45

14
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Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Screening Report (a submitted document)
Responses were received from the statutory authorities and informed development of the plan.
The Environment Agency did not consider the development proposed within the
Neighbourhood Plan was likely to have a significant environmental effect that falls with its
remit. It supported the aims to enhance wildlife opportunities. The agency also referred to
surface water management. This is considered in section 8.4 of the Neighbourhood Plan.
Historic England did not require a SEA provided the plan did not allocate sites but was instead
based on a defined development boundary. This is the approach taken in the Plan. Natural
England advised that we consult Dorset AONB. They did not require a SEA providing harm to
the landscape of Dorset AONB was avoided and there was no harm to wildlife sites.
Consequently advice was sought and provided by Dorset AONB and District Council
Landscape Architects. An Ecological Survey was conducted by Dorset Environmental
Records Centre (a submitted document, an ecological survey of three possible sites within a
development boundary).

Consultation with Landscape Advisers and an Archaeologist (Appendix 5.3)

First visit of the Landscape Advisers: the advisers on the occasion of the first visit on
25/01/2016 were Ms Katherine Jones (at that time WDDC Senior Landscape Architect) and
Mr Richard Brown (Dorset AONB). The SG members in attendance were: Sue Dutt, Pat
Atkinson, Tim Boden and Howard Atkinson. The walk-around include all sites within or
adjacent to the main settlement favoured from the initial survey. Ratings were agreed before
the walk-around. They were; a) a priori view that site is suitable for new dwellings; b) the site
may be unacceptable; c) site is highly likely to be unacceptable. Only one site was scored a/b
with site 6 scoring ¢ and the remainder b/c or c/b. This influenced defining a proposed
development boundary in the first draft of the Neighbourhood Plan.

Senior County Archaeologist: the landscape advisers recommended consulting the County
Archaeologist about just one site centred on National Grid Reference SY 5268 9288. He met
with members of the Steering Group and visited the site on 2/06/2016 with the landowner in
attendance. The main points of his report included that any future planning application to
develop the site would need to be supported by an archaeological assessment report and
evaluation of the site.

Second visit of the Landscape Advisers: a second visit was made to visit 7 plots on
20/03/2017 by Richard Brown (Dorset AONB) and Sarah Barber (Tri-Councils Senior
Landscape Architect). The Steering Group members in attendance were: Sue Dutt, Pat
Atkinson, Tim Boden and Howard Atkinson. The aim of the meeting was to provide advice for
sites not viewed before including a potential site suggested by Mr Terry Sneller (WDDC; see
report of the meeting with him below) and to consider amendments to previous advice. Two
landowners were invited for their specific areas and one attended. Ratings that were agreed
before first walk were again used. A summary of the advice received is provided alongside the
advice for the same site if it had been considered on both occasions (Appendix 5.3).

Advice from the Planning department of WDDC (Appendix 5.4)

E-mails: Ms Jan Farnan (Planning and Urban Design Officer WDCC) has been very
supportive throughout the development of the Neighbourhood Plan. A record of the
consultations by e-mail received 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 is provided.

A meeting with WDDC Planners. Three members of the Steering Group (Pat Atkinson, Tim
Boden and Howard Atkinson met with Jan Farnan (Planning & Urban Design Officer) and
Terry Sneller (WDDC team leader for Local and Neighbourhood Plans) from 2:30-4:00 pm
13th March 2017 at South Walks House, Dorchester. The scope of the meeting was to gain
feedback on a preliminary draft for the neighbourhood plan. Key outcomes were the need for
more heritage and character studies across different localities to underpin where development
is or is not supported and the character of new dwellings appropriate for each potential
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development site. The advice was also given that the policies need to be written precisely to
ensure that they cover the extent of development supported by the community but exclude
that which is unwanted. The Forum was advised to consider the size of the defined
development boundary to ensure it is appropriate for the extent of new dwellings supported
by the community. The Forum was recommended to seek a grant from Locality to engage
consultants to address the above issues. A successful application was subsequently made.
The Forum was also advised to consider whether or not to continue with a revised defined
development boundary or to adopt a site specific approach. A confidential ballot on that issue
was carried out in August 2017. The Forum members (the Chair did not vote) casted ballots
in relation to a site specific approach (16 in favour with 8 against) with 19 in favour and 8
against for a defined development boundary. Development of the latter was therefore
continued. A majority in favour was recorded for only the smallest of the three possible defined
development boundaries proposed (14 in favour, 7 opposed) so that option was adopted.

Community feedback on 15 draft of the Neighbourhood Plan

Analysis of feedback is based on 109 fully or partly completed returns. There was substantial
agreement on vision, objectives and policy statements. Only two policies received less than
75% support. One referred to rural exception sites. It was included to comply with both the
Local Plan and National Legislation and was retained in the revised draft of the Neighbourhood
Plan. The other policy to be changed was for the final plan to be less restrictive about the
appearance of windows. Views on land to be included in the defined development boundary
was noted for discussion with the landscape experts in the second visit and that made jointly
by our heritage and planning consultants. The analysis of the feedback is provided (Appendix
5.5). The comments received are included but have sometimes been paraphrased to
condense the report. Some comments suggested improvements to the Neighbourhood Plan
that have been made. Some other points are more appropriate for the Parish Meeting to
consider as they fall outside of the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. The Forum agreed to
adopt the vision statement, objectives and policies and to seek funding to have our policies
drafted by a planning expert to ensure none is ambiguous. Similarly it was agreed that the
heritage and character assessment should be completed.

Visits by consultants before preparing the pre-submission draft

The awarded grant enabled the Forum to appoint a consultant (Ms Jo Witherden, BSc,
Diplomas in Town Planning and Urban Design, RTPI, Dorset Planning Consultant Ltd) to
provide professional planning support for preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan and a second
consultant (Ms Kim Sankey Ba, Dip Arch, AA DIP Cons, RIBA, Angel Architecture) to carry
out the heritage impact assessment of the plan. They made a joint visit from 10:00 to 14:00
on 3 October 2017. An agreed summary of the meeting was made and provided below. The
heritage assessment is submitted supporting evidence (a review of development potential and
heritage implications; Askerswell Neighbourhood Plan).

