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SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
(1) The application property is located on the southern side of Princes Road with a site 
area of 0.10ha.  It is 484 metres to the south of Dartford Town Centre and on one of the main 
vehicular routes through Dartford.  
 
(2) The site comprises of a prominent two storey building of substantial size known as 
Serena Memorial Hall, formally used by St Johns Ambulance as an ambulance station, 
meeting hall and education space.  The rear of the site was used by Dartford Portable 
Buildings for a number of years but that use ceased many years ago. The site is now 
considered as a single planning unit with a lawful mixed use (sui generis) of storage, meeting, 
community and education space.   
 
(3) Immediately adjoining the site to the west is the B&M retail warehouse and its car 
park. To the east is Brooklands Lakes, which are used as fishing lakes and is the base for the 
Dartford Seacadets.   
 
(4) There is a driveway access road to the east of the site, which provides access and 
parking for the Seacadets and fishing lakes.  This access is owned by Dartford Borough 
Council. Part of this access road has been included within the red line application site 
boundary. 
 
(5) The site lies within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (partly) and is within a Ground Source 
Protection Zone. Princes Road falls within an Air Quality Management Area. A Public Right of 
Way (DB51) runs within the red line of the application site, along the access route to the 
fishing lakes. It is unaffected by the proposal. 
 
(6) Members may recall that the September DCB report noted that a Tree Preservation 
Order (TPO no. 8 2022) (provisional) had recently been placed on a single Ash tree that is 
sited to the front of the site, immediately adjacent to the access to Brooklands Lakes. This 
TPO has now been confirmed. 
 



THE PROPOSAL 
 
(7) This proposal is for use of the site as a children's day nursery involving a change of 
use and building works relating to the existing building and its curtilage.  
 
(8) The main building is proposed to be extended to the rear by way of two separate 2-
storey extensions on either side of the building. The extensions are shown to have flat roofs, 
measuring 6.3m in height from ground floor level to ridge. The extensions would have a rear 
projection of 4.5m, with the left hand flank extension having a width of 6.6m, and the right 
hand extension having a width of 6.3m. 
 
(9) At ground floor level, the left hand flank extension enables a 0 to 24 months children 
area and a new kitchen area. While the right hand flank is proposed to form an area for the 24 
to 36 month old children, together with staff toilet area, and child changing rooms.  At first 
floor level a 128m2 pre-school is proposed, with the right hand flank forming a staff room, and 
children's toilets.  The existing rear entrance is proposed to be retained as would the central 
first-floor balcony area. The existing integral garage is shown to have its door bricked up with 
a window inserted. 
 
(10) A separate “studio room” is proposed to be sited to the rear of the site, positioned 
along the site's western side boundary, distanced approximately 5m from the main site 
building.  The studio building would have a width of 4.5m, a depth of 12.12m with a height of 
3.98m measured from ground floor level to ridge (2.1m to eaves).   
 
(11) The proposed facility is to accommodate up to 96 children at any one time.  The total 
number of full-time staff working at the facility is indicated to be 20. The facility would offer 
Early Years Foundation Stage (EYFS) Curriculum to children aged between 3 months and 4 
years old and for children with special disabilities.  The hours of operation are to be from 
07:30 to 18:30 Monday to Friday.    
 
(12) Three parent drop-off/pick up car parking spaces are proposed to the front of the site 
with access from Princes Road. The existing vehicular access here would be relocated to a 
more central position along the frontage. There would be no staff parking spaces provided on 
site. All service deliveries would be conducted on the frontage of the site with at least two of 
the three car parking spaces needing to be vacant to safely facilitate this.  
 
RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
(13) Planning application reference: 19/01700/FUL for the 'Change of use to children's day 
care nursery (Class D1) with proposed two storey rear extensions and detached building to 
rear' was refused on the following grounds: 
 
1. The proposal is likely to generate the need for long term parking for staff and short-term 
parking for drops and collections. It fails to provide adequate vehicle parking facilities on site 
and there is no public car parking in close proximity which is likely to lead to vehicles stopping 
on the highway, to the detriment of highway safety and causing disruption to the local 
highway network which is congested at peak times. The proposal is therefore contrary to 
adopted Local Plan Policies DP3 and DP4 and Core Strategy Policy CS15, together with the 
adopted Car Parking standards SPD 2012. 
 
(14) 97/00731/FUL - Erection of a single storey side rear addition to enable extension and 
reorganisation of training and drill accommodation including provision of replacement 
ambulance garage and of rear parking facilities - approved.  
 
(15) 83/00565/FUL - Use of land for open storage purposes - approved. 
 
(16) 73/00346/FULA1 - Continued use of land for storage of building materials + retention 
of buildings (renewal) - approved. 
 



(17) 68/00346/FULA1 - Continued use of land for storage of building materials + retention 
of buildings  (renewal)  - approved. 
 
(18) 58/00575/FULA1 - Use of land for parking of vehicles - approved. 
 
(19) 52/00246/FULA1 - Temporary garage (for medical supply store) replacement  - 
approved.  
 
COMMENTS FROM ORGANISATIONS 
 
(20) Kent Highway Services originally submitted comments in August 2020.   At the time 
they had the following concerns:  

 the submitted car parking survey is not likely to be representative of the operation of 
the site due to Covid 19;  

 They queried the robustness and conclusions of the data within the survey provided; 
 They do not consider that the off-site options for parking are viable permanent 

alternatives and are concerned that there would be parking on the highway to the 
front of the site - this is not acceptable on the strategic network; 

 The proposals are significantly below DCB parking standards; 
 They have concerns with the extension of the existing dropped kerb given the close 

proximity to the B&M car park and have liaised with the Streetworks Engineer. It is 
likely that the licence may not be granted for the works given the proximity of the 
crossover to the junction and the existing streetlight.  

