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Summary  
 
Introduction 
 

Faversham Town Council seeks an assessment of the future use of the Creek for its 
Neighbourhood Plan. It has asked for an outline business case as an overall context for 
resolving the uncertainties for individual decisions about the Creek’s component parts. The 
business case would help underpin a strategy for the Creek for any financing by public 
authority. The case appears to depend on attracting sustainable business from Thames 
sailing barges and other traditional vessels. 
 
This advisory report stems from a professional business analysis by local volunteers in 
November/December 2013. It presumes a competitive market activity, measured in direct 
cash terms, as a basis for business financing. To speed the analysis, it treats the Creek as a 
‘black box’ and ignores its components and their ownership at this stage, other than to 
assess the capacity. It also leaves for further analysis the wider indirect economic benefits. 
 
Results 
 
The market scope covers the Thames from London to its full outer estuary, where can be 
found 51 Thames sailing barges, 170 Dutch/motor barges and approximately 533 smacks 
and other traditional vessels. Restoring, refitting and maintaining these vessels is an 
estimated £6m annual business, of which over 80% is spent on the local boatyard. Long-
term trends look reasonably steady in aggregate. Capacity is constrained by the number of 
floating dry docks. There is significant secondary revenue from moorings. 
 
Faversham’s existing mooring capacity in the area under consideration is 22 equivalent 
barges, all tidal. There is potential extra capacity of 14 in the basin, plus 24 hardstandings 
for smacks etc. Faversham has to compete with some 30 existing locations in London, 
Essex, Suffolk and Kent, led by Maldon for repairs and St Katherine’s Dock for moorings. 
The study analysed several market share scenarios for repair and judged a reasonable view 
of what new business Faversham should be able to achieve: 18% of Thames barges, 10% 
of Dutch barges and 7% of smacks. For that it would need three extra dry docks for 
mainstream repair and maintenance along the tidal Creek and light maintenance and 
general moorings elsewhere. 
 
The annual income predicted is £700k gross (26% from moorings) and £200k net of 
operating costs (78% moorings), leading to about 10 extra full time jobs. £1.3m of capital 
expenditure would be required: £860k for the additional costs of an opening bridge with 
sluices/gates, £280k for quay structures, £50k for initial dredging and £140k for dry docks 
and other equipment. 
 
All in real terms, the business model’s negative cash flow peaks in the second year and 
becomes positive in the fourth. Financing from commercial sources can be arranged as a 
mix of bank loans and private investment, but to attract that at comparable market rates 
of return for debt and equity requires public support. While some voluntary help is 
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assumed, the bulk of the support needs to come from Local Authority sources. 
Conveniently, this support matches the additional cost of recreating an opening bridge. If 
Local Authorities can take responsibility for the additional £860k installation and £20k 
annual maintenance, the commercial funding is then a feasible £500k. 
 
Conditional on public funding, there is a positive Net Present Value to the Town after all 
costs, including cost of capital, of £560k. Without any external public support this falls to  
-£440k, i.e., on a purely commercial basis, the Creek needs public support to be viable. 
While Local Authority funding pressures indicate difficulty in securing public grants, the 
business case can offer a credible basis for future applications to a wider range of public 
bodies. 
 
In summary, and taken as a whole, the outline business case for realising Faversham’s 
potential as a working creek needs significant public support. This can be achieved by 
providing a new opening bridge, with the prospect of maritime activity substantially along 
all those lengths of creek-side that are currently under consideration. The extra traditional 
vessels would be in publicly visible locations.  
 
Realising the potential value means visualising and developing the Creek as one entity, 
even though its components may be separately owned and managed businesses.  
 
Next steps 
 
Under the Faversham Creek Neighbourhood Plan, its individual components now need 
investigating to show how it could all fit together, allowing for land designations to be 
made, and consequential business transactions and financing. 
   
Investigation of land use includes the association between, or the separation from, Creek-
side activity and relatable commercial use and residential opportunities further inland. It is 
likely that prioritisation of land use is possible, allowing some decisions to be made early. 
 
