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Appeal Decision  
Site visit made on 7 July 2026 by E Street BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 
Decision by John Morrison BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 10th August 2026 

 
Appeal Ref: 6005924 
High Barn, High Barn Road, Effingham, Surrey KT24 5PR  
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a failure to give notice within the prescribed period of a decision on an application for 
planning permission 

 The appeal is made by Lewis Calcutt against Guildford Borough Council. 
 The application Ref is 25/P/00895. 
 The development proposed is described as “erection of a self-build 2-storey dwelling and single-

storey gym building following partial demolition of the existing main dwelling and demolition of the 
leisure complex buildings. The works seek to retain the main 2-storey part of the original barn 
conversion and its side car barn addition that includes accommodation in the roof. The proposals 
also include associated infrastructure and landscaping works and retention of the open pool” 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed, and planning permission is refused.  

Appeal Procedure & Preliminary Matters 

2. The site visit was undertaken by a representative of the Inspector whose 
recommendation is set out below and to which the Inspector has had regard before 
deciding the appeal. The description for which on the decision notice differs from 
the application form. However, I am satisfied that the latter, whilst including some 
superfluous commentary, sufficiently describes the development and is reflected 
above. In addition, the Council’s statement appears to end at page 8 and re start at 
page 16. There are some appendices absent. Despite requests, the Council has 
not produced the missing elements. I have therefore been left with little option but 
to proceed to making my recommendation without them.  

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are a) whether the proposal would be inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt; its effect on; b) the openness of the Green Belt; c) the character 
and appearance of the area with specific regard to ancient woodland and the 
Surrey Hills National Landscape (NL); and; d) if the scheme would be inappropriate 
development, whether any harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other 
harm, would be clearly outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the 
very special circumstances required to justify it. 

Reasons for the Recommendation 

Inappropriate Development 

4. Policy P2 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan (LP) 2019 refers to and is thus 
consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) in terms 
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of new development within the Green Belt. It explains that the construction of new 
buildings therein will constitute inappropriate development, unless such fall within 
the list of exceptions identified. The appeal scheme is argued under more than one. 
Paragraph 154 (d) of the Framework addresses the replacement of a building and 
explains development would not be inappropriate provided the new building is in 
the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces. 

5. A replacement would be the act of replacing one thing with another. Whilst there is 
no compelling reason as to why a replacement could not be somewhere other than 
precisely on the site of what went before, it would have to be the case that 
whatever the previous thing was, it would have to be gone either before or after the 
replacement is built. Either could be secured by planning conditions. 

6. The majority of existing buildings would be demolished, and the remaining barn 
(the existing dwelling) would be an ancillary use only. However, as the existing 
building is a residential dwelling, it would be able to remain this way 
notwithstanding intentions to the contrary. I remain to be convinced a condition 
could be used to rescind the current lawful use of the remaining part of the existing 
dwelling to make it ancillary. If this were possible, the very fact that the ‘replaced’ 
building would partially remain would, by definition, mean the scheme before me 
would not be a replacement building. It would be as well as, rather than instead of. 

7. The previous permissions on the appeal site for replacement dwellings have now 
lapsed. Their circumstances and thus effect now are largely beside the point. The 
most recent in 2018 was however predicated on the total demolition of all buildings 
and the erection of a replacement. It was felt that the built form across the site 
would have been larger than what was taken away but consolidated and thus the 
uplift not a material one.  

8. Given that the appeal scheme before me would actually be smaller quantitively 
than the 2018 scheme which was approved under broadly the same context in 
terms of the principles of the national policy situation, it would not be reasonable of 
me to reach a different conclusion on whether the new building would be materially 
larger. That said, the matter falls away since, as I have explained, the scheme 
would not be a replacement.  

9. Paragraph 154 (g) considers the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use which would not cause 
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt. It appears to be common 
ground that at least some of the appeal site as a whole is land within a residential 
curtilage (garden) outside of a built-up area and thus, for the purposes of the 
Framework, previously developed land.  

10. The Council dispute that it is in its entirety, relying on previous planning obligations 
and plans which they have not provided. I do not appear to have, taking also into 
account the previous planning permissions granted for the site, a definitive position 
on the lawful curtilage. I feel this is an important point to establish given it hinges on 
whether or not the appeal site is previously developed land.  

11. Despite the Council not having advanced a number of appendices that purport to 
show previously accepted curtilages, the appellant suggests that the current 
proposal before me does not extend significantly beyond the curtilage position 
shown in these past documents. They include the two previous planning 
permissions granted and an older planning obligation. By admitting that the current 
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proposals do not extend significantly beyond the curtilage previously agreed, it 
seems sufficiently clear that it would extend beyond it and, by definition, into land 
that does not or indeed did not form part of the established residential curtilage. 
The curtilage of the developed land.  

12. In the absence of a more definitive lawful position such as a certificate or otherwise, 
it is the case that the appeal scheme before me would include land outside of a 
residential curtilage (garden of the dwelling) and therefore, for the Framework’s 
purposes, not previously developed land. For the purposes of exception 154 (g), 
the appeal scheme would not therefore be the partial or complete redevelopment of 
previously developed land. Whether or not the appeal scheme would then cause 
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, for the purposes of this 
exception, is therefore a moot point. 