 The proposed right turn lane also has no separation from the existing right turn lanes 
on Princes Road. They have concerns that this arrangement may cause driver 
confusion and lead to conflicting vehicle movements.   

 They ask for a Stage One Road Safety Audit to be submitted with a Designer's 
Response to the design. 

 
(21) Following discussions with the applicant and their Transport Consultant and the 
receipt of additional information they have: 
 

 Continued concerns about the relocated access onto Princes Road due to the 
proximity to the junction with the B&M car park and increased vehicle movements in 
this location; 

 Continued concerns about the proposed right turn lane as above; 
 Insufficient car parking for the proposed use when considered against Dartford's 

Parking Standards SPD.  The technical notes submitted in response to these 
concerns suggest that a maximum of 4-5 parking spaces are required for drop-off and 
pick-up of children.  The proposal fails to provide this number. This calculation does 
not take into account the parking demand for staff and servicing arrangements;   

 The proposals as they stand are likely to cause loading/unloading on the highway, to 
the detriment of highway safety; 

 Recommend refusal on highway safety grounds.  
 
(22) KCC Heritage-Archaeology    - given the location of this site over alluvium and the 
relatively limited nature and specific location of the proposed developments, they do not 
consider it likely that the works will have a significant archaeological impact. 
 
(23) Environmental Health    - no adverse comments or observations. 
 
(24) Environment Agency - initial concerns about the content and robustness of the 
submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).  Following receipt of the revised FRA, they have no 
objection to the proposed development.  The applicant has shown that the ground levels on 
site are above the design flood levels expected.  
 
(25) Tree Consultant - considers that the development would result in the loss of the tree, 
either because of the existing parking arrangement or because of harm to its health and 
stability due to any additional hardstanding needed to the frontage of the site. He considers: 



"…the loss of the Ash would erode the mature and verdant landscape by a marked degree 
and would this give rise to significant harm to its character and appearance…". 
 
(26) This application is being reported to the Board upon the request of a Ward Member - 
Cllr Jones.  
 
NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION 
 
(27) 74 representations (72 objections, 1 support and 1 neither supporting or objecting) 
have been received from interested parties. Of the 68 objections, representatives from the 
Dartford and Crayford Sea Cadets and the Dartford and District Angling and Preservation 
Society (DDAPS) have set out their concerns.  A summary of the representations received is 
as follows: 

 Support  - they would like their son to attend the nursery; 
 Object – the new use would make parking difficult at the fishing lakes; 
 Fishing has significant benefits for mental health and easy access to the lakes should 

be protected; 
 Activities for older children such as the Sea Cadets should be supported.  This 

development may deter participation due to the parking and access concerns; 
 The new use would add to congestion on the roads to the fishing lakes.  Princes 

Road already gets congested on a frequent basis; 
 It is not a safe place for a nursery due to parking, being next to a busy road; the lakes 

(possible risk of drowning) and busy retail store; 
 There is no dedicated parking or drop-off facility on site; 
 The access to the lakes is uneven with large potholes; 
 When the B&M store is busy, customers use the car park for the fishing lakes; 
 DDAPS have used the site for 90 years and this proposal would seriously impact on 

their use of the site; 
 Parents are likely to park on the access to the fishing lake and this could cause 

overspill onto Princes Road at busy times; 
 Potential increase in road traffic accidents; 
 Added vehicle and foot traffic would impact the wildlife and quiet nature of the lakes; 
 The congested roads would result in car fumes being emitted close to the building. 

This would be harmful to children (air pollution); 
 On Tuesday and Fridays evenings, the Sea Cadet staff arrive at the site at 5:30pm 

onwards and park outside the unit and parking is often limited when there are lots of 
people using the fishing lakes. Any increase in demand for parking along the access 
to the unit would cause congestion; 

 A 3rd right turn ‘box’ into the application site would be confusing; 
 The development may result in the loss of habitat for geese and wildlife; 
 The building should be used for the community – for all ages and cultures; 
 There is anti-social behaviour at the lakes and as such this is not the environment 

that young children should be exposed to; 
 Although the need for a children’s nursery is recognised, it is in the wrong location. 

 
Further, in support of the application, comments were received on behalf of the applicant, 
which noted there is an agreement with the adjacent B&M for parents to use their car park. 
This will be considered further within the key issues. 
 
 
RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
(28) 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. 
 
(29) Adopted Dartford Core Strategy adopted 2011 
 



CS1: Spatial Pattern of Development 
CS15: Managing Transport Demand 
CS21: Community Services 
CS24: Flood Risk 
 
(30) Adopted Dartford Development Policies Plan 2017 
 
DP1: Dartford's Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
DP2: Good Design in Dartford 
DP3: Transport Impacts of Development   
DP4: Transport Access and Design 
DP5: Environmental and Amenity Protection  
DP11: Sustainable Technology and Construction  
DP21: Community Facilities 
 
(31) The Council submitted for examination the Pre-Submission (Publication) Dartford 
Local Plan on 13 December 2021. The policies of this emerging plan are therefore a material 
consideration in the determination of planning applications. NPPF paragraph 48 advises 
weight may be given according to the stage of plan preparation, extent of unresolved 
objections to relevant policies, and degree of consistency with the NPPF. Dartford Borough 
Council regards all emerging policies are as consistent with the NPPF. The Council considers 
the plan well advanced, albeit there are currently no examination outcomes available. In 
terms of policy objections, the following policies lack unresolved objections and therefore may 
be material considerations afforded greater weight : S3, D1, D2, D3, D7, E3, M5, M6, M11, 
M13 & M16.  The Policies relevant to this application are:  
 
M1: (good design for Dartford); 
M2: Environment amenity and protection: 
M4: flood risk and riverside design; 
M16: travel management (greater weight); 
M17: active travel, access and parking; 
M18: community uses 
 
(32) Dartford Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 2012 
 
(33) The National Planning Policy Framework is also a material consideration.  Chapter 9 - 
Promoting sustainable transport, is of particular relevance to this application. Chapter 8 - 
Promoting healthy and safe communities is also relevant.  
 