Heritage

1. The tithe map of 1846 was used for the heritage assessment and obtained by Ms
Sankey. The number on the map gives the owner, the occupier and use the land.

2. The suggestion was that a number of dwellings could help re-enforce the character
without making them non-listed, historic buildings of local history interest. In that way
there is no need to identify particular buildings. It could be just stated the groups along
i) School Lane and ii) the group around the square and the beginning of Parsons Lane.
Therefore the naming of dwellings was not favoured.

3. Ifthe group approach was followed then the statement would be elements of their value
should be evident in a new dwelling. These would be heritage features not just of the
architecture itself but could include aspects such as railings, gates and chimney stacks.
Itis likely that purchasers of new builds in this community would require a fireplace for
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wood burning stove etc. Some builders try to avoid the cost of a chimney if they can.
Monuments need to be mentioned as a part of the heritage.

Evaluation of main sites within the Defined Development Boundary

a) Rock cottage (site 3)

1. It was a cottage off Back School Lane. Judging from images it may have been
demolished in the early 1960s (later confirmed). That there was a substantial dwelling
there supports the case for a new build.

2. Any new development be under the ridge and clearly will be part of the settlement. It
is not a site that impacts on historic buildings.

3. Access is an issue. This could be resolved by using the current drive with parking
above at the upper end of the ridge.

4. Some of the conifers along the ridge may have to be felled but they do not have any
particular value.

5. There will also be a need to remove some mature trees along Back School Lane some
of which are growing within or in too close association with the stone wall just east of
Rose Cottage.

6. The site is not visible from the church. This is important as English Heritage may object
if a building can be seen even if only visible from the top of the church tower.

7. Possibly, the new dwellings could be one storey high on its north side against the ridge
with two stories high to the South.

8. The layout could be parallel to the line of the ridge.

9. The area could be classed by planners as an abnormal site because of extra cost
related to the difficulty of the terrain.

10. This abnormal site status ensures it is not suitable for affordable homes. This issue
doesn't arise if it is within the Defined Development Boundary.

This site could accommodate a building with two dwellings

b) North of Old Wheelwright Shop (site 7)

1. This should be rejected as a development site because:

a. It needs a bridge to access or if entry via Beck Cottage then the latter’'s owner
would be entitled to a large payment.

b. The wetness of the land and its closeness to the river Asker.

c. lts wilderness nature would ensure it would require an ecological examination

2. There is no heritage impact.

This site is not suitable and the Defined Development Boundary should be drawn to
exclude it.

c) Along Parsons Lane, East of Old Wheelwright Shop (site 6)

1. This has high potential.

2. It has access from the road and continues the ribbon development.

3. The plot should not extend the build beyond the end of the walled garden of the rectory.

4. The old entrance to the previous rectory is adjacent to the walled garden. Both it and
the gate to the plot by the Wheelwrights provide precedents for an entrance.

5. The site falls away and so it could be single-storey on its south side to Parsons Lane
with the two stories on its north side as is the case of the Old Wheelwright’s shop.

6. There would need to be a two metre wide turning circle and the whole site appears to
be 28 m along the Parsons Lane. The area was measured after the meeting. It is 0.095
ha.

7. There would be a need to clear about 10 m of hedgerow but this need can be justified.

8. Any plot greater than 0.1 ha is likely to require ecological survey.

9. There would be no impact on the walled garden of Askerswell House.

10. The window at the east of the Old Wheelwright Shop is not problem as it is part of a

workshop and not the dwelling.

17



Askerswell Neighbourhood Plan: Consultation Report

This site could accommodate a building with two dwellings
Faraway garden

1. Has lapsed planning permission for two dwellings.

2. It has an entrance onto the site from the current entrance to Faraway.

3. The new build of one dwelling could be to the rear and parallel to a house along
School Lane. There is a need to remove the statement about frontage onto a road from
the Neighbourhood Plan to accommodate this site.

Other redevelopment sites

1. Grey Cottage could be subdivided. It was previously 3 dwellings.

2. Grey Cottage garage block could be converted to a small dwelling. It has access and
is adjacent to Parsons Lane.

Summary

1. Four new build dwelling sites were identified.

2. Four additional “windfall” sites for potential re-development were identified. There
may be others.

3. Therefore the 4 to 5 dwellings the plan proposes are available.

The Neighbourhood Plan would not risk development much in excess of 4-5
dwellings.

5. Landowners must bring forward what they require. The Neighbourhood Plan has a
monitor and review section allowing reconsideration after say 7 of the 10 year plan
that could look at how to stimulate new build to counter a predicted short fall by 10
years.

Other matters

1. There is no indication of need for an affordable home in the community.

2. The holiday lets could be mentioned as additional opportunity. The Neighbourhood
Plan has no control over that. It is for the owners to request a change. It may or may
not be granted. A point against the owners is that they have no historic linkage and
no local connection.

3. The Neighbourhood Plan should not use the word “terrace” which may be judged as
inappropriate in the context of the Askerswell settlement in a way that “a row of
cottages” would not.

4. What is built should be appropriate for this community. That is very settlement
specific. For instance the settlement pattern on Loders (built up rows along the road)
and Askerswell is very different.

5. Sites should not be highly visible particularly from listed buildings such as Askerswell
House and the Church Tower.

H

An ecological survey of three possible sites within a defined development boundary
(submitted supporting evidence)

An unaccompanied visit was made by Bryan Edwards on 23rd October 2017. He is an
ecologist with Dorset Environmental Records Centre and an experienced surveyor working in
Dorset since 1991. The survey was undertaken of three areas that have been put forward for
possible inclusion within the defined development boundary. In addition a search was made
for Protected Species and Biodiversity Priority (BAP) species from the DERC database.

