
 

 

 

 

11 May 2012 

 

Ms Claire Dethier 

Planning Services 

Swale Borough Council 

Sittingbourne ME10 3HT 

 

Dear Ms Dethier, 

 

Re: Objection to Planning Application and Conservation Area Consent 

Ordnance Wharf: SW/12/0489 and SW/12/0490 

 

On behalf of the trustees and members of the Faversham Creek Trust I am writing to 

you to register our total objection to this wholly inappropriate development proposal 

for Ordnance Wharf. 

 

Our reasons are as follows: 

 

1. Regardless of the presence, or not, of any merits of the proposal, this 

application is premature, given that the Neighbourhood Plan for Faversham 

Creek is in the early stages of development, and until such time that the new 

plan has followed due process, and is approved, AAP2 and associated policies 

are the documents against which any development proposals must be assessed. 

 

2. Referring to AAP2, adopted in 2008, Swale Boroough Council was clear that 

the progressing of a Supplementary Planning Document (which has now 

become the Neighbourhood Plan) was to ‘guide matters relating to this plan’ 

and not to ignore AAP2 and the extensive community consultation which was 

undertaken at the time. We wish to stress the importance of and relevance to 

these applications of the following SBC Council documents: 

 

i) Policy B17 - The Creek basin: ‘land and buildings at Flood Lane and 

area are safeguarded for proposals that would promote the tourism 

and commercial regeneration of the area in and around the wider 

Creek Basin, including use of the basin and its wharfage for historic 

craft. Proposals that would potentially prejudice these regeneration 

objectives will not be permitted.’ 

 

ii) Policy B14 designates the Faversham Creek Basin as a New 

Employment Site. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

iii) AAP2 section 5.14 states: ‘The Council considers the levels of new 

housing have reached the point where further proposals will damage 

the area and it will now resist them as contrary to both the strategy of 

the Local Plan and the policy for the AAP. Additionally, the Council 

considers that frontage development not involving active use or 

management of the Creek itself, or that which prevents use of the 

Creek by vessels, should not be permitted.’ 

‘The Council will expect development to: 

a) Preserve or enhance landmarks and other important buildings, 

waterside structures 

b) Preserve and create access to waterside, including  wharfage and 

moorings, and where appropriate a creekside walk 

c) Be creekside in character 

d) Retain existing green spaces 

e) Retain or enhance existing townscapes, including those in the view 

of high ground.’ 

 

3. Referring to the applicant’s agent’s letter dated April 12
th
, several times the 

report by Tony Fullwood Associates is given as ‘evidence’ as to why this 

application should be approved. The Fullwood report was not well received in 

Faversham, and of particular reference here is his claim (unsubstantiated) that 

Policy B17, referred to above, ‘no longer appears to be deliverable, flexible or 

the most appropriate strategy and should be replaced with a revised planning 

policy’. He also claims that the whole AAP2 no longer appears to be 

deliverable, flexible or the most appropriate strategy. The Faversham Creek 

Trust, the Faversham Creek Consortium, and the Faversham Society all made 

responses critical of Fullwood’s recommendations, especially those for the 

Creek Basin. Additionally, Fullwood recommended that Urban Initiative 

Objective 1 be amended because in his view ‘lack of developer or public 

funding will prevent full access to larger craft within the Basin’. 

 

None of these statements made by Fullwood is evidenced  they are opinions. 

Therefore using the Fullwood report is a seriously flawed argument. 

 

4. No cognizance has been acknowledged in this application of the Council’s 

Planning and Development Guideline leaflet no.8, Conservation Areas 

regarding the historical significance of Ordnance Wharf, which states: ‘Any 

new development should preserve or enhance the special character or 

appearance of a conservation area’. 

 

Further, the Council’s Faversham Conservation Area Character Appraisal 

mentions, when referring to ‘the Creek above the bridge’, the medieval mill at 

the Creek head which once stood in the area of Ordnance Wharf and was in 

due course replaced by that wharf. By 1759 gunpowder manufacturing works 

extended from Ospringe to ‘the head of Faversham Creek’. Until 1790 

gunpowder was loaded on to boats moored at the adjoining quay at ‘the head 

of the Creek’. Section 4.10 states: ‘The all-important link through to 

Stonebridge Pond and the shallow Westbrook valley continues to embrace 



 

 

land that is free from development, so that it is possible to still trace the 

transition from tidal creek to freshwater valley’. 

 

5. In the H R Wallingford 2006 report on the navigation of the Creek, based on a 

hydrological study by them, it is stated in 3.5 that ‘Swale Borough Council 

comments that the wharves, particularly in the upper basin, should be 

considered to be of historic value and any proposals for change should show 

respect to this’. In the summary and conclusion, Wallingford states: ‘To obtain 

the maximum benefit from regeneration of the Creek and Basin, it is suggested 

that the basin be restored to a working facility for boats up to the size of the 

sailing barges that already use the Creek at Standard Quay and that 

occasionally moor in the pool just downstream of the sluice gate.’ 

 

6. This proposed land use conflicts with all the neighbouring sites, which are 

industrial, and threatens the future of the Faversham Creek Trust’s project at 

the Purifier Building and wharf by juxtaposing incompatible residential and 

industrial activities. It would put in serious jeopardy the future success of our 

shipwright training centre, which aims to train young people, provide job 

opportunities, and importantly keep Faversham Creek on the map as one of the 

few remaining places for traditional barge and boat repair and restoration. 

 

7. Approval of these applications for housing development would effectively kill 

off any opportunity for the regeneration of the Basin as a historic maritime 

waterway and the jobs and tourism potential which would come with sensitive 

regeneration. It would also set a precedent for other developers to submit 

proposals for housing. 

 

8. The proposal is totally out of scale and would dominate the historic core of 

Faversham. 

 

9. Its architectural design is crude, unacceptably clashing with and degrading the 

surrounding conservation area and buildings. 

 

10. Traffic access and management are wholly inadequate. The junction of Brent 

Hill and Flood Lane has poor sightlines, and the proposals would provide a 

further threat to the many pedestrians and cyclists who use Flood Lane as a 

route to the town centre, shops, supermarkets and schools. 

 

There is an imperative to retain and enhance the character of Faversham and its 

historic role as a centre of maritime industry. Faversham needs jobs and sustainable 

benefits to the local economy, not luxury flats. The employment potential and 

economic future of the town, and amenities for local people, are too important to be 

‘signed-away’ in this fashion. The town deserves and has the right to expect a more 

imaginative vision. 

 

Councillors on the planning committee should be made aware of the virtually 

unanimous and instantaneous response from the townspeople in rejecting this 

proposal, as evidenced by the protests, press coverage, huge attendance at the recent 

Faversham Town Council meeting, and the thousands of objections being submitted 

on the UK Planning site and in writing to the SBC Planning Department. 



 

 

 

In addition, the Faversham Creek Trust encloses as part of its submission a petition 

against the proposal, signed by some 500 people, the result of its being available 

publicly for just two days. 

 

We would request confirmation that our detailed objections to these planning 

applications be presented in full to the members of the planning committee. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Griselda Mussett 

Chairman 

 

Enclosed: petition 