COMMENTS 
 
Key Issues 
 
(34) I consider the keys issues to be: the principle of the development; highways and 
parking considerations; design and character; impact on the TPO tree to the front of the site 
and impacts on neighbour amenity.  Other matters such as archaeology, flood risk and air 
quality will also be considered.  
 
Principle 
 
(35) The building and land is within a mixed-use which includes some community use for 
education, meeting space and community groups/classes. As such, it is necessary to 
consider this proposal against Policies CS21 which seeks to promote and encourage 
community services and DP21 which seeks to also retain existing community facilities. The 
supporting text to DP21 clarifies the types of uses that fall to be considered as community 
facilities.  It is my view that a children's day nursery (as now proposed) falls within this 
category.  As such, this proposal would not result in the loss of a community facility but would 
simply change from one type to another. Both types of community facility will contribute in 
their own way to the local population and, in this case, I cannot identify that one particular 
community facility would be more beneficial than the other.   



 
(36) Policy DP21 states that 'new community facilities will be permitted where they are in 
an appropriate location and of a type and scale to reflect the needs of the communities they 
will serve.' The proposed children's day nursery would be located on the edge of Dartford 
Town Centre and on a main transport route through the Borough. It is therefore well located in 
terms of being able to serve a large number of the local population. I therefore consider that 
the proposed new use would comply with both Policies CS21 and DP21 and is acceptable in 
principle.  
 
(37) In addition, the proposed re-use of the building and associated land would bring a 
vacant building into an active use.  Given the prominence of the building on a key route 
through the Borough, I give this element of the proposal some positive weight, especially as it 
would retain the existing building on site which has become somewhat of a local landmark.   
 
(38) Members will note that this application follows on from a previously refused 
application reference: 19/01700/FUL. That application was refused on the grounds of the lack 
of parking for staff and visitors/parents. It should be noted that the applicant did not appeal 
this decision.  
 
(39) The differences between this current planning application and the previously refused 
application are:  

 the provision of 3 parking spaces to the front of the site as opposed to 1 space;  
 the stopping up of the existing vehicular access to the front and the provision of a 

relocated vehicular access so that it is in a more central position onto Princes Road 
and;  

 the increase in the number of children from 88 to 96.   
 
(40) This application has attempted to address the reason for refusal by making the 
changes to the parking frontage and also by submitting a revised planning statement seeking 
to justify the change of use.  For the reasons set out in this report, although I consider that the 
development is acceptable in principle, I do not consider that the previous highway concerns 
have been addressed and, as will be discussed below, should continue to be refused on 
highway grounds.   
 
 Highways and parking considerations 
 
(41) As noted above, the previous 2019 planning application was refused on the grounds 
of harm to highway safety and amenity. This was primarily due to a lack of parking for staff 
and customers who would need to drop off and pick up their children. The applicant has 
sought to overcome these concerns by providing 3 car parking spaces to the front of the 
building.  In so doing, the existing vehicular access from the site onto Princes Road is 
proposed to be relocated to a more central position. 
 
(42) Policy CS15 of Dartford Core Strategy 2011 states that in order to reduce the need to 
travel and minimise car use, the Council will encourage mixed use development and close 
inter-relationship between complementary land uses. Policy DP3 of the Development Policies 
Local Plan 2017 states that development will not be permitted where the localised residual 
impacts from the development would result in severe impacts on road traffic congestion and 
air quality, highway safety or on-street parking pressure. Policy DP4 states that where 
appropriate, proposals should ensure that the extent and nature of proposed car parking 
provision, taking into account any existing provision, must be in full accordance with the 
adopted Parking Standards SPD. 
 
(43) Dartford Borough Council's Parking Standards SPD (adopted July 2012) reflects the 
Development Plan Strategy (adopted September 2011). The SPD benefits from full public 
consultation, evidence and Strategic Environmental Assessment screening, meeting all 
applicable procedural and legal SPD current requirements. Dartford Borough Council are the 
parking authority and as the Council has its own adopted parking standards, Kent County 
Council (as highways authority) acknowledge it is therefore the role of the local planning 



authority to consider whether there are sufficient parking spaces to serve the needs of the 
development. 
 
(44) Paragraph 110 of the NPPF states that, in assessing specific applications for 
development, it should be ensured that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved 
for all users. Paragraph 111 states that development should only be prevented or refused on 
highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.  
 
(45) The Councils adopted Parking Standards Supplementary Planning Document 
requires that for a D1 use (non-residential institutions) - specifically - nurseries/crèches/ 
playschools and day care centres, the car parking requirements for employees is: 1 space for 
2 staff members and 1 space per 4 attendees. It should be noted that the Use Classes Order 
(1987) was amended in September 2020 (shortly after this application was submitted) and 
this had the effect of re-classifying a number of uses. In respect of this proposal, the relevant 
Use Class for a children's day nursery is Class E. The 2012 Parking Standards SPD do not 
reflect this change but can still be applied because it specifies the exact use of nurseries, 
crèches, playschools and day care centres.  As such, it is still of relevance and is a useful tool 
to consider the appropriateness of proposed parking provision.  
 
(46) In accordance with the SPD, 24 parking spaces are required for the stated 'up to' 96 
children which is the proposed maximum capacity, and for the 20 members of staff, a further 
10 spaces would be required.  The total car parking requirement for the proposal would 
therefore be 34 parking spaces to be provided on site. 
 