He concluded that none of the three sites are of high ecological value in their own right. There
were no particular issues with Site A (north of Back School Lane). Site C (north of the Asker
at Old Wheelwright Shop) was assessed as essentially a wetland area on a springline and
therefore unsuited to development. The assessment of site C agrees with the views of both
Jo Witherden and Kim Sankey. This site was first suggested Terry Sneller from viewing a map.
Bryan Edwards made additional comments on sites B and C. This led to the retention of site
B (land south of the Asker immediately east of the Old Wheelwright Shop) but not site C within
the proposed defined development boundary. Both sites are situated on the western edge of
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a complex of woodland and wetland habitats within the valley of the River Asker. Any
development adjacent or close to the Asker will have to ensure that the integrity of the river
and its corridor is not compromised particularly the water quality. Another feature of the area
are the hedgerows and the road hedge adjacent to Site B is quite species-rich and may qualify
as an Important Hedgerow under the Hedgerow Regulations Act (1997).

Pre-submission consultation (6/11/2017 to 29/12/2017; 7 weeks and 4 days)

Community consultation: A community drop in event was advertised in Eggardon & Colmers
View (Table 1, #20); on the Parish Notice board and that at the Village Hall and on the Parish
website. The event was held from 10:00 to 17:00 in Askerswell Village Hall on Saturday,
11/11/2017. Feedback sheets were provided and all responses are tabulated together with a
few additional comments received by e-mail or post after the event in Table 6.

= - - -

Figure 2: the pre-submission community drop-in event on the 11" November
2017 showing members of the community considering and discussing the content
of posters on 10 boards and drafting their feedback responses.

External consultation: the draft Neighbourhood Plan with the address of the Forum website
where all supporting documents were available was sent to all required external consultees
on 6/11/2017 using e-mail in most cases and mail on a few occasions

Consolidated feedback: the responses of all replying are provided by section of the draft
Neighbourhood to which they apply (Table 6). All the feedback was considered by the Forum
and this too is listed in the table with the remedial actions taken when considered appropriate.
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Table 6: main issues raised in Consultee Feedback on pre-submission draft of the Neighbourhood Plan, consideration of them and action
taken when revising the examination version of the Neighbourhood Plan. Page and paragraph references in Plan section column refer to the
submitted Neighbourhood Plan.

# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
1 |General The document fully meets the statutory duty of | Dorset AONB (Richard | Support noted No action required
regard to the purpose of the AONB designation, as Brown)

established by the CRoW Act. | note the policies
aimed to protect the character and appearance of
the AONB and the proposed the Defined
development boundary

2 | General We are satisfied that the proposed plan policies are| Highways England | Support noted No action required
unlikely to result in development which will impact| (Gaynor Gallacher)
on the A35 (part of the strategic road network) and
we therefore have no specific comments to make.

3 | General There is in fact little upon which we would wish to | Historic England Support noted No action required
comment. The Plan does not allocate sites for|(David Stuart, Historic
development, which is often a source of especial | Places Adviser South
interest for us. We are impressed by the depth and | West)

scope of understanding of the distinctive heritage
qualities of the Plan area and the policies and
proposals for their protection and enhancement.

It therefore only remains for us to congratulate your
community on its work to date and wish it well in
getting the Plan made.

4 |General Litton Cheney Parish Council pass on their| Litton Cheney Parish |Support noted No action required
congratulations for reaching this milestone and send Council (Maggie
their best wishes for the remainder of the process. Walsh)

5 |General Several of the maps in the plan are difficult to| West Dorset District | Different colour (blue) has been used for the | Request made for WDDC support to
interpret due to their quality. Policies should be Council policy text —however they are also now boxed | assist in improving presentation of final
placed within boxes or distinguished from the (Terry Sneller) (referendum) version.

supporting text in some other way (e.g. through the
use of colour) to enable the policy wording to be
clearly identifiable.

6 |Page3 Whether the Neighbourhood Plan is compatible with | West Dorset District | Minor changes proposed to address these |Amend para 1.3 to read: “The
paral.3 the strategic policies of the Local Plan is something Council points Neighbourhood Plan has been written
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Consideration

Actions

to be compatible with the strategic
policies of the Local Plan for West
Dorset, Weymouth and Portland, as
adopted in 2015. Together with the
Minerals and Waste Plans, these
documents describe what types of
development will generally be allowed
within the defined area of the Parish of
Askerswell. They also provide and
justify protection within the area to the

natural and built environment.
Planning applications should be
decided in accordance with these

plans, unless material considerations
suggest otherwise.”

Plan section Comment Consultee/s

that will be assessed independently by the examiner. (Terry Sneller)
The adopted Minerals and Waste plans also forms
part of the development plan.

Page 21-3 When making reference to the quantity of| West Dorset District

para 8.2-6 development expected, the phrase “around 4 to 5 Council
dwellings” should be used rather than “up to” as the (Terry Sneller)

Page 23 anticipated quantum of development should not be

Policy H1.1 seen as an upper limit.

Page 3 Mixed views expressed over ‘up to 5’ —including the Local Residents

para 1.5 fact that not all residents favoured development and
whether this would be sufficient to meet local needs

Page 21-23

Paras 8.2-6

Page 23

Policy H1.1

The community view from the original
consultation was split, with 12% not wanting
any new housing, 35% (the largest group)
supporting less than 5 dwellings and slightly
lower numbers wanting increasingly higher
amounts.

This suggested that ‘up to 5’ new dwellings
was likely to be a level that would be
acceptable to most Residents. There is no
‘target’ set in the Local Plan and therefore the
wording has been chosen to avoid implying
either a target or an upper limit. Para 8.6
refers to exceptions outside the Defined
development boundary as also providing
additional potential.

The 12% (15 of 128 responses) not wanting
any new housing is considered to be a
significant minority and not “many” as stated
in one response.