The particular importance of public support for the bridge merits a special understanding 
of the wider indirect benefits of the scenario proposed by this business case, especially the 
value from tourism. This understanding would enable a calculation of the consequential 
effects on the local economy, the production of public funding options for the bridge and 
a proposal for a committing decision. 
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A: Introduction 
 
This report is a volunteer but professional response to Faversham Town Council’s public request of 

28 October 2013 for an assessment of the financial feasibility of the repair and maintenance of 
traditional vessels in Faversham, to serve as a guide to future detailed planning and decision-

making. The particular aim of this work is to provide a core financial case, in outline but sufficient 
to inform the Town as it considers the options for its Creek under the Neighbourhood Plan.  

 
The economics of the traditional vessel repair industry were assessed through a combination of 

desk-based research and discussions with traditional boat owners, shipwrights and boatyard 
operators in the area. The financial opportunity at Faversham Creek was assessed on a net present 

value (NPV) basis, the NPV resulting from vessel repair and mooring income over a 15-year period 
after taking into consideration operational costs and the initial capital expenditure required to 

prepare the Creek for this type of activity. The analyses forming the basis of the business case were 
compiled in a comprehensive financial model.  

 
For the purposes of this study, the Creek was defined by the areas under consideration for 

alternative use, up to Ordnance Wharf/Purifier Building, and was considered as a ‘black box’; that 
is, the use and ownership of individual components of land were ignored, as were streetscape 

improvement costs. For financial modelling, specific uses have needed to be attributed to some 
sites; this attribution does not by itself recommend or imply future land use or purchase in reality. 

 
It is assumed that the practicality of bringing Faversham Basin into day-to-day use has been 

considered elsewhere and that the geotechnology and hydrodynamics are being checked by suitably 
qualified professionals.  

 
The information contained in this report does not constitute professional advice. As compiled, it 

expresses the views of a voluntary association of individuals who cannot, individually or collectively, 
guarantee its validity. None of the authors or contributors can be responsible for its use or 

modification by others.  
 

The findings are divided into the following sections:  
 

Summary .................................................................................................................................. 2	  
A: Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 4	  
B: Analysis of the traditional vessel repair market ....................................................................... 5	  
C: The opportunity at Faversham Creek ................................................................................... 13	  
D: Financing case .................................................................................................................... 23	  
E: Practical implementation issues ........................................................................................... 27	  
Appendix 1: The requirement for a business case ..................................................................... 30	  
Appendix 2: Working group biographies .................................................................................. 32	  
Appendix 3: Additional contributors ........................................................................................ 33	  
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B: Analysis of the traditional vessel repair market 
 

1. Scope of traditional vessels 
 

a. Geographic scope  
 

i. For the purpose of this market analysis, we have defined the catchment area as the 
Thames Estuary and tidal Thames. The eastern boundary of the Thames Estuary is 

suggested as a line drawn from North Foreland, Margate in Kent to Aldeburgh in 
Suffolk. The western boundary is formed by the head of Sea Reach or the Kent/Essex 

strait, south of Canvey Island on the northern Essex shore. The tideway itself which 
starts in south-west London at Teddington/Ham can be considered estuarine and is 

included in the catchment area.  
 

ii. This catchment area was selected as the one within which boat owners can be 
expected to move their boat for mooring or for repair. Vessels from other parts of 

the UK or northern Europe, which have been brought to Faversham for repair from 
time to time, were excluded from this study. 

 
b. Vessel types, numbers and location 

 
i. Within the catchment area 754 suitable vessels – active or in restoration – were 

identified, split into four broad types:  
1. Thames Sailing Barges – 51 

2. Dutch or motor barges – 170 
3. Smacks, Old Gaffers and traditional yachts – 433 

4. Classic wooden boats such as rowing boats, skiffs and dinghies – 100 
 

ii. The number of Thames sailing barges may be higher – up to 60 – depending on 
definitions and restoration work. The numbers of vessels by location is shown below.  