(47) The 2019 application showed just 1 parking space, at the front of the site and, within 
land that was within the control of the applicant.  The consideration of that application 
concluded that the use of the existing access onto Princes Road would be intensified causing 
harm to highway safety. In addition, it was considered likely that parents would stop quickly 
adjacent to the site on Princes Road and that this would be a hazard for other road users.  
Kent Highways shared these concerns and were supportive of the refusal of the application 
on highway grounds.   
 
(48) An option to use the adjacent retail warehouse (was Homebase but now B&M) car 
park was considered at the time of considering the previous application and the applicant has 
referred to this arrangement again. The previous Case Officer (considering the 2019 
application) did not consider this to be a permanent solution without the benefit of a legal 
agreement that runs with the land. With regard to the current application, under consideration 
here, an informal arrangement has been suggested again by the applicant, no legal 
agreement has been provided between the applicant and the owner of the land to provide the 
certainty that would be needed to allow consideration in support of a planning application. In 
addition, this car park has a maximum stay of 90 minutes and so this would not be an option 
for staff parking without some sort of legal agreement. Any informal arrangement with the 
operator of the site could not be guaranteed for the life of any planning permission for the 
children's nursery, as that operator might vacate the site. The new operator may not be willing 
to have the same informal arrangement. Moreover, I have not had sight of any communication 
between the applicant and the current operator - B&M to this effect. Similarly, the land owner 
of the B&M land could decide to vacate the site and close off the car park at any time.  
Indeed, this is what happened when Homebase vacated the site.  The B&M car park cannot 
therefore be relied upon for either staff or parent parking. The current application has not 
therefore provided sufficient evidence that such parking would be available to support the 
proposed use. 
 
(49) Under the 2019 planning application, the option of using the access, owned by DBC 
to the east of the site, for parking was also dismissed due to there being no certainty that this 
could be provided in perpetuity. It should be clarified that this land is not deemed to be a 
public car park and so access for parking could be denied by DBC at any time. No suitable 
other public car parks were considered to be close enough or practical to accommodate the 
parking needs of the proposed use.  
 



(50) Concerns were also raised about the use of gravel to the frontage as opposed to a 
bound surface material as well as the 1m high fence to the front boundary. Both the gravel 
and 1m high fence remain in the current application.    
 
(51) The current application before Members now has not been able to resolve the above 
mentioned issues. Although the number of parking spaces at the front of the site have been 
increased to a total of 3, this would still fall significantly short of meeting the number required 
by our Parking Standards SPD - 34.   
 
(52) Although, the applicant has explored the possibility of a formal agreement with DBC 
to use the access owned by them to the east, unfortunately, this has not been possible to 
secure.  The applicant sought agreement from the Council as landowner to allow cars to pass 
along the access road, which would have enabled a small car park to the rear of the site to be 
provided with approximately seven car parking spaces. This would have been in addition to 
the three spaces to the front.  However Dartford Borough Council has not given rights to use 
the access way; therefore although this accessway is shown to be within the red line it is not 
within the control of the applicant and therefore car parking at the rear of the site cannot be 
accessed and therefore cannot be considered as car parking which can be delivered. 
Therefore the only spaces which are accessible and within the applicants control are the three 
spaces to the front of the building. As noted above, this number falls significantly short of that 
required by the Parking Standards SPD. 
 
(53) During the course of this application, the applicant has sought to address officers’ 
concerns in respect of the highway impact as well as those of Kent Highways.  Additional 
information was provided by the applicant's transport consultant in order that a fair 
comparison could be made between the current lawful use and the proposed nursery use. 
Based on their own survey data and TRICs (national database for trip generation) data, the 
applicant's Transport Consultant suggested that four staff parking spaces and three drop off 
spaces (7 in total) would be sufficient for the proposed use. I do consider that given the 
particular nature of the proposed use, the drop-off and collection parking spaces would have 
a high turnover in terms of their use i.e. parents would tend to dwell within the individual 
spaces for only a short amount of time (perhaps 5 minutes on average).  Not all parents 
would arrive at the site at the same time.  As such, in this way, the use of a lesser number of 
parking spaces could be maximised for the parents.   
 
(54) However, in contrast the staff parking spaces would be occupied for the majority of 
the day by the same car.  Although it is acknowledged that given the location of the site, the 
business could encourage staff to travel to the site via public transport, walking and cycling.  
Staff could also park in public car parks, if available, that are within a 5-10 minute walking 
distance of the site plus road crossing time.  I therefore also consider that the number of staff 
car parking spaces needed could potentially be less than the SPD requires.   
 
(55) However, as noted above, the maximum number of spaces that are proposed to be 
provided at the site is three. As such, even if the significantly reduced seven parking spaces 
as suggested by the applicant as being needed were to be accepted, there would still be a 
shortfall of 4 car parking spaces provided at the site.   
 
(56) The applicant's agent acknowledges this shortfall but seeks to justify the development 
on the grounds that they have demonstrated that the lawful mixed use of the site would 
potentially result in a higher parking demand than the proposed children's nursery use. They 
also note: 
 
"…this is building that has a long history of use in a sustainable location within an urban area. 
It is in the interests of sustainable development to bring it back into use and any proposed use 
will have a degree of parking demand. In this context bringing this building back into use for 
social infrastructure that will provide a required community service (our client has a waiting list 
of circa 200 children) and will generate employment, has to be the right decision, particularly 
a context where the parking demand has been demonstrated to be less than the previous 
uses." 
 



(57) In terms of a comparison between the existing lawful use (community 
education/centre) and the proposed children's nursery use, the TRICs (national database for 
trip generation) data provided by the applicant demonstrates that there would be a higher 
parking demand for the lawful use during the evenings and at some times during the day.  
 