Para 8.3 amended so the figure of ‘up
to 5 dwellings’ is not to be read as a
target or policy-driven upper limit, by
inserting the following at the start of
the para:

“There is no definite number to the
total of new dwellings to be built in
Askerswell set in this plan or the Local
Plan. The following policy should
enable as many as 5 new open market
dwellings to be built in addition to
conversions and affordable housing
that could otherwise come forward,
and that this level of growth is
something that most local Residents
would support (although inevitably
some would prefer less change, and
others would prefer to see more
change)”.
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
9 |Page4d Recommend remove the word ‘normally’. West Dorset District | Agreed Para 2.2 amended to delete
para 2.2 Council superfluous word (normally)
(Terry Sneller)
10 |Page4 Suggest use the word ‘adopted’ rather than| West Dorset District |Agreed Para 2.3 amended to replace
para 2.3 ‘approved’. It should also be noted that the approach Council “approved” with “adopted”, and
to development in Askerswell in the Local is to (Terry Sneller) replace “control development strictly”
“strictly control development in rural areas” rather with “strictly control development”
than to “control development strictly”.
11 |Page4 Recommend removing reference to the Dorset| West Dorset District |The Dorset Minerals Plan includes policies|No action required
para 2.6 Minerals and Waste plans, given that Neighbourhood Council such as minerals safeguarding areas which are
Plans are not permitted to tackle county matters (Terry Sneller) relevant in relation to development proposals
which include minerals and waste developments. for housing etc.
12 |Page6 Minor textual correction suggested: Highways| Highways England |Agreed Amended to refer to Highways England
para 3.4 Agency needs to be replaced with Highways England.| (Gaynor Gallacher)
13 |Page7 Can flood risk areas be shown? Local Resident The Environment Agency Flood maps to be|Request made for WDDC support to
Figure 2 more apparent in the Figure in the|assistinimproving presentation of final
Neighbourhood Plan that considers the main | (referendum) version.)
environmental constraints.
14 | Page7 You are also encouraged to make use of the Dorset County Figure in the Neighbourhood Plan that | Request made for WDDC support to
Fig 2 Ecological Network maps which are about to be Council considers  the main environmental | assist in improving presentation of
issued via Dorset Explorer. These maps identify (Richard Dodgson) constraints to show existing and potential | final (referendum) version.
Page 3 important greenspace which helps support existing ecological network with reference in Policy
para3.9-12 wildlife sites and therefore helps steer proposed E3.
Page 15 development away from areas which would, if
para 5.7 developed, have a greater impact on the wider
ecological network.
Page 16
Policy E3
15 | Page 8 Figure 3 Both Church Farm and barn should be shown Local Resident The extra site has been added to the Figure. | Minor correction made
16 | Page 10 Can it be stated that affordable housing is outside Local Resident Local Plan SUS2 defines that affordable | No action required
para 3.17 the Neighbourhood Plan remit? houses can be placed outside of a Defined
development boundary.
17 | Page 11 Amend Local Residents The changes are not considered to express | Suggested change not made but the
Vision The community has the “ambition to encourage the community vision more clearly than the | second sentence of that paragraph
Statement young families into the village whilst” to original wording edited to read:
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
“towards balancing the age of the community...” “.. any significant adverse effect
or upon....”
“to reduce the average age of the community over
18 |Page 12 Recommend rewording the statement to “any| West Dorset District |Agreed Second sentence amended to read: “...
para 5.2 significant adverse effect” as this is more in line with Council any significant adverse effect upon the
the SEA screening opinion. (Terry Sneller) two Sites of Special Scientific Interest
19 |Page 12 Recommend qualitative assessment such as “should | West Dorset District |The approach is supported by the AONB |No change required
para 5.3 not negatively impact on views...” or “should not Council advisor and 1km is “a guide” (and not written
have a detrimental visual impact” rather than specific (Terry Sneller) into policy) — the key point of this guidance is
(1km) parameters. “to avoid harm”.
20 |Page 14 Officers have assisted in producing the plan but the| West Dorset District | Noted — however the text as written does not|Amend 5.4 to read: “The policy
para 5.4 final selection of views and the final policy wording Council explicitly say this. The plan and approach is|wording and selection of important
have not been agreed by West Dorset District (Terry Sneller) clearly supported by the AONB advisor (see |views were developed in conjunction
Council. their comments). with the landscape advisor of the
Dorset AONB partnership, and
supported by them.”
21 |Page 14 How should a decision maker decide if a countryside | West Dorset District | Maintaining the intrinsic qualities of the AONB |E1.1 reworded as “Development
Policy E1.1 location is essential? In the context of the Local Plan, Council and making provision for any landscaping|should maintain the intrinsic qualities
a countryside location would include any location (Terry Sneller) sufficient to mitigate harm are applicable |of the AONB and make provision for
outside of a settlement with the Defined throughout the area. The reference to|any landscaping sufficient to mitigate
development boundary as listed in the Local Plan. An locating development alongside roads and [ harm. Isolated and elevated locations
essential need could include a number of types of close to other existing buildings —is related to | should be avoided, by siting
development including agricultural  dwellings, avoiding new development in isolated and|development alongside roads and
factories... as listed in policy SUS2. It is recommended elevated locations (noted in the AONB |close to other existing buildings.”
that this policy is clarified further. Management Plan as a particular problem in
relation to agricultural requirements)
22 |Page 14 The views contained within Policy E1.2 include views| West Dorset District |Looking at the photographs it is perhaps|The selection of views included in the
Policy E1.2 that are distant and expansive. It is recommended Council unclear why those specific views are|Neighbourhood Plan has been revised

that significant views are confined to those from
within the built form to other features within the
built form or out into the countryside. Views across
or to the settlement from the surrounding
countryside relate to landscape features rather than

(Terry Sneller)

considered special above the other possible
views. It may be useful to distinguish in policy
terms between (a) views obtained from within
or on the edge of the settlement out to the
countryside or to specific features /
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Plan section

Comment

Consultee/s

Consideration

Actions

views that can satisfactorily be protected by a views
policy.

landmarks, and (b) the uninterrupted
panoramic views noted as important in the
AONB Management Plan. And consider to
what extent these would not be protected via
E1.1.
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Page 14
para 5.6

page 15
Policy E2.1

Suggest para is reworded to focus more on the
justification (for example trees are important to the
character of the area), placing policy requirements
into the policy (for example the loss trees should be
avoided). Recommend deleting some of the items as
listed that are unlikely to be at risk (e.g. river) or
moving these to the views policy if more appropriate.

