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1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 

Councillor Dewhirst is a director of the company.  
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the following reasons: 
 

The proposed holiday cottages, associated gardens, access track and car park 
would, by reason of their proximity to and location within the setting of the Grade II* 
listed Dornafield Farm House and Grade II listed barn, harm the special character of 
the landscape setting by introducing discordant features into an historic orchard 
area. This would result in harm to the setting of the listed building and the character 
and appearance of the wider locality. The proposal is considered to be contrary to 
Policies S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development), S1 (Sustainable 
Development Criteria), S2 (Quality Development) and EN5 (Heritage Assets) of the 
Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033, to the National Planning Policy Framework and 
section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

  
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
 Site Description 
 
3.1 Dornafield lies in open countryside to the north of Ipplepen. Dornafield Camping 

and Caravan site is a long established tourist accommodation facility and has 
benefited over the years from a range of planning permissions for use of the land 
for tents and touring caravans along with associated facilities. The site is set in and 
around the immediate setting of a Grade II* listed farmhouse and its associated 
outbuildings.  

 
3.2 Dornafield Farm is a Grade II* listed building dating from the late 15th century. It is a 

particularly important building of more than special interest and national historic 



 
 

significance – Grade II* listing applies only to 5½% of all listed buildings. The 
setting of this listed building includes the surrounding farm buildings (some listed in 
their own right), the walled garden to the west, the grassed area known as The 
Orchard beyond the walled garden, and the intimate wooded valley setting within 
which the farmstead nestles. The setting makes a very significant contribution to 
the historic character of Dornafield Farm and should, according to advice from the 
Conservation Officer, be regarded as an integral part of its historic significance. 

 
3.3 As advised by the Conservation Officer views toward the historic buildings from the 

south and west are of significance. Elevated views from the paths by the lime kiln, 
across the green space of The Orchard towards the walled garden, with the listed 
buildings behind and adjoining, give a particularly good understanding of the inter-
relationship of various parts of the site, particularly the peaceful and secluded 
character of the walled garden, which is separated from the busier and more 
functional circulation spaces between the farmhouse and the farm buildings. 
Opportunities to appreciate the peaceful and separate character of Tudor and early 
modern gardens, sometimes referred to in contemporary literature as a “paradise”, 
are generally few and far between since surviving examples such as this, still in 
their wider historic context, are relatively rare.  

 
Proposals 

 
3.4 The application seeks full planning permission for the provision of 9 holiday 

cottages in the area known as The Orchard. The Orchard is currently set to grass 
with simple stone clad hook-up points. The application proposes the provision of a 
‘U’-shaped building set around a central courtyard immediately to the west of the 
walled garden. The northern flank of the building, which would be slightly longer 
than the southern side, would sit just 3 metres off the stone wall which encloses the 
walled garden. Access would be gained through an existing field gate but a new 
hardened track with grass centre would be laid and would lead to a 13 space car 
park. This would be set against the southern boundary of the walled garden. The 
parking area would be enclosed by the provision of a planted bank and beech 
hedge. Within the car park would be a communal refuse store. The car park would 
be finished with rolled hoggin or coarse textured tarmac with the pedestrian paths 
being finished in setts arranged in a herring bone pattern. Between the car park and 
the western elevation of one of the existing outbuildings it is proposed to create a 
paved terrace, which is apparently to serve a future café/bar. 

 
3.5 The main block of accommodation would comprise the 9 holiday cottages of one 

and two bedrooms. Those along the northern flank of the building would have small 
enclosed amenity areas fronting into the central courtyard. Those along the western 
and southern sides would have private amenity space fronting out into the 
remaining orchard area and these are shown to be enclosed by rough grass banks. 
The southern flank would sit at a lower height than the western arm with the 
western arm sitting lower than the northern extent. All wings would be set under 
slate pitched roofs that would include solar panel inserts and rooflights. Walls would 
be local rubble stone, rendered blockwork and weatherboard panels. All windows 
and doors would be stained timber. 

 
 



 
 

Site History 
 
3.6 The site has had an active planning history as the business has grown and the 

owners have sought to improve the facilities available. It is not proposed to set out 
the entire site history but there are a couple of historic planning permissions which 
provide a useful context for the considerations of this application although they 
carry little weight as material planning considerations.  

