
          
   DEVELOPMENT CONTROL BOARD 
 
    9 December 2019 
 
Reference: 19/01292/COU    Officer: Abigail Lavery 
 
Location: 1 Prioress Crescent 

Greenhithe 
Kent 
DA9 9GE 

 
Proposal: Material change of use to mixed use residential and childminding, provision of 

additional doors in ground floor elevation of garage, additional windows in 
ground floor of side elevation of property and conversion of garage to store 

 
Applicant: Ms Krystal Whyment 

 
Agent:  Resi/Mr Alberto Ochoa 
 
Parish / Ward: Swanscombe And Greenhithe / Greenhithe & Knockhall 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refusal 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(1) The application site, 1 Prioress Crescent, is located within the Ingress Park housing 
development. It occupies a corner plot to the south of the junction with Prioress Crescent and 
Ingress Park Avenue. Both are adopted highways. Its principal elevation, containing the front 
entrance, faces east onto Prioress Crescent with views over a large communal green area. Its 
northern flank elevation runs along Ingress Park Avenue. Ingress Park Avenue is part of the 
Fastrack B bus route. 
 
(2) The site area is some 140 square metres and contains a three storey townhouse with 
a modest rear garden (approximately 36sqm). At the rear of the garden there is a two storey 
building containing three garages at ground floor level (one belonging to the application 
property) and a room above which spans all three garages and is accessed via a spiral staircase 
leading from the rear garden. There is a gate in the south western corner of the rear garden 
which provides access to the property's allocated parking space directly to the front of the 
garage. 
 
(3) The property has a small frontage containing steps leading up to the front door, this is 
surrounded by a brick wall and iron railings. The rear garden is some 6.5 metres in depth and 
is paved and the common boundary with the attached neighbour is a close boarded fence.  
 
(4) The attached neighbour to the south, No.2 Prioress Crescent, is a similar 3 storey 
property. This neighbour also has a modest rear garden and shallow frontage.  
 
(5) The application site currently has 2 No. parking spaces, one is an allocated bay to the 
rear of the site and the other is the garage. These are both accessed via an underpass between 
Nos.3 and 4 Prioress Crescent leading to a shared private parking area which has 2 unallocated 
parking spaces. 
 
(6) Ingress Park is a large residential development, parking provision is largely provided in 
the form of allocated bays and garages with visitor bays alongside the highway including 
Prioress Crescent and Ingress Avenue. Parking which is not on the adopted highway is 
managed by a private company. Gardens across the development are generally modest and 



there are pockets of green space located around the area. The application site is close to 
Ingress Abbey - a listed building.   
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
(7) The application seeks permission for a material change of use of the property from 
residential to a mixed use for childminding and residential.  The proposal would involve the use 
of the ground floor of the main dwelling as a playroom and kitchenette associated with the 
childminding business.  At present there is a bedroom, bathroom, utility and playroom at ground 
floor. The rear garden would also be used as part of the space available for the children to play. 
Use of the rear garden in association with the childminding business would take place between 
8am and 6pm.  
 
(8) It is also proposed to convert the garage located to the rear into store rooms in order 
to keep equipment in association with the childminding business. Condition No. 30 of the 
planning permission for the development (98/00664/OUT) requires the garage to be retained 
as a parking space.   
 
(9) The Design and Access Statement submitted with the current application indicates that 
the childminding business will cater for up to 12 children which includes the applicant's own 2 
children. The applicant will run the business and employ one staff member. 
 
(10) The proposed hours of operation are 7am to 6.30pm Monday to Friday. Children will 
be dropped off by parents in the morning and collected late afternoon/evening. The Design and 
Access Statement also refers to a drop off and pick up service for up to 6 children which would 
be facilitated by the applicant.  Some of the children would also need to be dropped-off and 
picked up by the applicant to/from school. 
 