West Dorset District

Council
(Terry Sneller)

This policy focuses on providing local
relevance to the Local Plan Policy ENV10 —
which requires that development provides for
the future retention and protection of trees
and other features that contribute to an
area’s distinctive character, and recognises
that such features may not always be
designated or otherwise formally recognised.
Although the river (for example) is unlikely to
be removed, it could be partly culverted (as
previously) or its setting harmed through
inappropriate development. The policy also
has had regard to a similar policy in the made
Loders Neighbourhood Plan (E2).

Further description of the features in
the supporting text added and more
clearly identified.

Policy E2.1 amended by inserting at
end “Development resulting in the loss
of irreplaceable features should be
avoided. Mitigation to minimize the
degree of any loss or harm should be
secured if retention is not feasible.”
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Page 14
para 5.6
page 15
Policy E2.2

Suggest there could be instances where a modern
building could add interest.

West Dorset District

Council
(Terry Sneller)

Noted.

“modern out-of-character” rewritten
to read “modern unsightly”.
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Page 15
para 5.7

Page 16
Policy E3

Mention in the Neighbourhood Plan should be made
of the Dorset Biodiversity Appraisal Protocol and the
Dorset Biodiversity Compensation Framework. These
processes are promoted in the local plan and are
designed to address issues of loss of biodiversity
from development at an early planning stage, to
avoid delays and capture all
mitigation/compensation needed.

Dorset County Council
(Richard Dodgson)

This is covered in para 5.7 and Policy E3 of the
pre-submission draft Plan, taking a similar
approach to that agreed for the made Loders
Neighbourhood Plan.

Reference to the Dorset Biodiversity
Appraisal Protocol now included in
para 5.7
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Page 15
para 5.7

Page 16
Policy E3.2

Policy E3.2 relates more closely to process rather
than a policy requirement and may be better suited
to the supporting text.

West Dorset District

Council
(Terry Sneller)

Noted — however a similar policy was
accepted in the made Loders NP.

Wording amended to reflect that used
in the made Loders Plan - i.e.
“..applicants will submit (as a
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
minimum) an initial scoping / feasibility
appraisal that...”
27 |Page 16 Suggest identifying the buildings of local importance | West Dorset District | The plan does not seek to designate these as | Addition to end of para 5.8:
para 5.8 and their curtilage / setting on a larger map and Council “buildings of local importance” to be|“These have been specifically
listing them as bullet points would be easier to (Terry Sneller) specifically protected. They have been |identified to assist in the
interpret. identified to help guide developers who may | understanding of the form and type of
otherwise struggle to responding to the policy | buildings that reflect the distinctive
requirement to ‘reflect the distinctive local |local character of the Neighbourhood
character’ of the Neighbourhood Plan area. |Area”
Request made for WDDC support to
assist in improving presentation of final
(referendum) version of the figure
showing buildings of local interest.
28 |Page 16 The requirements within the policy seem a little too| West Dorset District | The policy as written was not intended to be | First sentence of E4.1 amended to read
para 5.10 prescriptive (e.g. roof pitch). Recommend details are Council unduly prescriptive, and could also reference | “reflect and contribute positively to
not included in policy but final sentence replaced (Terry Sneller) the consideration of buildings contributing to | the distinctive local character...”
Page 19 with “Particular regard should be paid to the key the local character (see above comment). The | Final sentence of para 5.9 amended to
Policy E4.1 characteristics set out in Table 5.1.” and make clear potential for local character to be enhanced [read “older buildings, through high
that exceptionally high quality contemporarily through modern design could be made clear | quality traditional or contemporary
designed modern buildings and extensions may also in the supporting text and minor change to |designs appropriate to this rural
be acceptable if they add interest and enhance the the policy. location.”
character of the area. (a) to (e) deleted and final sentence of
E4.1 amended to read “Particular
regard should be paid to the key
characteristics set out in Table 5 and
the buildings identified in Figure 6 that
provide a strong local identity and
interest.”
29 | Page 18 Dislike term ‘gentry’ houses Local Resident This seems to be a term understood by those | Minor change made to “grander”
Table 1 involved in heritage assessments which is | houses.
not in everyday use
Page 19
Policy E4.1
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Consideration

Actions

housing growth across an area where land can

# Plan section Comment Consultee/s

30 | Page 18 Imported slates would not be appropriate. However Local Resident There is no intention to endorse specific | Now added: the Neighbourhood Plan
Table 1 advances in solar panel systems which simulate roof technologies or products. favours all current or future

slate should be considered technologies that support sustainable
Page 19 energy production.
Policy E4.1
31 | Page 18 Can chimney stacks be made a requirement? Local Resident This is considered too proscriptive a | Now added: as most properties in the
Table 1 comment neighbourhood area have chimney
stacks, the Neighbourhood Plan does
Page 19 heir inclusion in any new
Policy E4.1 ZOt oppose t
welling
refers to Table 1

32 |Page21l Recommend Policy B1.1 is reworded for clarity and | West Dorset District | Agreed Policy amended to read “The
Para 7.1-2 and to align with the Local Plan strategy Council sustainable growth and expansion of
Policy B1.1 (Terry Sneller) existing local businesses or the

establishment of new businesses is
supported...”.