 
Table 1 Number of vessels by location in catchment area 

 

Type of vessel Total Kent London Essex/Suffolk South-east general 

Thames Sailing Barges 51 15 8 28 - 

Dutch Barges 170 - 50 - 120 

Smacks 93 18 1 74 - 

Old Gaffers  240 - - - 240 

Traditional Yachts (Bermudians) 100 - - - 100 

Classic Wooden Boats  
(dinghies, skiffs, rowboats) 

100 
- - - 

100 

Sources:  
Thames Sailing Barges 
 
Dutch Barges 
Smacks 
Old Gaffers 
Traditional Yachts 
Classic wooden boats 

 
National Historic Ships UK;Society for Sailing Barge Research; www.thamesbarge.org.uk; The Illustrated 
Guide to Thames Sailing Barges by Rita & Peter Phillips, forthcoming edition; www.xylonite.co.uk  
Dutch Barge Association Register, http://www.barges.org/ 
http://www.smackdock.co.uk/ 
Old Gaffers Association Yearbook, 2013. http://www.oldgaffersassociation.org/ 
Educated guess: J Mannering 
Educated guess: Alan Staley Boat Builders 
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2. Size of the repair and maintenance market 
 

a. Costs of different types of maintenance  
 

i. Repair and maintenance of these types of vessel takes three forms: restoration which 
occurs approximately once every 50 years for the larger vessels, major refits occuring 

5- or 10-yearly and regular maintenance that is carried out every year or two. 
Estimates of the cost of major refits and regular maintenance are given immediately 

below followed by information concerning restoration costs. 
 
Table 2 Breakdown of costs by refits and regular maintenance  
 

Major refit, £ Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats 

Dry dock or craning fees 10,000 2,000 200 200 

Replank, decking, spars & other repairs 27,500 - 10,000 1,000 

Jet wash & paint labour - - - 1,000 

Engine repairs, electrics, generators, winches 4,000 1,000 500 - 

Survey & blasting - 2,000 - - 

Doubling/replating - 2,000 - - 

Internal works & insulation - 5,000 - - 

Cost of paint & other materials 2,500 100 200 200 

Cost of engine, fittings, other items 1,000 900 1,600 - 

Sails & rigging: new or repair 5,000 - 2,000 1,000 

Total cost, £ 50,000 13,000 14,500 3,400 

Regular repair & maintenance, £ Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats* 

Dry dock or craning fees 1,000 1,000 200 - 

Small repairs, spar repairs, welding 1,500 800 2,000 - 

Jet wash & paint labour 1,100 300 800 - 

Safety & instruments - 1,500 - - 

Cost of paint & other materials 400 300 200 - 

Cost of engine, fittings, other items - 100 - - 

Sails & rigging: new or repair - - 1,000 - 

Total cost, £ 4,000 4,000 4,200 - 

* regular maintenance on classic boats is mostly done by owners. This revenue is not usually taken by boatyards.  

Source of data: Dutch Barge Association, Cambria Restoration project, Alan Staley Boat Builders, Thames Sailing Barge 
Trust, S Foster, J Mannering 

 
ii. The cost of restoration work can vary greatly, depending on the state of the vessel 

and the level of work that the owner can afford to carry out. For example, work to 
reinstate the interior of a Dutch barge can range from £25,000 to £250,000 

depending upon the wishes of the owner. A conservative estimate for the average 
expense of restorative work on Dutch barges was therefore taken as £75,000.  
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iii. The expense of restoring Thames barges was estimated as an average of recent 
projects at £1.05m. Annualised revenue of £890,000, a more conservative 85% of 

the average, was used in the financial model.  
 

Table 3 Examples of restoration project costs for Thames sailing barges  

 

Name of vessel Spend, £ Funding 

Cambria 1,400,000 National Lottery (£990k) & multiple donors 

Thalatta  1,100,000 Owners’ chartering income 

Lady  Daphne 1,050,000 Heritage Lottery Fund (part) 

Dawn 1,000,000 National Lottery (part), BBC documentary, charter income 

Westmoreland 1,000,000 Heritage Lottery Fund - pending 

Edith May 750,000 Not known 

Average all vessels 1,050,000  

Source: www.cambriabargecharter.co.uk; www.thalatta.org.uk; www.lady-daphne.co.uk; 
www.estuarylife.co.uk/articles/dawn-barge; www.kentonline.co.uk/sittingbourne_messenger/news/historic-barge-set-to-
return-11326 (Westmoreland); www.edithmaybargecharter.co.uk 

 
b. Annualised revenues by type of maintenance  

 
i. To estimate the overall size of the repair and maintenance market in the catchment 

area, annualised revenues were calculated for each type of maintenance - table 4.  
 

ii. Estimates for the frequency of refit of Thames barges vary between 5-yearly refits for 
corporately-owned charter vessels and 7 years for privately owned boats. A weighted 

average frequency of 6.4 years has been used in this model.  
 

