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Appeal Decision  
Site visit made on 24 June 2026  
by H Miles BA (hons), MA, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 10 July 2026 

 
Appeal Ref: 6007400 
Land to the East of Leaside Cottage, Orestan Lane, Effingham, Surrey KT24 5SN  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Miss Rosie Absalom of E.A. Developments Ltd against the decision of 
Guildford Borough Council. 

• The application Ref is 25/P/01485. 

• The development proposed is the erection of a pair of two storey dwellings. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed and planning permission for the erection of a pair of two 
storey dwellings is refused. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. This is an appeal against the failure to give notice of a decision within prescribed 
timescales. The Council have not provided any evidence as to its position on the 
application. I have therefore had regard the evidence, including that submitted by 
interested parties and my statutory duties with regard to the main issues. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the area including whether it would preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of the Effingham Conservation Area and the effect on the 
setting of the Grade II listed building at Home Farm House. 

Reasons 

4. The site is in the Effingham Conservation Area (CA) and I have a statutory duty to 
pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of the CA. It is also close to the Grade II listed Home Farm House and 
Middle Farm House and I have a statutory duty to have special regard to 
preserving these buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which they possess. 

5. The significance of the CA as a whole appears to derive from its historic village 
settlement pattern and the traditional buildings within it, as well as the surrounding 
open land and fields which provide the traditional rural farmland surroundings of 
the village. The appeal site is open land on the southern side of Orestan Lane. To 
the west is a ribbon of houses along Orestan Lane outside the CA. To the east are 
four detached houses within the CA with the more generous open grounds of the 
older buildings beyond. To the rear and opposite are fields which form a band of 
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open land stretching south to the A246. On the appeal site there is a hedge and 
low wall to the boundary with the road, and the land slopes upwards, which limits 
views to the fields beyond. Nevertheless, this is clearly an open site, with a 
boundary providing separation from the domestic garden at Leaside Cottage and it 
is evidently distinct from the domestic housing and gardens elsewhere along the 
Lane. 

6. The appeal site is a large part of the very limited remaining break in development 
along the road. It provides an important link to the farmland surroundings of the CA 
from Orestan Lane, as well as valuable separation between the built from within 
the CA and the development extending along Orestan Lane. It also forms part of 
the rural setting of the CA. As such its open rural character makes a positive 
contribution to the CA’s significance. 

7. Home Farm House is Grade II listed and its significance appears to derive from its 
historic character and appearance as a farm house. The surrounding fields were 
historically part of the farmland associated with such use. Whilst there is 
residential development on both sides of the plot of the listed building and planning 
permission has been granted for residential development further to the south, it is 
nevertheless connected to the farmland behind. The appeal site forms only a small 
part of that land and has houses on either side. However, its physical relationship 
and rural character contribute to the appreciation of the listed building’s historic 
farm character and use. As such the appeal site forms part of the setting of the 
listed building. 

8. Middle Farm House is also Grade II listed and its significance also appears to be 
from its traditional farmhouse appearance. However, the building is now 
surrounded by development and therefore its connection to the historic farmland at 
the appeal site has been severed. Consequently, the appeal site does not form 
part of its setting. 

9. The Effingham Neighbourhood Plan (2018) (NP) identifies key strategic views and 
vistas. These include Orestan Lane, looking south. This is a view from Orestan 
Lane towards the A246 and North Downs, directly across the open site. There is 
also a view on the opposite side of the road across fields ‘Orestan Lane, North 
Easterly’ although the appeal site is not visible within this view. 

10. The proposed development would introduce two large two storey houses to the 
land. Along with a shared paved driveway and space for car parking and would 
subdivide the plot into two separate residential rear gardens. Tree planting is 
proposed to the front, however views would be possible via the driveway, from 
nearby properties and when trees are not in leaf. The resultant appearance would 
be a clearly developed, domestic site. 

11. The appeal scheme would retain a small gap between Plot 1 and Wychelm, 
however the limited width would not provide clear separation or a countryside 
setting to the adjoining built form. As such the proposed developed residential 
appearance would harmfully erode the valuable open, rural, farmland character of 
the appeal site, urbanise the strategic open view from Orestan Lane and 
unacceptably undermine the important undeveloped break in this location. 
Consequently, the development would be harmful to these significant features of 
the CA and the setting of Home Farm House.  
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12. I have taken into account the scale of the development, the distance and limited 
visibility from Home Farm House, along with the little remaining open land in this 
location and the prominence of the development in public views. In terms of the 
Framework the harm to the designated heritage assets would be at the lower end 
of the scale of less than substantial harm. Nevertheless, this is a matter of 
considerable weight and importance. Paragraph 215 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2024) (Framework) requires me to weigh the harm against the 
public benefits of the scheme which I will come to later in the decision. 