 
3.7 In 1989 under planning reference 89/00253/FUL permission was granted for a 

range of works at the site, these included: change of use of land for touring 
caravans, conversion of existing outbuildings to form a shop/store, swimming pool 
and the provision of 7 detached log cabins. These log cabins were to be positioned 
within The Orchard along with the swimming pool. Some but not all elements of this 
permission were implemented, safeguarding the remainder of the permission. Of 
importance is the fact that the approved works within The Orchard have not 
proceeded.  

 
3.8 In 2010 planning application 10/02773/FUL was granted planning permission at 

Committee for nine holiday cottages. This was the same scheme as that which 
Members are presented with today. At the time of determination of the 2010 
application it was considered that the scheme of 9 holiday cottages in one well- 
designed building would be preferential to 7 log cabins. The 2010 permission 
lapsed in 2014. The current application is a re-submission.  

 
3.9 Since the considerations of the previous applications there has been a significant 

change to the policy framework within which this decision must be made, compared 
to that of earlier applications. The adoption of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) and the new Teignbridge Local Plan (TLP) mean that whilst 
historic permissions can be given some weight it is important that the current 
application is duly assessed against today’s policy context.   

  
 Principle of the development/sustainability 
 
3.10 The site lies beyond any defined settlement limits and within the open countryside. 

However, the NPPF and the TLP provide support for rural businesses and in 
particular the TLP in Policies S22, S12 and EC11 looks to support the expansion 
and positive growth of established tourist accommodation sites. This is where all 
other planning considerations are duly satisfied and found to accord with the 
requirements of the NPPF and the other relevant policies of the TLP.  

 
Impact upon setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area 

 
3.11 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states that, “When considering the impact of a 

proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 
weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, 
the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through 
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As 
heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and 
convincing justification.”  (emphasis is by Officer) 



 
 

 
3.12 The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to establish if there is either 

substantial harm or less then substantial harm. Having considered the comments 
from the Conservation Officer and those from Historic England it is not considered 
that a case for substantial harm can be made. However, this is a Grade II* listed 
building which still has the benefit of its historic setting  which is rare and this 
application seeks the introduction of a permanent building along with associated 
infrastructure and car park being placed within this historically open area. The 
application seeks the provision of enclosures around private amenity areas and the 
car park leading to a sub-division of this area and a change in its character and 
appearance. The proximity of these works to the listed buildings and associated 
outbuildings and walled garden mean that the immediate setting is impacted upon 
and some of the key views of this complex, for example that from the historic lime 
kiln will be completely altered with views of the pleasing stone wall being partially 
obscured. The Conservation Officer expands on these concerns and it is not 
proposed to repeat the points which she has raised and which are set out in detail 
later in the report.  

 
3.13  In light of the above, Paragraph 134 of the NPPF becomes relevant. It states, 

“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.”  

 
3.14 The public benefit of this scheme is hard to argue. This is a private camping and 

caravan site for paying members of the public. Presently members of the public can 
stay at the facility and enjoy the historic context. The present business use appears 
to work well in this sensitive context and to date appears to have had little impact on 
the historic buildings or the land around them. The application site can be used for 
temporary pitches allowing the site owners to generate an income from this land. 
No clear justification has been set out to suggest that there is a clear public benefit 
to these proposals and that, having identified a clear benefit, there are no other 
more suitable locations within the site where such a facility could be provided.  It is 
not doubted that such a facility would allow the current business to expand and 
grow which would be good for the local rural economy and may provide a few extra 
employment positions. But is this sufficient to outweigh the harm to the setting of 
the heritage asset? It is noted that the Agent has set out that there are clear 
functional benefits to the accommodation being provided in this position however, it 
is not clear what exact exercise has been gone through to discount all other 
possible options.  

 
3.15 The Agent has provided a detailed response following the publication of the 

Conservation Officer’s comments. He argues that since the 1990 Act 
“Developments set within relatively close proximity to listed buildings have 
consistently been considered in light of what impact or adverse effect they might 
have upon the acknowledged heritage asset.” The Local Planning Authority (LPA) 
would have considered this at the time of the 2010 application.  The argument that 
permission has already been granted for schemes in The Orchard area is noted and 
that these decisions were made with a full understanding of the relationship with the 
listed assets. However, whilst the LPA may give weight to these previous decisions, 
one of which has expired and one of which was granted in 1989 (prior to the 1990 



 
 

Act, the NPPF or the current TLP), this weight, it is concluded, should be limited. 
This application should have its merits assessed against today’s policy context.  