(11) Properties on Ingress Park have restricted permitted development rights and as such 
planning permission is required for the external works proposed. These include 2 No. additional 
ground floor windows in the northern flank elevation and a new set of doors in the eastern 
elevation of the garage opening into the rear garden.  
 
(12) The applicant has amended the proposal since first submission: reducing the hours of 
the childminding business; including additional insulation to the party wall with the attached 
neighbour; and providing additional information about how the business would operate.  The 
description was also corrected to remove reference to a children's nursery.  
 
RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(13) Development comprising between 750 - 950 residential units. Up to 3,900 m2 of non 
residential uses (within Use Classes A1, A2, A3, B1, D1, D2) including shops, live/work units, 
offices, pub/restaurant within a local centre, together with a single entry primary school, public 
open space, public pedestrian and cycle routes and the repair and re-use of the listed Ingress 
Abbey and associated listed structures - Approved 31.08.1999  - Permitted development rights 
restricted 
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(14) Swanscombe and Greenhithe Town Council -  object to the application on the grounds 
that there is inadequate off street parking to service the needs of the proposed use, the 
application would result in the loss of an off street parking space and that this would give rise 
to indiscriminate on-street parking. The Town Council also wish to note that they feel the 
location of the property is inappropriate for a commercial/ business use.  In a further 
communication, they confirmed that their reference to superseded policies was made in error.  
 
(15) Kent Highways advise that the car parking space available at the property would not 
meet the requirements of the adopted Parking Standards SPD for the proposed mixed use.  
They consider that this will lead to additional cars parked on the highway but that this would be 
unlikely to cause a highway safety issue. 



(16) Environmental Health - In response to the first consultation they raise concerns about 
noise and disturbance generated by children using the garden, vehicles visiting the premises 
and the fact that noise transfer would be easier to neighbours due to the fact that the neighbour 
is attached to the site.  In response to the revised Design and Access statement they comment 
that their concerns had diminished but had not been completely removed. The officer noted 
that internal insulation, revised hours of operation and times when children would use the 
garden were positive steps. However, they noted that the noise and disturbance from parents 
dropping off and collecting children would still cause some negative impact.   
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION 
 
(17) Neighbours were initially consulted on the 18th of September and a site notice posted 
to the front of the site on the 11th of October. The description was changed and a new Design 
and Access Statement provided during the process. Therefore neighbours and contributors 
were consulted again on the 22nd of October, a new site notice was posted on the same day. 
 
(18) The key difference was that the initial description described the proposed use as a 
children's nursery. Following discussions with the applicant the description was altered to mixed 
use childminding and residential.  
 
(19) In response to the first consultation when the description referred to a change of use 
from residential to a children's nursery 4 No. letters of objection were received from properties 
located on the Ingress Park Development.  
 
(20) The letters of objection related to: 
 
 - Possible obstructions caused by parents dropping off children 
 - Traffic and congestion  
 - Access for emergency services 
 - Parking issues 
 - Covenants on the property are referred to but this is not a material planning 
  consideration. 
 
(21) In response to the second consultation period beginning on the 22nd of October a total 
of 43 new representations have been received. Any additional representations will be reported 
in the update to committee. 
 
(22) Of the 43 representations received in response to the second consultation 41 of these 
were in support of the application and 2 were in objection to the application. A summary of the 
comments of support is as follows: 
 
 - would provide a much needed childcare facility within walking distance; 
 - endorsement for the applicant's business idea; 
 - would have no harmful impact on the neighbourhood. 
 
(23) Of the 4 objectors to the first consultation, 2 of these submitted additional comments 
during the second consultation restating their objections and one submitted comments in 
support of the application. 
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
(24) The Dartford Core Strategy 2011, the Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 and 
the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2016 form the Dartford's Development Plan and the 
application should be determined against this unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
(25) Adopted Dartford Core Strategy adopted 2011 
 
 CS1: Spatial Pattern of Development 
 CS6: Thames Waterfront  



(26) Adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 
 
 DP1: Presumption in favour of sustainable development 
 DP2: Good Design 
 DP3: Transport Impacts of Development  
 DP4: Transport Access and Design  
 DP5: Environmental and Amenity Protection 
 DP7: Borough Housing Stock and Residential Amenity  
 
(27) Dartford Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 2012 
 
(28) The NPPF is also a material consideration.   
 
COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 
(29) The key issues relate to the principle of development in relation to the provision of a 
childminding business in this residential location, impact on highway safety/amenity, impact to 
neighbour amenity and the effect of the proposed use on the character area, and the impact on 
visual amenities. 
 
Principle of development 
 
(30) Uses such as childminding can operate from within a home without the need for 
planning permission. Normally, if more than 6 children are proposed to be cared for at a 
residential dwelling this can amount to a material change of use. In this case the application 
seeks permission for up to 12 children (including the applicant's 2 children) cared for at the 
property by 2 adults - the applicant and an employee. Planning permission is considered to 
required for this as it is considered to result in a material change of use of the property to a 
mixed use (sui generis use).  
 
(31) The principle of development relates to the operation of a business use in a residential 
area. In principle working from home or operating businesses in residential areas can be 
acceptable where there is no harm.  However, the impact of the introduction of a business use 
to a residential area must be carefully considered based on the individual characteristic of the 
business and the character of the residential area.   
 
(32) I consider that, in this case, the application site is not well suited to a mixed use 
childminding and residential use due to lack of parking provision, limited external amenity space 
and impacts to neighbouring dwellings in this residential area.  This will be discussed in detail 
later in this report.  
 
Impact on highway safety/amenity 
 
(33) Policy DP3 of the Dartford Development Policies Plan states that development will not 
be permitted where the localised residual impacts from the development on its own result in 
severe impacts on road traffic congestion, safety of pedestrians, cyclists and other road users 
or excessive pressure for on street parking.  
 
(34) Guidance in the preamble to policy DP4 states that: 
"Development proposals should not impede the free flow of traffic on the existing road network 
or create hazards to traffic or other road users. In locations where on-street parking is already 
under pressure, development that does not incorporate adequate off-street parking has the 
potential to result in inconsiderate and unsafe on-street parking. This can lead to narrowing of 
the useable road space resulting in obstructions, in particular for emergency vehicles, and 
impacting on the safety of pedestrians and cyclists." 
 



(35) Policy DP4 states that the extent and nature of the propose case parking provision, 
taking into account any existing provision as relevant to the development, must be in full 
accordance with the adopted Parking Standards SPD. 
 
(36) The property has 3 bedrooms at first floor level, a study/bedroom at ground floor level 
and an annex/ large room in the space above the garage building - a total of 5 bedroom spaces. 
It is located in the urban area of the Borough to the north of the A2 and consequently Dartford's 
adopted parking standards SPD requires 2 spaces for a property with 4 or more bedrooms. The 
property is currently provided with 2 parking spaces in the form of a garage and an allocated 
bay to the front of this.  
 
(37) The changes to the internal layout of the property to provide the childminding space at 
ground floor will reduce the number of bedroom spaces to 4. 
 
(38) The proposed mixed use would fall outside of any Use Class meaning that it would be 
sui generis.  The Parking standards SPD details the parking requirement for certain sui generis 
uses but does not specifically consider mixed uses. As such, I consider that it is appropriate to 
consider the specific requirements of the proposed mixed childminding business and residential 
use.   
  
(39) The property will continue to partly function as a dwellinghouse and the garage 
conversion will result in the loss of one of the 2 No. parking spaces at the property.  The property 
would be left with just one space to service the dwelling and childminding business. There 
would be no dedicated off-street parking provision to accommodate the employee to the 
childminding business or the parents who will be dropping off and picking up their children. It is 
my view that taking account of the particular needs of this mixed use, the application site should 
have a minimum of 4 off-street parking spaces - 2 for the residential use (being a large 4 
bedroom dwelling), 1 for the employee and 1 space for parent drop-off/pick up. The 1 parking 
space provided as part of the proposal would fall well short of this parking requirement.  
 
