PLANNI NG REF ;260202
PROPERTY ADDRESS : The Lodge
. Pinewood Leisure Centre, Od Wkingham Road, Crowt horne,

. RG40 3AQ
SUBM TTED BY : Woki ngham Wt hout Parish Counci
DATE SUBM TTED : 13/05/2026

COWENTS:

1. WAPC acknow edges that the use of the site is for 13 nobile hones
which were originally permtted on appeal under reference F23720.
The main aimof this application appears to regularise the
retrospective erection of a dwelling which the applicant clains is
ancillary to use of the land as a caravan site. No doubt this wll
be investigated as part of the planning process. However, the
application site shown on the location plan appears sonmewhat
arbitrary extending beyond the dwelling. Wilst it is reasonable to
include a neans of access up to a highway, the arbitrary site plan
seens

unjustified since it appears to include additional |and as part of

t he change of use. WAPC questions why the change of use is needed
beyond the curtilage of the dwelling, especially as this is

descri bed as

ancillary to the caravan park use. As such, the application, of
accepted, appears to extend residential use of the |and on a nuch

wi der basis than appears justified or inplied by the nature of the
application as described in the supporting statenent. The applicant
shoul d be requested to properly clarify the position or the
application should be treated as invalid.

2. If it is accepted that the dwelling is ancillary to the nmain use,
it is reasonable to expect WBC to condition the permission to this
effect.

3. If permissionis granted conditions renoving pernitted

devel opnent rights for

ext ensi ons or outbuil dings associated with the dwelling should be
removed.

4. WAPC, whil st acknow edging that retrospective

applications are allowed in | aw, question how this has occurred. It
is always regrettable when retrospective applications are necessary
and, in this case WAPC is incredulous that this has occurred. There
is along history of enforcenent actions against the site and WAPC
is anmazed that a permanent dwelling has been erected w thout WBC s
know edge or that the clear breach of planning control was not

di scovered until such a late stage. This does suggest that the
applicant did not apply under Building Regul ations either or that
WBC s system does not include any form of cross-checking which ni ght
reasonably have picked up this nost obvious breach. The Parish al so
bel i eves that the applicant could have no doubt that planning
per m ssion was needed, especially given the long history of
interaction with WBC and obvi ous awar eness of planning control and

t heref ore appears to have knowi ngly acted w thout regard to due
process. If this is the case, WBC' s internal arrangenents shoul d
be subject of urgent review or a witten explanation given the WAPC
as to howthis was allowed to happen, particularly given the ains
under the adoption of a Planning Enforcenent Local Plan.
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