 
3.16 There has been a raft of recent case law relating to applications which affect either 

a listed building or its setting. The outcomes of this case law emphasise more than 
ever the duty of the LPA to give considerable importance and weight to the 
desirability of preserving the listed building and its setting when considering the 
planning balance. This is set out quite clearly in paragraphs 134 and 135 of the 
NPPF and this is carried through into Policy EN5 of the TLP.  Having identified 
harm to the setting of this Grade II* building and its wider surroundings and having 
identified no clear public benefit and justification that this is the only available site 
option to explore such a proposal it is considered that the proposals would have a 
detrimental impact on the setting of the Grade II* heritage asset and therefore 
would not accord with the 1990 Act, the NPPF nor the considerations of Policy EN5 
of the TLP.  

 
Impact on residential amenity of the occupiers of surrounding properties  

 
3.16 There are residential properties in the locale but their position and distance from the 

application site are such that it could not be argued that the proposals would have 
any harm to the levels of amenity presently enjoyed by the residents and indeed 
future occupiers of these properties.  

 
Impact on ecology/biodiversity 

 
3.17 Previous ecological surveys have been carried out to support the various 

applications submitted in the past. Likewise this application has been supported by 
an up-to-date survey. This survey agrees with previous conclusions in that 
Dornafield Farm and the surrounding landscape contains particularly good foraging 
habitat for bats and that the area is known to support good populations of several 
species of bats. The 2010 application was duly considered by the Biodiversity 
Officer who concluded that the then proposals were “not anticipated to have any 
direct significant impacts on protected species such as cirl bunting, badgers, 
dormice or reptiles…” this was aside from bats. The current report concludes that 
there have been no changes in site circumstances and that there was no fresh 
evidence of protected species activity since the previous survey. Conditions about 
lighting, the creation of a 5 metres wide dark zone along the northern boundary and 
the inclusion of enhancement measures could all be incorporated to ensure a 
scheme which complies with TLP polices.  

 
Highway safety 
 

3.18 The roads leading to the site are narrow in width and there is poor forward visibility 
in places although there are passing places. During the course of the 2010 
application the Highways Officer had raised concerns about this and the visibility at 
the site access and Dornafield Cross. At the time of the previous application the 
Highways Officer had recommended refusal based on the grounds that the 
proposals would see additional traffic were the scheme to progress. However, like 
the policies and legislations surrounding conservation considerations, the context 
for considering highway matters has altered. It is noted that the Highways Officer 



 
 

has raised no objections but has advised that the units be restricted for holiday 
purposes only.  

  
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033  
 S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) 

S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria) 
  S2 (Quality Development) 

S12 (Tourism) 
S22 (Countryside) 
EC1 (Business Development) 
EC11 (Tourist Accommodation) 
EN5 (Heritage Assets) 
EN8 (Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement) 
EN9 (Important Habitats and Features) 
EN11 (Legally protected and Priority Species) 
 
National Planning Policy Framework 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance 
 
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act, 1990 

 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 Conservation Officer - At present the application site – The Orchard – is used for 

camping and/or grassed vehicle or caravan pitches. It acts as a green “belt” 
separating the historic farmstead from the caravan park to the west and south. In 
my view this is an appropriately low-intensity use for this area of land, allowing the 
owner to derive income from the land while minimising impact on the surrounding 
historic environment.  

 
The caravan park as a whole has been sensitively planned and laid out until now to 
avoid harmful impact on the setting of the listed farmstead, the historic lime kiln and 
the archaeological features to the south of the farmstead. The applicants have 
clearly worked hard over many years to develop the site in a way that respects and 
responds to the historic environment, and in doing so have created an attractive 
and characterful site, which is clearly popular with visitors.  

 
In my view any permanent construction as proposed on the grassed area known as 
The Orchard would harm the setting of the listed buildings. Paragraph 132 of the 
NPPF states that, “Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or 
destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage 
assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing 
justification.”   

 
Paragraph 134 states, “Where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm 



 
 

should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 
optimum viable use.”  