(40) The notes pertaining to Use Class D1 (which applies to nurseries/crèches and 
playschools) within the Dartford Parking Standards SPD state that appropriate provision should 
be made for the setting down and picking up of children in a safe environment and in a manner 
that does not unduly interfere with the operation and use of the public highway. I consider that 
this should also apply for the proposed childminding service.   
 
(41) The loss of the garage parking space for a property of this size on this development 
which has very limited on street or unallocated capacity would result in insufficient parking 
spaces for the dwellinghouse alone.  Due to the property's limited curtilage and frontage there 
is no ability to increase the parking provision on site.  
 
(42) In some circumstances, a shortfall in the number of parking spaces might be 
considered to be acceptable, if the conditions of the surrounding roads can easily accommodate 
on-street parking.  In general, Ingress Park is a relatively recent development with limited 
parking provision for properties which has been laid out in a specific way. In other older areas 
of the Borough on street parking may occur for the entirety of a street. This development has 
been designed with a limited number of parking bays to the side of the road to reduce the need 
for cars to park on street. Owing to the narrow width of some of the roads it is not well suited 
for on street parking alongside the carriageway.  
 
(43) Prioress Crescent is a relatively quiet road but it is also relatively narrow with high kerbs 
and timber bollards on one side.  Although there are no official parking restrictions on this road, 
there are 'no parking' signs on the bollards. These signs are unlikely to have been placed there 
by Kent Highways.  Any parking on the highway (other than in the parking bays) at Prioress 
Crescent could lead to an inconvenience to road users who would have to slow down 
considerably and carefully manoeuvre around a parked car.  Ingress Avenue is one of the main 
roads passing though Ingress Park and is used by Fastrack buses.  Any on-street parking on 
this highway (other than in the parking bays) would be a significant obstruction to cars and 
buses.   I observed that the parking bays on both Ingress Avenue and Prioress Crescent were 
mostly full at the time of my site visit during the day.  I also consider it likely that these bays 



would be well-used during the main parent drop-off pick up times at the beginning and end of 
the working day because this is before and after the main rush hour period and spaces are 
likely to be occupied by resident's vehicles.  I do not therefore consider that the particular 
characteristics of the surrounding roads surrounding the application site could easily 
accommodate on-street parking associated with the proposed mixed use.   
 
(44) The Design and Access Statement indicates that customers will not use the applicant's 
allocated bay to the rear of the site but will be asked to use one of the visitor bays on Prioress 
Crescent or Ingress Avenue. It is not possible to ensure that a visitor bay will be available and 
so the use of these parking bays cannot be guaranteed. In addition I understand that these 
visitor bays are subject to private parking enforcement and may not be readily available for 
casual visitors in connection with a business. Indeed, as noted above, I consider it highly likely 
that the parking bay would be full at the main drop-off and pick up times. I therefore consider it 
highly likely that parents would have to park on the road as opposed to the bays to drop children 
off or pick them up.   Parents are likely to park outside of the front of the property to do this.  
Even if parents do not have to enter the property at drop-off/pick up time (as proposed by the 
applicant), given the fact that parents would need to help children out of car seats and physically 
drop them at the front door, there would still be a notable period of time that cars would be likely 
to be parked on the road outside the property.  As set out above, I consider that this would 
cause an obstruction within the road that would be inconvenient to other road users.  This would 
be compounded further if more than one parent were to drop-of/collect at the same time.  
 
(45) It is stated at 4.8(iv) page 7 of Dartford's Adopted Parking Standards SPD that 'Parking 
provision for visitors needs to be considered over and above that required for residents'. It is 
my strong view that the visitor bays along Prioress Crescent and Ingress Avenue should be 
able to function as parking for everyday visitors to the residential properties close by (or act to 
absorb some additional residents parking) and should not be relied upon to facilitate a business 
use at a property that would have a significant shortfall of off-street parking space.  This would 
be to the detriment of highway amenity and a nuisance to residents of, or visitors to, the 
properties close by who may not be able to find a parking space in one of the bays.  
 