33 | Page 20 Is it realistic to support a locally-based businesses Local Resident There are a range of small, local businesses | comment added on the importance
Business and workforce? and some may grow in the future. This | of superfast broadband connection
Objective possibility may be enhanced by the | for business development

installation of broadband based on fibre to
the premises to most properties in the
neighbourhood area in 2018

34 |Page 21 More development will involve more travelling Local Resident The assessment is in regard to the harm to the | No action required
para 7.2 and workers, more deliveries more servicing -— character and safety of the narrow roads.
Policy B1.1 judgements on harm will be subjective because there Most planning decisions include subjective

is no baseline against which to measure judgements, albeit relying upon evidence and
technical expertise where possible.

35 | Page 21-2 A revision to the Defined development boundary Local Resident The Forum will request that the Parish | No change required to monitoring
para 8.2 required, 4-5 new dwellings are unlikely to be built Meeting take a community view on this after | and review

in the 10 years of the plan. 5 years of the plan.

36 |Page23 The identified the Defined development boundary | Dorset AONB (Richard | Support noted No action required
para 8.6 area reflects the landscape sensitivities and has the Brown)
Page 23 potential to encourage an appropriate level of
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
Policy H1 foreseeably be made available and where future
development could complement the existing form of
Askerswell. Support this approach and the policies
within the Plan.
37 |Page 23 Phase 1 ecological survey should be carried out on | Dorset County Council | Bryan Edwards of DERC assessed the potential | No further action required
para 8.6 any proposed development sites at the earliest| (Richard Dodgson) |sites identified within the Defined
opportunity to identify wildlife interest and inform development boundary (report provided).
Page 23 the need for Phase 2 surveys (e.g. for plants, bats The requirement for an ecological appraisal is
Policy H1 . .
etc.) also covered in Policy E3
Existing ecological data should be sought from DERC
to inform these surveys. DERC could also carry out
the surveys if asked.
38 |Page 23 Development allocations will be limited to small scale Wessex Water Reference to the advisory note on surface | Reference made in the text
para 8.6 development of individual plots within the (Dave Osborne) water disposal is noted
development boundary. Capacity is available for
Page 23 . .
> water supply and foul water disposal. We advise that
Policy H1 surface water connections will not be permitted to
the foul system to avoid sewer flooding to
downstream property. Any sites being promoted
must provide a satisfactory outfall through
infiltration arrangements or disposal to local land
drainage systems.
39 | Page 23 There is no need to include reference to the process | West Dorset District | Agree suggested rewording, with minor | “Initially a development boundary
para 8.6 followed that refined the original boundary. Council change. was  suggested which  would
Recommend paragraph 8.6 is reworded to focus on (Terry Sneller) potentially allow a much larger
EZﬁ(ceyzal the constraints and implications of the wider number of new dwellings than the

boundary.

community supported and result in
harm to the AONB and the character
of the village. It was therefore refined
to a smaller area. The revised
boundary would allow some new
development to come forward,
potentially providing about 4 or 5
new dwellings to be built in addition
to that which would be permitted
through the adopted West Dorset,
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
Weymouth and Portland Local Plan
policies (for example through rural
exception sites for the provision of
affordable housing or the re-use of
existing buildings).”
40 | Page 23 Policy H1.2 does not make reference to the existing | West Dorset District | The third bullet point refers to the need for | No further action required, other
para 8.6 building being worthy of retention. This could be a Council the building to make a positive contribution | than removal of obsolete ‘use’ from
useful addition to the policy, within the second (Terry Sneller) to the character of the area — which is | final bullet.
Page . bullet point. considered to be a clearer test than ‘worthy
Policy H1 The last bullet point of Policy H1.2 has an additional of retention’.
‘use’” within it.
41 | Page 22 The release of holiday home restrictions could fulfil Local Resident The Neighbourhood Plan  supports | Comment added.
para 8.5 housing needs application of those with current holiday let
restrictions on 12 month occupancy but it is
for current or future owners to re-negotiate
section 106 agreements.
42 | Page 23 Concerned re impact on character of Parsons’ Lane, Local Residents This was not raised as concern by either the | No action required
para 8.6 the entrance to any new dwelling, the potential landscape or heritage experts that were
overlooking into Wheelwrights and the suggestion consulted. The entrance would be through
Page 23 . . .
> any new dwelling should be single storey or be an existing gate entrance. The experts
Policy H1.1 placed at the south east end of the land. rejected extending the Defined development
boundary further along Parsons Lane to
prevent impact on the setting of two listed
buildings (Askerswell House and its Stables &
Coach House).
No iconic view is involved comparable with
that of the south slope of Eggardon Hill.
Any new proposed new dwelling would be
subject to planning consent after
consideration of design, privacy and amenity
requirements.
43 | Page 23 Concerned re size of the potential plot at Rock Local Resident The plot area is limited to south side of a | No action required
para 8.6 cottage ridge and the northern limit of the Defined
development boundary.
Page 23
Policy H1
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# Plan section Comment Consultee/s Consideration Actions
44 | Page 23 The boundary is too small. The village would benefit Local Resident See response # 7 No action required
Fig 8 from many more houses.
45 | Page 21-2 Why is it permissible for affordable housing to be Local Residents This is permitted by the Local Plan policies | Reword 8.9 from
para 8.2 built outside of the Defined development (SUS3 and HOUS2). “ to meet a demonstrated local or
boundary? population or business need”
Page 24 Clarification provided to
para 8.9 “to meet a demonstrated local
Why is population need a qualifying factor? need”.
46 | Page 24 Has the Parish Meeting agreed to take on the Local Residents This question has not yet been put to | No action required
para 9.2 monitoring? Parish Meeting because the Forum is
formed for five years from 24t February
2015. It may decide to seek an extension of
its life from WDDC. The issue will be
brought to the attention of the Parish
Meeting
47 | Page 24 The suggestion in Paragraph 9.3 is that the parish | West Dorset District | Noted — the Clerk and Parish Chair already | No further action required
para 9.3 meeting will comment on planning applications Council organise advertised meetings of the
being made within the area. This may necessitate (Terry Sneller) community when WDDC consults the Parish
the parish meeting convening on a monthly basis. on planning applications
48 | After page 24 Appendix A should be detached from the plan and | West Dorset District | Noted The Appendix (Details of the
included as an evidence document. Council Neighbourhood Area) has been

(Terry Sneller)

separated from the Neighbourhood
Plan and published as supporting
evidence.
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Introduction

We are asking each person aged 11 years or more in
Askerswell Parish to help us by completing the
survey now delivered to you. It will be collected by
the same contact by appointment about 10-14 days
after delivery. The contact will answer any queries
you have on delivery and collection of the survey
and can explain any questions as required.