 
I am afraid that in my view the level of harm, while not reaching the threshold of 
“substantial harm” in the context of the NPPF, would be significant and would need 
very clear and convincing justification and a high level of public benefit to over-ride 
the presumption against harm to the significance of a heritage asset.  

 
I note that English Heritage’s comments on the 1989 application included the 
following paragraph in relation to development on The Orchard: 

 
“The final part of the scheme directly affecting the listed buildings and their setting is 
the proposal to build 9 pine log holiday cabins in the meadow immediately south 
west of the barn and cider shed. The field is at present used for caravan parking 
and is therefore free of any permanent building, retaining the open setting of the 
farmhouse and its associated group of farm buildings, which is seen at its best from 
the south west. The erection of 9 permanent holiday cabins would clutter the 
immediate setting of the farm group, leaving it no space in which to breathe, in a 
manner which is alien in form and in layout... in this location they would not be 
acceptable in principle.”   

 
I am therefore reassured that my assessment of the site is in accordance with 
previous heritage assessments of the site. What has changed, however, since the 
previous assessments is a clarification (through development in case law) of the 
Local Planning Authority’s duty to give considerable importance and weight to the 
desirability of preserving the listed building and its setting when considering the 
planning balance.  

 
I am aware that the applicant has stated that their 1989 consent is still live and the 
construction of log cabins in this location could be implemented. While I leave it to 
the judgement of the planning officer to assess the status of the 1989 application, it 
is clear that the scheme has not proved sufficiently attractive to the applicant in the 
past 27 years for them to implement it. I do not think it would be justified for the LPA 
to grant a consent which is considered by internal and external heritage advisers to 
be harmful to the setting of a Grade II* listed building simply on the grounds that the 
applicant may change their mind and implement a scheme that has not been 
attractive to build in 27 years.  

 
Turning to my specific objections to the present application:  
 
The footprint of the building is similar to the entire footprint of the listed farmhouse 
and attached range of historic farm buildings. As a modern two storey building it 
may well have an eaves and ridge height greater than the majority of the listed 
buildings on site. I am very concerned that a building of this size and extent will 
compete for dominance with the listed buildings, particularly when viewed from the 
south and south-west. 
 
The creation of a permanent driveway and parking area alongside the proposed 
building will result in very significant loss of the green space which currently makes 
such a positive contribution to the setting of the listed buildings.  



 
 

 
The creating of barbecue and sitting-out areas on the south and west elevations 
would further result in loss of green space and harm to the setting of the listed 
buildings, wholly changing the character of this space.  
 
The creation of a new paved terrace for a future bar/cafe adjacent to the parking 
area will increase the intensity of development and use in this small area. Likely to 
lead to very significant loss of the sense of seclusion and tranquillity that currently 
forms the setting of the walled garden – not least because of the likely desire for 
night time lighting, canopies, etc., that usually comes with a camp site bar area. 
Also assumes a potentially considerable change of character if the listed farm 
building range is intended to be converted to a bar from its current grounds 
maintenance function.  
 
Solar PV panels on the south roof slopes will be an additional intrusive element into 
the setting of the listed buildings.  
 
The remaining spaces created by the construction of the new building and 
associated hard and soft landscaping relate poorly to the overall layout and historic 
character of the farmstead. The green space will be carved up into incoherent 
spaces that do not work with the layout and character of the farmstead.  

 
In my view the optimum viable use for this site is its present use as camping 
pitches. The planting of local varieties of fruit trees would be welcome and would 
make a positive contribution to the setting of the listed building; however, their 
introduction would not be sufficient to mitigate the clear harm that would result from 
the proposed development.  

 
It is difficult to give advice on a permanent-build construction here that would be 
acceptable in heritage terms. The only advice I feel able to give at this stage is that 
it would be advisable for the applicant to consider re-developing an existing area of 
permanent hardstanding (perhaps the present toilet and shower block to the west 
and the “terrace” of caravan pitches immediately to its south-east?) to provide the 
desired accommodation type. Because of the likely need for surfaced driveways, 
parking areas and wheelchair-friendly hard surfacing around accommodation of the 
type proposed, I am afraid I do not see how this type of accommodation can be 
provided in the present application site without significant harm to the setting of the 
listed buildings.  