(58) Whilst I do consider it only fair to carry out this exercise, it must also be 
acknowledged that the existing lawful use is a mixed use meaning that it does not fall within a 
particular Use Class (sui generis).  As such, any new use of the building would be likely to 
require planning permission as it would be likely that there would be a material change from 
the specific current lawful mix of uses. I therefore consider that the TRICs comparisons are 
only helpful to a point in acknowledgement that there has been an active use at this site for 
many years which would have generated a certain amount of parking demand.  
 
(59) It is my view that the only robust comparison is between the parking demand of the 
exact use by St Johns Ambulance and the proposed use. I have had sight of a letter from a 
member of the St Johns Ambulance group that used Serena Hall. This describes the former 
use as for the training and meeting of new cadets (adults and children), that took place on 
Monday and Friday evenings as well as companies hiring the building for their own training 
purposes. They also offered first aid training during the day between Monday and Friday each 
week. There was occasional weekend use for the same meeting and training purposes. The 
letter clarifies that parking took place at the front of the site (2 cars) and also on the access 
road to the east that is owned by DBC (assumed informally).   
 
(60) I do not doubt that the lawful use, the proposed use and any future use of the 
building, will attract a parking demand greater than the number of parking spaces that could 
be provided at the front of the site. This must be taken into account in assessing the highway 
impact and weighs in the applicant's favour to some extent.  However, I think it is significant 
that the former St Johns Ambulance user of this site confirms that their use relied on parking 
to east of the building on land outside of their control.  As has been explained above, a formal 
arrangement has not been able to be secured with DBC and the access land is not a public 
car park that should be relied upon for a private commercial business. Mindful of the main 
users of this access - the fishing club and Seacadets, it could well be that an intensification of 
the use of the access in association with the proposed day nursery would not only displace 
parking for these established users but could also lead to further wear and tear of the road at 
a cost to the Council. This could well result in DBC taking action to prevent use by cars 
associated with the proposed day nursery. For these reasons, the use of the DBC-owed 
access cannot be relied upon. Pursuing a legal agreement (Section 106) or relying on the use 
of a Grampian style condition to secure parking outside of the site would therefore not meet 
the required test of reasonableness. Car parking outside of the site cannot be delivered by the 
applicant as part of this planning application.  
 
(61) When considering the particular demands of the proposed nursery use, I do consider 
that there would be a different pattern of parking demand at different times of the day as 
compared to the lawful use. The lawful use will have had more activity with associated 
vehicles, during the evening for example and perhaps less regularly during the week-day 
morning peak times. The applicant's own evidence demonstrates the high turnover of cars 
that will be generated at peak times by a nursery use.  Parents will tend to drop-off in the 
morning before work and pick up after work on week days.  This will result in a high number of 
cars arriving and leaving the site around the same time each day.  Without appropriate 
parking facilities guaranteed to be permanently available for parents, I consider that this 
would lead to indiscriminate parking in unauthorised areas at best and, at worst, parking on 
Princes Road outside the site. Given the particular design of the road outside of the 
application site - widens into two lanes, I consider that there is a strong likelihood that parents 
will be tempted to park on this busy road, despite the double yellow lines outside the site. This 
would result in a highway safety hazard as well as potentially causing or adding to congestion 
on this busy road to the detriment of highway amenity.  
 
(62) As noted above, Kent Highways consider that the application should be refused on 
highway safety grounds.  Not just due to the insufficient provision of parking on site to meet 
the needs of the development, but also due to the inadequate servicing arrangement at the 



front of the site and the relocated access and proposed right turn lane.  All of which would 
lead to a highway safety hazard in their view.  
 
(63) The applicant has provided tracking diagrams to demonstrate that service vehicles 
can turn within the frontage of the site so that they can exit onto Princes Road in forward 
gear. 
 
(64) However, it should be noted that in order for the service vehicles to be able to turn 
within the frontage, at least 1, possibly 2, of the parking spaces proposed to the front would 
need to be empty. I suggest that this could only work in practice if these spaces were for staff 
as opposed to being allocated for parent drop-off/pick-up.  Staff would have to be instructed to 
move their cars or to avoid parking in those spaces at certain times of the day when deliveries 
are taking place.  Although there will always be the danger that the spaces would be occupied 
when a service vehicle arrives at the site if this is not well managed.   
 
(65) If parents were allocated this frontage space, the nursery would have little control 
over when these spaces were used on the basis that drop-offs and pick-up could happen at 
any time during the hours that they are open.  There would be no guarantee that deliveries 
would arrive before/after opening and closing times, even if they were instructed to do so. 
Even if this were to be managed well, it could still result in a customer car being displaced. I 
suggest that to impose a condition to address the management of delivery times to coordinate 
with parent/staff parking would be difficult to adhere to and difficult to enforce. The danger of 
such a condition not sufficiently controlling the delivery vehicle arrangement would be 
significant in my view and the consequences would be harmful to highway safety. This is 
likely to result in large delivery and other service vehicles reversing onto Princes Road - a 
busy highway with a 40mph speed limit.  Such a manoeuvre would be a highway safety 
hazard.  The alternative would be for the service vehicle to pull up outside the building and 
load/offload on the highway, leading to inconvenience for other road users and instances of 
congestion as well as a dangerous highway obstruction.  
 
(66) In terms of the proposed relocated vehicular access, Kent Highways consider that it is 
too close to the junction with the B&M car park and would lead to increased vehicle 
movements in this location to the detriment of highway safety. They do not consider it likely 
that a licence would be granted by them for the relocated access.  
 