The need for a Neighbourhood Plan

The Neighbourhood Plan is to promote sustainable
development in accordance with national planning
policy and the Local Development Framework for
West Dorset being developed by WDDC. The results
of this survey will help formulate a plan based on
residents’ needs and hopes for the future. The
Neighbourhood Plan provides us with a say in the
future development within the Parish. It also helps
both WDDC and us to ensure development is
appropriate for the needs of the community.

The survey

A comprehensive survey is necessary to collect all
the information needed without having to
distribute a supplementary survey later! Please do
help us by answering it. Your return is essential to
ensure all views are obtained. The survey will help
develop a general vision for the Parish as well as
being an essential step in developing a
Neighbourhood Plan.

Your contact will ask the number in the household
to provide an up to date census and to ensure all
those younger than requested to complete the
survey are counted.

Please will each member of your household aged 11
years or more complete a copy of the survey.

Use of the survey

The data collected from the questionnaires will be
analysed statistically. Our Neighbourhood Forum of
over 30 members will consider the collated analysis
only, and from it identify issues that the
Parishioners prioritise. There will then be further
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consultation opportunities e.g. to discuss and
choose options before a draft Askerswell
Neighbourhood Plan is prepared. That will be
circulated to you for comment and revision before a
final version is eventually submitted to WDDC.

Adoption of our plan

If WDDC accept our plan, it is considered by an
external examiner and amended as needed. Finally,
it must gain a majority vote in favour of adoption by
residents in a referendum. It then sits alongside the
Local Development Framework for all of West
Dorset. WDDC will take decisions on planning
applications using both documents.

Confidentiality

All answers are completely confidential and all
returns will be anonymous. You will seal your
completed survey into the envelope provided.
There is no indication on the survey of who you are
or of your address. Your contact will not pass any
such information on to others. Your survey form
will remain securely within the Parish until
shredded when the process has been completed.
Any information you provide will be treated as
strictly confidential and will only be used for the
purposes of developing the Neighbourhood Plan
and any developments arising therefrom. Your
information will not be shared with any other
parties, but please note that any comments you
make may appear anonymously in the published
results as examples of opinion.

More information needed

Please contact Howard Atkinson (Chair of The
Askerswell Neighbourhood Forum) if you have any
questions on @ 485765 or by e-mail
hj_askerswell@btinternet.com. Please join the
Forum at any time to become more involved in the
process.

Thank you



Introduction and Demographics

This section is needed to set the context

of your responses and your connection
to the Parish

Please v your age
grouping (optional)

8T-TT

¥79-61

a.lo0w
10 g9

What is your
connection with the
Parish?

LT ETEY

Ie p

Live; primary home

o) o

Live; not primary home

o

Work

Q

Landowner (other than
freehold home and
garden)

Business

Other

Do you agree
access to the
following are
important to
you?

2albe AlBuons

9albe

laynau

aalbesip

aalbesip Abuons

. Unspoilt

countryside

. Good

education/schools

Facilities for
leisure and sport

. Health and caring

services within 5
miles

. The community

and its spirit

Pleasant physical
environment

. Peaceful and safe

neighbourhood

. Services and

shops within 5

miles

30

I. Lots of things
going on

]. Good public
transport

k. Right housing
available

|. Local
employment
opportunities

m.Having a say in
decisions that
affect the Parish




4. Additional Comments for question b. Good mix of ages
3?

c. Too many
younger people

d. Not enough
younger people

6. If the community was to
develop, do you see the
Parish as primarily a
residential village acting
as a dormitory for larger
areas of employment, or
as an economic centre in
its own right with new
jobs created?

a. Residential dormitory

\ one

b. Economic centre

c. Neither

Housing

Your views of the extent and type of new

homes to be planned over the 10 years
of the Askerswell Neighbourhood Plan is
important

7. Has your current home
in Askerswell been
newly built or modified
to be a dwelling for the
first time, since 2004?

a. Yes

v one

b. No

c. Do not know

8. Are any members of
your family or
household \ one
experiencing unmet
housing need in the

5. Do you feel that neighbourhood?
the current 22229 a. Yes
; = lo |5
population Sl [E |2 |9
contains? Q | |@ % a b. No
< o |<
jab}
Q
D
(¢}
a. Too many older
people
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If yes to question 8, what is required?

Comment here.

like to be more secure

9. Are you expecting to
have different housing \ one
needs in the next 10
years?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Do not know
10. If yes, what is your
different housing o ;?
need? e =
QD
=1
a. Current home too small
b. Current home too large
c. To set up an independent
home
d. Current home not energy
efficient
e. Renting and would like to
buy
f. Access difficulties (e.qg.
steps and stairs)
g. Need more specialised
housing
h. Private tenancy and would
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Other

11. Add any comment you wish to
make on any points you ticked in

guestion 10 above.

12.

Has anyone in your
household moved away
from the Parish in the
last 5 years due to lack
of affordable housing?

\ one

Yes

No

13.

Should the Askerswell
Neighbourhood Plan
favour the principle of
affordable housing to
meet local needs?

\ one

Yes

No




No opinion

14.

Should the Askerswell
Neighbourhood Plan
favour the principle of
housing for sale on the
open market?

v one

Yes

No

No opinion

15.

What are your views on
housing growth within
the Parish over the plan
period of 10 years?

\ one

less than 5 dwellings in
10 years as in the last
decade

no more than 10 dwellings
over 10 years

no more than 15 dwellings
over 10 years

more than 15 dwellings
over 10 years

No more dwellings

16.