Table 4 Annualised repair and maintenance revenues 

 
Restoration,  Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats 

Cost, £ 890,000 75,000 125,000 100,000 

Frequency (years) 50 25 50 50 

Duration (months) 36 6 18 18 

Annualised cost, £  17,800 3,000 2,500 2,000 

Major refits Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats 

Cost, £ 50,000 13,000 14,500 3,400 

Frequency (years) 6.4 5 10 10 

Duration (months) 10 2 3 3 

Annualised cost, £ 7,813 2,600 1,450 340 

Regular maintenance Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats* 

Cost, £ 4,000 4,000 4,200 - 

Frequency (years) 2 2 1.5 - 

Duration (months) 0.5 0.5 0.25 - 

Annualised cost, £ 2,000 2,000 2,800 - 

Annualised spend, £ 27,613 7,600 6,750 2,340 

*Regular maintenance work on classic boats is mostly carried out by owners, revenue not usually taken by boatyards. 
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Sources of data: www.bbc.co.uk/essex/content/articles/2007/05/15/barge_feature.shtml; 
http://standardquaybargerestoration.co.uk/recent-projects.html; S Foster, J Mannering, B Pain; Alan Staley Boat Builders 

 
c. Overall repair market revenues  

 
i. The size of the market is simply calculated by multiplying the annualised repair 

revenues by the total number of vessels in the relevant category. The total revenue 
from the repair and maintenance of these vessels is estimated to be over £5.8m per 

annum.   
 

Table 5 Size of market for repair and maintenance in catchment area 

 
 Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic wooden 

boats 

Total 

Number of vessels 51 170 433 100  

Annualised revenue £27,613 £7,600 £6,750 £2,340  

Total annual revenues £1,408,238 £1,292,000 £2,922,750 £234,000 £5,856,988 

Revenue - restoration £907,800 £510,000 £1,082,500 £200,000 £2,700,300 

Revenue - refits £398,438 £442,000 £627,850 £34,000 £1,502,288 

Revenue – reg’r maintenance £102,000 £340,000 £1,212,400 -* £1,654,400 

Source: financial model. *revenue excluded as work typically carried out by boat owners 

 
i. Analysed by type of repair, restoration work accounts for 46% (£2.7m) of the total 

market. Restoration of barges is the most significant element of this, accounting for 
just under a quarter of all revenue or £1.4m. Major refits account for 26% (£1.5m) 

of revenue and regular maintenance 28% (£1.6m). See tables 5 and 6.  
 

ii. Analysed by type of vessel, the repair and maintenance of smacks, old gaffers and 
traditional yachts accounts for half of the revenue of £5.8m, barges 46% and classic 

wooden boats 4%. 
 
Table 6 Share of total revenues by type of vessel and type of work in catchment area 

 

By % of overall total Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic wooden 

boats 

Sub-total % 

Restoration 15 9 18 3 46 

Major refit 7 8 11 1 26 

Regular maintenance 2 6 21 0 28 

Sub-total, % 24 22 50 4 100 

Source: financial model 

 
d. Proportion of revenue taken by boat repair work and ancillary services  

 
i. Analysis of the different types of expense incurred in repair and maintainance shows 

that these are composed of costs that a boatyard charges – such as dock fees, labour 
and direct materials – and the cost of ancillary items or services that are typically 

bought in by the yard or bought directly by the customer such as engines, specialist 
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fittings (e.g., anodes and navigational equipment), sails and rigging.  
 

ii. Of the total revenue of £5.8m, on average 83% is attributable to boat repair services 
while 17% of revenues is spent on ancillary services such as sails and engines. This 

proportion varies across the different classes of vessel and types of repair. For 
example, ancillary services account for a noticeably smaller proportion of the spend 

on barge repair and maintenance compared to smacks and other smaller traditional 
vessels, as shown in table 7. 