(67) In terms of the proposed new right turn lane - this would be for vehicles turning right 
into the frontage of the site from Princes Road via the relocated access.  Kent Highways 
notes that the proposed right turn lane has no separation from the existing right turn lanes on 
Princes Road. They have concerns that this arrangement may cause driver confusion and 
lead to conflicting vehicle movements and is therefore a highway safety hazard.  
 
(68) The applicant has submitted a Stage One Safety Audit. This considered the right turn 
arrangements and relocated access as well as the swept path analysis for the three car 
parking spaces at the front of the site. The conclusion of the Audit was that: 'the audit team 
have been unable to identify any areas of concern with regard to highway road safety 
associated with the information provided on this drawing for this Stage of Road Safety Audit 
that cannot be addressed as part of the future design work.' Kent Highways reviewed this but 
had some follow up questions and concerns about this conclusion. Although the author of the 
Stage One Safety Audit sought to address these concerns, Kent Highways are still not 
convinced that 'future design work' would overcome them.  
 
(69) Although the use of gravel to the frontage is raised as a concern by Kent Highways, I 
consider that this could be adequately dealt with by way of a condition, if planning permission 
were to be recommended for approval. 
 
(70) In summary, the inadequate delivery and servicing arrangements, reliance on the 
relocation of an unsafe vehicular access and right-turn arrangement, lack of parking for drop-
off and collection, as well as for staff, is likely to result in severe impacts on highway safety. 
There is a high potential risk that parents and carers will be tempted to stop and park along 
Princes Road - a very busy road or make use of whatever pavements may be available. In 



addition to this, such inconsiderate parking during peak times is likely to cause disruption and 
delays on a road network that already suffers from queuing and congestion during peak 
periods.  In this way, the proposal would be harmful to highway safety and amenity contrary to 
Policies DP3 and DP4 of the adopted Local Plan and Dartford's Parking Standards SPD as 
well as paragraphs 110 and 11 of the NPPF.  
 
Design and character 
 
(71) Local Plan Policy DP2 sets out the criteria for good design in proposed development 
responding to, reinforcing and enhancing positive aspects of the locality, facilitating a sense of 
place, with social interaction, walking/ cycling, health and wellbeing, and inclusive 
neighbourhoods, through a mix of uses and careful design and layout. Good design should be 
reinforced and enhanced through integrating new development with the public realm. In 
determining planning applications, the Local Planning Authority will consider how the height, 
mass, form, scale, orientation, siting, setbacks, access, overshadowing, articulation, detailing, 
roof form, and landscaping of the proposals relate to neighbouring buildings, as well as the 
wider locality. 
 
(72) The proposed rear extensions would be large additions to the building but would be of 
a design and scale that would satisfactorily integrate with the character of the building in my 
view. The rear extensions would mainly be visible from the rear of the site from the access to 
the fishing lakes and the B&M car park. I consider that the flat roof design would help to 
ensure that the existing roof form of the main building remains dominant and that the scale of 
the additions is minimised. Subject to exact matching brickwork, I consider that the rear 
additions would have no harmful impact on the character or appearance of the main building 
or the area.   
 
(73) The changes to the front of the building by way of the removal of the garage doors 
and the insertion of a window in its place, are considered to be a modest alteration to the 
building which would in fact result in an improvement to the appearance of this neo-Georgian 
building bringing its original symmetry of design.  
 
(74) The proposed studio building to the building has been designed with a pitched tiled 
roof, timber clad walls and a brick base, with its floor area of 54.6m2, it would be considered 
to be of an appropriate scale to the site's context, its purpose and the main building that it 
would be ancillary to.  The building would not be readily visible from the Princes Road 
streetscene, but would be visible from the site's side entrance to the east of the site 
 
(75) The overall height, design, scale and siting of the proposal is considered to be 
appropriate, and the resultant appearance of the building would satisfactorily integrate with 
the character of the site and would not have an adverse impact on the visual amenities of the 
area. The development proposal as a whole is considered to be acceptable in this regard and 
would accord with Local Plan Policy DP2 and the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF. 
 
Impact upon neighbour amenity 
 
(76) Policy DP5 of the Development Policies Local Plan 2017 states particular 
consideration must be given to areas and subjects of potential sensitivity in the built and 
natural environment and other potential amenity/ safety factors.  
 
(77) The nearest buildings to the application site is the B&M store to the west and Ruby 
Court to the north, both of these buildings are distanced approximately 40m away. The 
supporting statement advises that the building would be fitted with acoustic material around 
the ceiling and floors in order to ensure that no audible noise would emanate from the 
building.  Due to the location of the building and the distance from nearby residential 
residents, it is not considered that the development proposal would have an unacceptable 
impact upon the amenities enjoyed by the occupants of neighbouring properties by way of 
noise and disturbance.  
 



(78) In addition to this, having assessed the location and scale of the proposed 
development works, together with the boundary treatment, I do not consider that the proposal 
would have an adverse impact upon the amenities enjoyed by the adjoining neighbouring 
properties by way of overlooking, privacy loss or an overbearing presence.  
 
(79) For these reasons, the development proposal is not considered to have an adverse 
impact upon the amenities enjoyed by the occupants of neighbouring properties. The 
development would thus accord with Local Plan Policies DP5 and DP7 and would accord with 
the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF. 
 
Impact on TPO tree 
 
(80) There is currently a mature Ash tree at the front of the site located on the northeast 
corner adjacent to the access to the fishing lakes.  This has recently been protected under a 
TPO no. 8 2022.   
 
(81) The proposed block plan indicates that the three parking spaces would be located 
very close to the trunk of this tree and that and additional hardstanding for the parking may 
well impact on the roots of the tree. Our Tree Consultant states:   
 
(82) "Based on my site visit and TEMPO assessment the Ash is of early mature size that 
from a ground level inspection revealed no significant structural defects or signs of Ash 
Dieback. Its size and location towards the front of the existing dwelling makes it a prominent 
natural feature from the main road that contributes positively and significantly to the mature 
and verdant landscape of the area and to its character and appearance.  
 