13. Therefore, the proposed development would have a harmful effect on the 
character and appearance of the area, would not preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of the Effingham Conservation Area and would have a 
harmful effect on the setting of the Grade II listed building at Home Farm House. 
As such it would be contrary to Policy ENP-G2 of the NP and Policy D3 of the 
Guildford Borough Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (2019) (LPSS). Together these 
require that the historic environment be conserved and enhanced in a matter 
appropriate to its significance and that development should respect the rural and 
landscape character and setting of Effingham. 

Other Matters 

Green Belt 

14. The Framework states that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt. Development in the Green Belt is inappropriate and thus should be 
approved only if very special circumstances exist, unless it falls within one of the 
exceptions in the Framework. Of relevance to the appeal, paragraph 154e) of the 
Framework provides an exception for limited infilling in villages.  

15. The appeal site is outside the settlement boundary of Effingham. However, 
Leaside Cottage to the west of the appeal site is connected by a more or less 
continuous footway aside from a stretch via The Plough pub, within close proximity 
to the shops and services on The Street and limited separation from the buildings 
within the settlement boundary. As such it functions as being within the village. 
Therefore, taking into account the situation on the ground, based on the evidence 
in this case, the site is within the village for the purposes of paragraph 154e). The 
proposed development would fill what is a small gap between Wychelm and 
Leaside Cottage and the housing either side with two properties fronting the Lane 
and would be limited infilling. 

16. As such, the proposed development would be limited infilling in a village. 
Consequently, it would not be inappropriate development in the terms of the 
Framework. Given this finding, there is no need to go on to consider other 
exceptions including whether the site would be grey belt land. Furthermore, the 
effect on openness is implicitly taken into account in the exceptions and therefore 
there is no requirement to assess the impact of the development on openness. 
However, the lack of harm in these regards is a neutral matter that does not weigh 
in favour of the appeal scheme. 

 Housing 

17. The Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites and 
the appellant states that there is currently a 2.95 year supply. The proposed 
development would provide two new dwellings in a rural accessible location, along 
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with the social and economic benefits of such provision. They would make an 
important but modest increase to housing land supply in this area where there is a 
shortage.  

18. The houses would each have at least four bedrooms which is contrary to Policy 
ENP-H2 of the NP which requires 50% of these homes to have one or two 
bedrooms. However, in light of the poor housing land supply figure there would be 
a need for housing of any size. Therefore, in these circumstances I afford limited 
weight to the conflict with this policy. Consequently, overall, the benefits of the 
proposed development would be modest. 

Heritage and Planning Balance 

19. The Framework advises that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and 
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance and that any 
harm requires clear and convincing justification. In terms of the Framework the 
harm to the heritage assets would be at the lower end of the scale of less than 
substantial harm. Nevertheless, this is a matter of considerable weight and 
importance. I am required to weigh the harm against the public benefits of the 
scheme.  

20. The proposed development would provide 2 new homes in an area where there is 
an undersupply of housing. Taking into account all the above there would be 
modest benefits in this case. Based on the evidence for the appeal, there is a lack 
of harm in other regards, however this would be neutral in the balance. 

21. On the other hand, having regard to my statutory duty I am required to attribute 
great weight to the conservation of the CA and listed building. Although there is a 
lower level of less than substantial harm, I attribute considerable importance and 
weight to the harm identified. Accordingly taking all the above into account, the 
modest public benefits would not outweigh the harm to the CA and the setting of 
the listed building. This would represent a strong reason for refusing development. 

22. The Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply, therefore paragraph 
11(d) of the Framework is engaged. However, the application of policies relating to 
heritage assets provides a strong reason for refusing the development proposed, 
as set out in footnote 7. Consequently, the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development does not apply in this case. 

Conclusion 

23. The proposal conflicts with the development plan and the material considerations 
do not indicate that the appeal should be decided other than in accordance with it. 
Therefore, for the reasons given above the appeal should be dismissed. 

H Miles  

INSPECTOR 
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