If new homes are to be
built, which of the
following tenures should
be encouraged?

palnoney
e p

a.

Social rented — Houses
which are owned and
managed by a Housing
Association

Private rented — Privately
owned houses rented
directly from the
landlord/owner

Shared ownership (houses
that are provided through
Housing Associations but
tenants can buy a share of
the house and rent the
remaining share)
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d.

Owner occupied — The
residents both fully own the
house and live there

17.What types of homes

are needed across the
Parish?
(Rank as many as you
prefer with 1 as the
highest rank)

Jaguinu

Bunjuel

Detached private houses
(3, 4 or more bedrooms)

Semi-detached/terraced
private houses (2 or 3
bedrooms)

Houses with workshops
attached for cottage
industries

d. Bungalows

Affordable homes for
sale or rent

Sheltered
accommodation for
elderly people

Houses for multiple-
occupancy (shared
houses and bedsits)

. Holiday accommodation

No new housing

]

Other (Comment below)




Add any Comment linked to question 19. If new homes are
17j. built, where would \ one

you suggest is the
best location?

a. Within the Askerswell
village

b. On the edge of the main
settlement

c. Elsewhere in the Parish

20. Are there any locations that you
think are suitable for new houses?
Comment here.

18. Should priority be
given to?

(Rank as many as you
prioritise with 1 as the
highest rank) matter which is relevant for some

parishioners

Employment

Jaquinu
Bunjuel

Future planning must consider this

a. Restoring and . _
refurbishing current 21. Where is your main

housing and empty place of work? Vone
homes .
b. Barn conversions or a. In Askerswell Parish
similgr re-use of b. Bridport
existing redundant
buildings c. Dorchester
c. Self-building by local ,
d. Elsewhere in WDDC

people for their own use

area

d. New build on brownfield s Outside WDDC area

sites ,
e. New build on greenfield (less than 25 miles)
sites f. Outside WDDC area
f.  New build by infilling (mo'fke th;‘” 25 miles)
within the village only g. Work at home
h. Unemployed
g. No opinion I. Retired
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22. What is, or would be,
your main means of
transport to any V one
work, training or
study?

a. Car/Van

b. Bus

c. Train

d. Taxi

e. Bicycle

f.  Motorcycle

g. Walking

h. Other

i.  None, work from
home

23. If you are an
employer, how many
more or less =
employees are you 3
likely to recruit in the g
coming 12 months? ~
If not an employer skip
this question

a. More employees

b. Less employees

c. Do not know

24. Should Askerswell
Neighbourhood Plan
make provisions for \ one
economic
development?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Do not know
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Should the
following be
encouraged
around the
Parish to
promote jobs
and economic
development?

2albe ABuons

2albe

Jaynau

aalbesip

aalbesip Ajbuons

. Agriculture/

horticulture

. Small

businesses on
individual sites

. Small

businesses on
an industrial
estate

. People

working from
home

. High-tech

companies

. Office

development

. Renewable

energy
generation

. Retail/service

companies

Tourism
development/
attractions

Major
employers in
WDDC

26. Should the Askerswell

Neighbourhood Plan
allocate sites for

economic development?

v one

Yes; go to question 27 &

28

No; go to question 29




27. Which types of site

should be allocated for T
T o
employment use? o =
5

a. Greenfield

b. Brownfield

c. Disused buildings

28. Where should
employment land be \ one
allocated?

a. Inor around the village

b. Elsewhere in the Parish

c. Both

29. Should employment
sites be protected from N
change of use? one

a. Yes

b. No

30. Is anyone in your family
likely to seek local Jone
employment in the next
5 years?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Do not know

31. What would encourage
new businesses to v one
locate in the Parish?

a. More purpose-built
premises

b. Better broadband

c. Other.

32. Comment on question 31 please.

Natural and historic heritage

33. How important is it to
you that any future
development in the
Parish should be in Vone
keeping with the
existing landscape and
character setting?

a. Important

b. Not important

c. No opinion

34. Should Askerswell
Neighbourhood Plan
aim to protect and
enhance the quality of
the built environment
by promoting the
following?

a. Design that respects the
scale of the existing area

b. Use of traditional local
building materials

c. Green space and parks
within settlements

d. Signage, advertising and
street furniture that
respects the locality

ueAs|al e A
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35. Other comment on question 34

please.

36. Should the
Neighbourhood
Development Plan aim
to promote the
following:

ueAsjal e p

a. Increased provision of
green space

b. Enhanced protection of
historic and natural
features

c. Enhanced protection of
the landscape

d. Positive management of
the varied local wildlife

e. Improved flood
prevention measures
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Comment here.

38. How often do you go

37. Are there any buildings, spaces or
views that you consider that should
be protected from development?

Community services and facilities

Askerswell?

into Bridport or Vone
Dorchester?

a. Everyday

b. More than once a week

c. Weekly

d. Monthly

e. Lessthan once a
month

f. Never

39. Which of the <
following do you think 2
our Neighbourhood o)
Development Plan 2
should consider? g

a. Allotments

b. Car parking

c. Leisure and
recreational facilities

d. Facilities for young
people

e. Faucilities for older
people

40. What is your view of a
village shop in v one




a. Essential 44. If you answered T
. . Vyes above, would -~
. Quite necessary yOU SUPPOTt: 8 =
c. Not necessary a. Domestic wind
. . turbines powering a
41. Comment here, if you think the single home

Village Hall facilities and the

Washingpool area could be b. Commercial Wir‘d
improved. turbines powering

multiple homes

c. Hydropower from local
streams

d. Biomass plants

e. Anaerobic digesters

f. Solar panels (V tick i, ii
or both below)

I. In designated fields

7 ii. On poultry houses
and other agricultural
buildings

42. Comment here if you think
facilities for young people are
needed please advise how and
where this could be achieved.

g. Ground heat pumps

Roads, bridleways, cycle paths,
pavements and footpaths

Aspects of this affect most of us

45. Are there sufficient