(46) In order to address Officer's concerns about the highway impact, it is noted that the 
applicant has indicated that priority places will be given to parents who are local and will pick 
up and drop off their child on foot.  They propose to operate a free collection and drop-off service 
to customer's houses and propose a staggered drop-off and collection schedule for parents 
who do travel by car to the property. The applicant has also suggested imposing a condition to 
restrict the number of parents who can visit the property by car.  Such provisions could not be 
stipulated via a planning condition as they would be very difficult to monitor and enforce and 
would be likely to constrain the business to an excessive degree making the condition 
unreasonable. It would also be very difficult to prevent a parent from dropping-off or picking up 
at an earlier or later time than they have been 'allocated' as this would be dependent on a 
number of different variables including being stuck in traffic, needing to get to an early meeting, 
delays on a commuter train etc.  It is for this reason that consideration must be given to the 
worst case scenario (up to 10 parents dropping-off/collecting children at one time) or at least, a 
likely scenario.  It is my view that the likely scenario would be that there would be a number of 
occasions when more than one parent would arrive at the property by car at the same time or 
whilst one parent is already at the property and that they would park outside the property for a 
notable period of time causing inconvenience to other road users.  This would be harmful to 
highway amenity in my view.  In addition Prioress Crescent is a cul-de-sac and there are few 
opportunities to turn vehicles around due to its narrow width. This is likely to result in additional 
traffic movements and potential for inconvenience to other road users. 
 
(47) The applicant has included photographs of visitor bays at Appendix A of their Design 
and Access Statement to indicate that there are spaces available. These photographs do not 
show empty bays, they show that there are some spaces available nearby however they also 
show that there are cars parked in a number of the bays partially obscured by trees. Also, these 
photographs are a specific point in time and do not demonstrate that there is availability in 
general.  
 



(48) The comments of Kent Highways are noted.  Although they do not consider that the 
proposal would cause a highway safety concern, they do note that there is insufficient off-street 
parking at the property and that the proposal is likely to lead to on-street parking.  It is 
considered that the significant lack of parking provision for the mixed use development would 
lead to indiscriminate parking on the highway which could obstruct the Fastrack route and slow 
buses using this route along Ingress Park Avenue and inconvenience other road users resulting 
in harm to highway amenity.  
 
Impact on Residential Amenity and Character of the Area 
 
(49) Policy DP5 states that development will only be permitted where it does not result in 
unacceptable material impacts, individually or cumulatively on neighbouring uses. This includes 
but is not limited to; intensity of use including hours of operation, traffic, access and parking 
and noise disturbance or vibration. Policy DP7 states that development should maintain or 
enhance the character and amenity of the established residential area. 
 
(50) It is important to identify the character of the area surrounding the site in terms of the 
levels of noise, disturbance and activity that it would be reasonable to expect. The area is 
predominately residential and as such during the day one would expect to find lower noise and 
activity levels. Despite Ingress Park Avenue being one of the main roads through the wider 
housing estate, levels of traffic are not so significant that noise from traffic detracts from the 
quiet residential nature of this part of the housing estate in my view.  On the occasions that I 
visited the site I noted that it was a quiet area and I did not observe high levels of background 
noise.  
 