 
Therefore I must recommend refusal as in my view the application is in conflict with 
EN5 of the Local Plan, with paragraphs 132 and 134 of the NPPF, and with section 
66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  

 
 Historic England - We have now received the planning statement and it confirms 

that this is a re-submission of a scheme previously approved in 2010, on a site 
adjacent to the Grade II* listed Dornafield. 

 
English Heritage (now Historic England) provided the following comments in 
relation to the 2010 application - 

 



 
 

English Heritage cautiously welcomes the substitution of a well-designed solid 
building, housing 9 units of accommodation, rather than the 7 chalet pitches 
previously consented.   We would recommend however that any consent carries a 
condition preventing further development of the field in question in order to 
protect both the setting and the amenity of the Grade II* listed farmhouse, not to 
say of the proposed new courtyard block. 
 
We note that although chalet pitches had been granted consent, the area has 
remained open and is primarily used for tents. This open and rural setting has 
helped the Grade II* listed house to retain its sense of independence and visual 
amenity, in views to the west. We appreciate that this is a re-submission of a 
previous scheme: however, as the proposed location will sit directly in views from 
the main house which currently forms a positive contribution to its setting, we 
wondered whether alternative locations could be considered within the farm's 
curtilage to accommodate the new block. The NPPF now looks for development 
in the setting of a listed building to preserve or better reveal the significance of 
the heritage asset (Para 137). If a less visually intrusive location could be 
identified that allowed the new design to sit more comfortably with the existing 
farm buildings, this might limit its impact on the setting of the house, allowing it to 
retain its open context. 

Recommendation 
 

We would urge you to address the above issues, and recommend that the 
application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy 
guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice. It is not 
necessary for us to be consulted again. However, if you would like further advice, 
please contact us to explain your request. 

 
 Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) - No objections 
 
 Devon County Council (Archaeology) -  In the field to the south of the proposed 

development site is a possible Iron Age settlement site - indicated by the presence 
of a hut circle and associated field system, as well as another possible funerary 
monument.  The late 15th century farmhouse at Dornafield is a Grade II* listed 
building (LB No. 84820) and the Barn is Grade II listed (LB No. 84821). 
Groundworks associated with the construction of this development may therefore 
expose and destroy archaeological or artefactual evidence associated with the 
known prehistoric activity in the area and early settlement here. 

For this reason and in accordance with paragraph 141 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2012) and the supporting text in paragraph 5.17 of the 
Teignbridge Local Plan Policy EN5 (adopted 2013) I would advise that any consent 
your Authority may be minded to issue should carry the condition as worded below, 
based on model Condition 55 as set out in Appendix A of Circular 11/95, whereby: 

‘No development shall take place until the applicant has secured the 
implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with a written 



 
 

scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved 
by the Planning Authority. 

The development shall be carried out at all times in strict accordance with the 
approved scheme, or such other details as may be subsequently agreed in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. 

REASON: To ensure, in accordance with paragraph 141 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2012) and the supporting text in paragraph 5.17 of the 
Teignbridge Local Plan Policy EN5 (adopted 2013),  that an appropriate record is 
made of archaeological evidence that may be affected by the development.' 

 Devon County Council (Highways) - The site is accessed off a C Classified County 
Route which is restricted to 60 m.p.h.  

 
 The number of personal injury collisions which have been reported to the police in 

this area is none between 1 January 2010 and 31 January 2014. 
 
 The number of trips this development could generate will not have a severe effect 

on the highway.  
 
 Therefore the County Highway Authority has no objections, although would suggest 

a condition to ensure these cottages are kept as holiday use only for perpetuity.  
  
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 No letters of representation have been received.  
   
7. PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 No objections providing that the properties remain as holiday cottages in perpetuity.  
 
8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

 
 If the development is approved, the proposed gross internal area would be 878.73 
 square metres. The existing gross internal area in lawful use for a continuous 
 period of at least six months within the three years immediately preceeding this 
 grant of planning permission is 0 square metres. The CIL liability for this 
 development would be £201,482.86. This is based on 878.73 net m2 at £200 per m2 
 and includes an adjustment for inflation in line with the BCIS since the 
 introduction of CIL.   

 
9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

 Due to its scale, nature and location this development will not have significant 
 effects on the environment and therefore is not considered to be EIA Development. 

 
WARD MEMBER: Councillor Dewhirst, Ipplepen    
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