13. With this and the above in mind, the proposals would be inappropriate development 
in the Green Belt, contrary to the position of the Framework thereon and, by 
association, Policy P2 of the LP. The inappropriateness of the scheme would cause 
harm to the Green Belt by definition. 

Openness 

14. Openness is one of the key characteristics of the Green Belt. It has been held that 
it has a visual and spatial aspect. The latter can be taken to mean the absence of 
built form.  

15. The proposal would be larger than what is being taken away. Not only in land take 
terms, but also height, bulk and mass. The substantial and detached two storey 
dwelling with multiple steeply pitched roofs particularly would take place in a part of 
the appeal site that is currently very open and devoid of any built development.  

16. I appreciate that this was also the case in the two previous permissions, and it was 
accepted that the schemes, as a whole, were consolidating built form by 
rationalising it into lesser parts of the appeal site. This is less of the case with the 
appeal scheme since it is retaining not only a substantial part of the current 
dwelling, but also some development would still exist around the edge of the 
existing pool. The appeal scheme would therefore be more sprawling in its 
influence, across a noticeably greater spread within the appeal site. In addition, and 
with regard to the more recent of the two previous permissions, this was a lower 
rise flat roofed building, arguably more diminutive in its stature and thus influence 
on the landscape. 

17. The private and somewhat semi secluded nature of the wider site in landscape and 
wooded cover terms would limit the visual effect of new building but not eliminate it 
entirely. It would be obvious from the immediate surroundings and within the site 
itself. There would at the very least therefore be a significant and unavoidable 
reduction in the spatial aspect of the Green Belt’s openness arising out of the 
proposals. This would be further harm to the Green Belt and result in additional 
conflict with the aims of the aforementioned policy positions. 

Character and Appearance 

18. The appeal site is within a rural context with a large amount of woodland 
surrounding it and the adjacent dwellings. The wider site is situated on a single-
track road which features dispersed dwellings outside of the small cluster. The road 



Appeal Decision 6005924
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          4 

is primarily lined with trees and greenery which reflects both its rurality and wide-
open views. Within the site, it looks out towards the NL with unrestricted views 
towards London for a significant distance. Paragraph 189 of the Framework sets 
out that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and 
scenic beauty in these areas. 

19. The area of concern lies with the double height window on the northern elevation 
which faces towards the open landscape beyond the appellant’s ownership. It is 
important to make some reference to the previous permission in this instance as 
the appeal proposal is a reduction based on the previous scheme. The one double 
height window has taken design cues from both the existing main dwelling and the 
previously approved scheme. Something of greater degree of glazing has been 
approved in the past. The appeal proposal would have an overall glazing of under 
half of the previous scheme and its appearance would not be heavily glazed. It is a 
more traditionally designed building with fenestration in, generally speaking, more 
conventional and logical locations.   

20. The overall scheme would not therefore result in harm to the NL or specifically the 
special dark skies quality thereof. Moreover, the landscape and scenic beauty of 
the NL would therefore be conserved as a result of the proposals. As such it would 
comply with Policy P1 of the LP and D12 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan: 
Development Management Policies 2023, Policy ENP-ENV4 of the Effingham 
Neighbourhood Plan and Policy P9 of the Surrey Hills National Landscape 
Management Plan 2025.  

Other Considerations 

21. I have only seen the Inspector’s decision for Park Barn Farm. It seems from this 
that my colleague considered that whilst larger, the replacement building, 
considered as a redevelopment scheme under paragraph 154 (g) of the 
Framework, did not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt. As I 
have explained above, the appeal scheme before me would not take place on 
previously developed land and thus it has not been necessary to undertake this 
assessment. I appreciate that substantial is a higher bar, but the lesser test of any 
harm to openness has been applicable in the case of the appeal before me.  

22. In regard to Garlands, the Inspector permitted two dwellings in place of existing 
outbuildings. This decision engages with consolidation, which I have above. Neither 
of these decisions therefore sufficiently influence my earlier findings to draw a 
different conclusion.  

23. The appellant has queried the Council’s handling of the application in terms of their 
lack of negotiation and communication. However, this is a matter for the two main 
parties to determine outside of the appeal process. I have not considered any other 
points relevant to this debate any further. The Council did not object to the 
proposals on design grounds and I have no reason to reach a different conclusion. 
Any lack of harm would in any case be neutral matters and thus incapable of 
weighing in the scheme’s favour.   

Conclusion and Recommendation 

24. The proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. It would 
reduce its openness. Substantial weight should be given to these matters. Whilst 
there would not be further harms arising out of the other main issues, they would 
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also be neutral in any balance. The other considerations I have assessed would not 
be sufficient to clearly outweigh the harms. Such that the very special 
circumstances necessary to justify the proposed development do not exist.  

25. The appeal scheme would conflict with the development plan and material 
considerations, including the approach of the Framework, do not indicate a 
deviation therefrom. I therefore recommend that the appeal should be dismissed. 

E Street  
APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER 
 
Inspector’s Decision 

26. I have considered all the submitted evidence and my representative’s report and on 
that basis the appeal is dismissed, and planning permission is refused.  

John Morrison  

INSPECTOR 
 
 
 