(83) In terms of the proposed developments impact on the tree, it is clear from the block 
plan (DRG.No: DH19/129/BLOCK PLAN, Rev D) that its removal will be necessary for the 
construction of the parking/drop off area to the front of the new nursery. The excavation works 
necessary for the construction of the hardstanding footings would result in the severance of 
the main roots of the tree, rendering it structurally unsafe. 
 
(84) Consequently, the loss of the Ash would erode the mature and verdant landscape by 
a marked degree and would this give rise to significant harm to its character and appearance, 
so from an arboricultural perspective, I am not able to support the application. However, in 
order to make the scheme arboriculturally acceptable the proposed parking to the front of the 
property needs to be omitted from the application and the area retained in its natural state or 
as proposed soft landscaping." 
 
(85) As such, even if the tree were not removed to make room for the parking spaces, the 
roots of the tree would be harmed through the provision of any necessary hardstanding.  In 
addition, the large servicing vehicles would require turning space within the frontage of the 
site which would be likely to knock into the canopy of the protected Ash tree.   
 
(86) Even if the tree were not damaged by vehicle movements, given the small space 
available for parking and turning to the front of the site, it is likely that there would be 
significant pressure in the future for the tree to be removed. I therefore consider that the 
harmful impact of this development on the protected Ash tree amounts to a second reason for 
refusal.  
 
Flood Risk 
 
(87) Core Strategy Policy CS24: Flood Risk, states that to manage and mitigate flood risk 
the Council will ensure that sites in Flood Zone 2 and 3a, shown to be acceptable for 
development following application of the Sequential Test and parts A and B of the Exception 
Test, demonstrate that part C of the Exception Test can be passed and that residual risk is 
managed through a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and an appropriate flood Plan. 
 
(88) As the proposal consists of a change of use, the sequential test will not be required.  
With regards to the exception tests, the development is required to provide wider benefits to 



the community to outweigh the flood risk and that it will be safe for its lifetime without 
increasing flood risk elsewhere.  
 
(89) The application has been accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), provided 
by UK Flood Risk dated January 2020 and updated on 18th May 2022.  The FRA correctly 
acknowledges that the site is within Flood Zone 3 (high probability of flooding) with the 
Environment Agency's flood risk map indicating that the risk of flooding being medium to high. 
 
(90) The FRA has identified that the site is located in close proximity to the River Darent 
with risk of fluvial flooding.  The FRA indicates that the risk of tidal flooding is low that there 
are no known flood risks from artificial water bodies near the site and that there were no 
known flood risks from artificial water bodies near the site. 
 
(91) The FRA also advises that various flood resilience measures would be incorporated 
into the development proposal, including ensuring that the floor level of the extension is set no 
lower than the existing level of the property, flood proofing and a flood evacuation plan. 
Officers and the EA consider these flood resilient measures to be acceptable.   
 
(92) The FRA advises that in order to ensure that the proposed development will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere, the mitigation measures will ensure that all flood water, surface 
water and rainwater is processed on site and not redirected elsewhere, through the use of 
appropriate measures. The development will not give rise to backwater affects or divert water 
towards other properties. 
 
(93) In order to improve the surface runoff, the FRA advises that SuDS measures will be 
implemented.  These measures are said to include a rainwater butt, permeable paving, and 
soakaway, however, details are not provided and as the site falls within a Source Protection 
Zone which may prevent surface water draining into the ground further details would be 
required should planning permission be granted. 
 
(94) In summary, the flood risks to and from the site could be adequately managed.  If my 
recommendation were for approval, I would suggest various conditions to ensure that all of 
the measures set out within the submitted FRA are adhered to.  
 
Other Considerations 
 
(95) As noted above, the site is accessed via Princes Road which lies within an Air Quality 
Management Area. The Council's Environmental Health Officers have not raised any issues 
with regard to the potential impact on air quality.  However, it may be that there is a slight 
increase in air pollution as a consequence of any increase in vehicles attracted to the site with 
the new use and as a result of congestion from vehicles parking on the highway.  If my 
recommendation were to be one of approval, I would have asked the applicant to provide 
evidence that there would be no significant adverse harm to human health as a consequence 
of increased in air pollution link to this development. Mitigation measures such as the 
provision of Electric Vehicle Charging points for all parking spaces and soft measures such as 
a Travel Plan to encourage more use of sustainable travel to and from the site are likely to 
have been required.   
 
(96) The site lies in an area with archaeological potential for Pleistocene deposits with 
Palaeolithic archaeological interest and overlying alluvial deposits with Holocene prehistoric 
and more recent archaeological interest.  Kent County Council's Heritage consultants were 
consulted on the development proposal, have advised that, given the location of this site over 
alluvium and the relatively limited nature and specific location of the proposed developments, 
they do not consider it likely that the works will have a significant archaeological impact.   
 
(97) The proposed block plan shows that the proposed bin storage area would sit outside 
of the land within the applicant's control and on land in the ownership of Dartford Borough 
Council (adjacent to the access to the fishing lakes). This is an unacceptable arrangement for 
a number of reasons.  The bins would be located on the far side of a height barrier to the 
fishing lakes meaning that bins would need to be carried/pushed up a steep incline to enable 



collection at roadside. This is impractical for heavy bins. Moreover, the applicant does not 
have consent from DBC as the land owner to store bins associated with the nursery use on 
their land. Moving the bin storage within the land owned by the applicant would be the only 
option.  However, space on the frontage is taken up by the car parking bays, pedestrian 
access and turning areas for the delivery/service vehicles.  The bin storage and collection 
arrangement have not been properly considered by the applicant and cannot be accepted as 
they stand.  
 