(51) The property has a very small rear garden with a depth of just 6.5m. The property is 
very close to a number of residential properties to the side and rear.  It is attached to no. 2 
Prioress Crescent and the two gardens adjoin.  This adjacent property also has a small rear 
garden and there is only a close boarded 1.8m high fence separating them.  The rear garden 
of the application property would be used as part of the childminding business and could at 
times result in up to 12 children using this external space.  I note that the applicant states that 
some of the children would be at school for a large part of the day and that they intend to take 
the pre-school children and babies out on excursions frequently.  The applicant also proposes 
to limit the use of the rear garden for the childminding business to 8am - 6pm.  I also 
acknowledge that during the winter months, use of the external space is likely to be less 
frequent and that from mid-evening and during the weekends, the childminding business would 
not operate.  However, the proposal would undoubtedly result in increased noise and 
disturbance at the property, in particular for the adjacent property No.2 Prioress Crescent. I 
consider that this would significantly limit the ability for nearby residents to enjoy their properties 
free of frequent and regular disturbance cause by activity uncharacteristic of this residential 
environment.  
 
(52) In addition to the noise and disturbance generated by children using the premises 
during the day there would be an impact to neighbours arising from parents picking up and 
dropping off their children. Neighbours could expect cars to arrive at and leave the premises 
over a period of 2 hours from 7am until almost 9am and then in the evening from around 4pm 
until 6.20pm. Neighbours could be disrupted by car doors slamming, engines running, 
conversations on the doorstep and the front door of the premises opening and shutting 
frequently over a period of time. Whilst individually each of these activities might not be 
disturbing to local residents, the frequency and number of these activities concentrated at 
morning and evening times would be harmful to residential amenities in my view.  
 
(53) The front doors of the application property and no. 2 Prioress Crescent are practically 
immediately next to one another, in addition to this their frontages are very short as such there 
is a greater potential for cars stopping outside the property and people visiting the site to have 
a harmful impact in terms of noise and disturbance. The provision of additional insulation to the 
party wall would be of some benefit to reducing noise transference between properties but the 
external noise, as described above, would remain. I note that the attached neighbour has 
commented that they support the application however the impact on current and future 
occupiers must be considered. 



(54) The Environmental Health officer raises concerns that noise and disturbance from 
parents dropping off and collecting children would cause some negative impact.  Although they 
do not identify a potential statutory nuisance, these concerns support my view that there would 
be likely to be harm to residential amenities.   
 
(55) I consider that the proposal would have an unacceptable impact on the residential 
amenities of the properties in close proximity to the application site in terms of levels of activity 
and disturbance which would be out of character with and harmful to the character of the area.  
 
Visual amenities  
 
(56) The external changes proposed include the insertion of 2 No. windows and additional 
doors to the garage. I do not consider that these alterations would have any detriment to the 
appearance of the property or the visual amenities of the area. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(57) I have considered the application in the light of the Human Rights Act 1998. I am 
satisfied that my analysis of the issues in this case and my consequent recommendation are 
compatible with the Act. 
 
PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY 
 
(58) Due regard has been had to the Public Sector Equality Duty, as set out in Section 149 
of the Equality Act 2010. It is considered that the application proposals would not undermine 
objectives of the Duty. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 
(59) Having reviewed the proposal in depth and visited the site I am convinced that the 
proposal would result in harm to highway amenity, neighbour amenity and the character of the 
area. The site is not well suited to accommodate the proposal given the intensity of the use 
proposed, distinct lack of parking provision and inability of the surrounding road network to 
accommodate the additional cars.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refusal 
 
01 The proposed mixed use of the application property to include a childminding business 

results in a harmful increase in levels of activity at the property at odds with the 
established character of the area and would lead to undue disturbance to neighbouring 
occupiers.  This would be harmful to their residential amenities and would limit their ability 
to enjoy their properties. The development is therefore contrary to Policies DP5 and DP7 
of the adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017. 

 
02 The application site fails to provide an adequate number of off-street car parking spaces 

to facilitate the proposed mixed use resulting in pressure for on-street parking within the 
vicinity of the application site. The vehicular activity and lack of parking provision for the 
use has the potential for detriment to highway amenity, inconveniencing other road users 
and obstructing the Fastrack B bus route. It is therefore considered to be contrary to 
Policies DP3 and DP4 of the adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 and the 
adopted Parking Standards SPD. 
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Address :  1 Prioress Crescent Greenhithe Kent DA9 9GE  
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