(98)  The impact on wildlife has not been previously assessed but it is my strong view that 
it would be difficult to establish a direct link between the proposed use and any demonstrable 
harm to wildlife in and around the lakes or at the site in general.  Users of the nursery would 
not be formally allowed to access the lakes for parking and turning and so any increases in 
activity that might impact on wildlife at the lakes would not be caused as a direct result of an 
approved planning application for the nursery use.  A significant proportion of the application 
site is occupied by the building. The land to the rear is overgrown and may provide some 
habitat for wildlife.  However, given the size and nature of the site, I consider that if planning 
permission were granted, mitigation measures and ecological enhancements could be 
achieved by imposing suitably worded conditions.   
 
(99) The original case officer for this application became aware of the need to declare a 
personal interest in this application very recently. As a result, the application has been passed 
to a new case officer who has re-examined the application and considered it afresh. This 
report to the Development Control Board has also been checked and agreed for publication 
by a different senior officers. 
 
Planning balance 
 
(100) As noted above, the applicant's agent argues that "…this is a building that has a long 
history of use in a sustainable location within an urban area. It is in the interests of 
sustainable development to bring it back into use…".  They also suggest that the proposal will 
generate employment and note the high demand for nursery places.    
 
(101) It is acknowledged that other uses of the building may be likely to require more 
parking spaces than can be provided within the site (on land in the applicant's control). It is a 
large prominent building on a main road through Dartford.  For the building to remain vacant 
is undesirable in terms of aesthetics, impacts on the character of the area, potential for crime 
and anti-social behaviour and economics.  As such, some positive weight should be given to 
the benefits of 'bringing the building back to life'.  
 
(102) However, to counter that argument, there are likely to be other, lower intensity uses, 
that could operate from the site and would have less of an impact on highway safety/amenity.  
A use that would not require such a high turnover of vehicles or staff parking and/or a use 
where stricter controls could be placed on staff with no 'customers' (such as parents) needing 
to visit the site - offices for example, or a community meeting space where people are more 
likely to use public car parks given that their length of stay would be far longer than the 5 
minute parent drop-off/pick-up time.  
 
(103) Whilst I give some positive weight to the new employment generated by this 
development and the provision of nursery places that appear to be in demand, I do not 
consider that this, along with activating the use of a vacant building, would outweigh the harm 
to highway safety and amenity, in addition to the harm to the heath of the TPO tree, that I 
identify above.  
 
FINANCIAL BENEFITS  
 
(104) Under section 75ZA of the Town and Country Planning Act officer reports to the 
Development Control Board are required to include a list of 'financial benefits' which are likely 
to be obtained by the authority as a result of the development. A 'financial benefit' must be 
recorded regardless of whether it is material to the Council's decision. Government advice is 



that the decision maker should consider whether it is a material consideration in the 
consideration of a planning application. 
 
(105) In this particular case the development is 'zero rated' for CIL due to the nature of the 
use.  
 
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS 
 
(106) 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 
 
(107) 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. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 
(108) In relation to the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment 
Regulations) 2017) the proposal is not Schedule 1 or Schedule 2 development. It is not 
considered to require a screening opinion. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 
(109) Having considered the development against the adopted Local Plan, comments from 
consultees and other material planning considerations, I am of the view that planning 
permission should be refused.  Although I have identified no harm to residential amenities or 
to the character and appearance of the area, I have serious concerns about the impact on 
highway safety and amenity. The proposal would generate a parking demand that cannot be 
met within land under the control of the applicant and would be likely to lead to inconsiderate 
and dangerous parking on a frequent basis. The development cannot demonstrate a 
manageable servicing arrangement and as such, instances of large vehicles parking on, or 
reversing onto Princes Road are likely, resulting in harm to highway safety and amenity. Kent 
Highways have also highlighted concerns about the location of the proposed new access and 
the proposal for additional right turn markings on Princes Road. There would also be harm to 
the health of a TPO tree at the front of the site.  
 
(110) The benefits of bringing this prominent building back into an active use and also the 
creation of employment are given positive weight.  I have also considered the evidence put 
forward by the applicant's agent, that there is a demand for children's nursery places.  
However, it is my view that these factors do not outweigh the harm that I have identified to 
highway safety and amenity and the health of a TPO tree no. 8 2022. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Refuse Planning Permission for the following reasons: 
 
01 The proposal is likely to generate the need for long term parking for staff and short-term 

parking for drops and collections. It fails to provide adequate vehicle parking and 
servicing facilities on site. This is likely to lead to vehicles stopping or reversing onto 
the highway, to the detriment of highway safety and would cause disruption to the local 
highway network which is congested at peak times. The proposed new access 
arrangements, including the new right turn filter on Princes Road, are likely to lead to 
driver confusion and intensification of use which would be a highway safety hazard.  
The proposal is therefore contrary to adopted Local Plan Policies DP3 and DP4 and 



Core Strategy Policy CS15, together with the adopted Car Parking standards SPD 
2012 and Policy M16 of the Pre-Submission (Publication) Dartford Local Plan to 2037. 

 
02 The proposed development would rely on parking and servicing space to the frontage 

of the site. This would be in very close proximity to an Ash tree covered by TPO no. 8 
2022. The development would result in pressure for the removal of the tree therefore, 
and even if it were not removed, the health of the tree is likely to be harmed by way of 
damage to its breaches and severance of its roots. The development would therefore 
be contrary to Policy DP25 of the adopted Local Plan and M15 of the Pre-Submission 
(Publication) Dartford Local Plan to 2037. 
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