 
Table 7 Analysis of spend by boatyard versus ancillary services 
 

Major refit Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats 

Total cost £50,000 £13,000 £14,500 £3,400 

Boatyard (dock fee, repairs, paint etc) £44,000 £12,100 £10,900 £2,400 

Ancillary services (engines, fittings, sails & 
rigging) 

£6,000 £900 £3,600 £1,000 

Boatyard, share of spend 88% 93% 75% 71% 

Ancillary services, share of spend 12% 7% 25% 29% 

Regular repair & maintenance Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic boats* 

Total cost £4,000 £4,000 £4,200 - 

Boatyard (dock fee, repairs, paint etc) £4,000 £3,900 £3,200 - 

Ancillary services (engines, fittings, sails & 
rigging) 

£0 £100 £1,000 - 

Boatyard, share of spend 100% 98% 76% - 

Ancillary services, share of spend 0% 3% 24% - 

Source: financial model. Refer to Table 2 for detailed figures.  
*regular maintenance work on classic boats is mostly done by owners, revenue not usually taken by boatyards 

 
3. Market trends 

 
a. Although there has been a significant decline in the number of Thames sailing barges in 

service since the 1930s, the Society for Sailing Barge Research and The Illustrated Guide to 
Thames Sailing Barges indicate that the population of Thames barges is stabilising, with the 

potential for a fleet of approximately 60 vessels, depending on classification, e.g., 
conversions to houseboats, museum exhibits and new-build replicas.  

 
b. By contrast, it is interesting to note that of the 170 Dutch barges identified, 25% of this 

number were constructed during the last decade suggesting a healthy market for new build 
of this type of vessel. 

 
c. The British Marine Federation offers a more overall view of the marine market in their 

twice-yearly survey. Of companies in the aftermarket/refit business in the Leisure sector, 
34% report increased business performance while 48% report business remaining stable. 

By contrast, GDP growth over the same period was -0.2% Q4 2012 to +0.3% Q1 2013. 
Source: BMF May trends report 20131.pdf. 
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d. As no definitive evidence for the growth or decline of the market for repair of all traditional 
vessels has been found, a stable market has been assumed for the purposes of the financial 

model.  
 

4. Capacity for repair work 
 
a. Market capacity varies according to the type of vessel being repaired. Barges need to be in 

a floating dry dock for repair while hardstanding is suitable for work on smaller boats.  

 
b. 19 floating dry docks have been identified in the catchment area of which 17 are usable for 

barges. Two are unsuitable for barge repair being under 60 feet long as shown in table 8.  
 

Table 8 Number of dry docks by location in catchment area 
 

Location Total In active use Unsuitable 

  
Kent London 

Essex/ 

Suffolk 

(all in Kent) 

Brentford 2 - 2 - - 

Greenwich 2 - 2 - - 

Maldon 2 - - 2 - 

Maylandsea 1 - - 1 - 

Pin Mill 1 - - 1 - 

St Osyth 1 - - 1 - 

Faversham (Iron Wharf) 2 2 - - - 

Hoo 2 2 - - - 

Oare  1 1 - - - 

Otterham (<60 foot length) 3 1 - - 2 

Shoregate 1 1 - - - 

Privately held dock - out of use 1 1 - - - 

Total 19 8 4 5 2 

Source: National Historic Ships UK, UK-Dry-Dock-Survey; Port Medway Marina; Thames Sailing Barge Trust 

 
c. Estimating the number of dry docks needed to satisfy demand for repair is a complex 

calculation. It is based on the number of vessels presenting for maintenance each year and 
the length of time that each maintenance cycle takes.  

 
For example, on average, one Thames barge is due to start restoration each year. Each 

restoration is assumed to last three years. Hence, in any given year, three dry docks will be 
needed to meet new and ongoing restoration work. When this calculation is carried 

through for each type of repair, the number of dry docks needed to satisfy the barge repair 
market comes to 24 as shown in table 9 overleaf.  
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Table 9 Calculated demand for dry dock and hardstanding capacity  

 
 Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Classic 

boats* 

Total number of vessels 51 170 433 100 

Number of vessels due for restoration 1 7 9 2 

Number of vessels due major refit 8 34 43 10 

Number of vessels due regular maintenance 26 85 289 100 

Total due to start repair in one year 35 126 341 112 

Dry dock/hardstanding space required for restoration 3 4 18 4 

Additional dry dock/hardstanding space required for 
major refits 

8 6 7 2 

Additional dry dock/hardstanding space required for 
regular maintenance 

0 3 6 - 

Total demand for dry docks/hardstanding spaces 11 13 31 6 

Total dry docks required 24    

Total hardstanding places required 37    

* regular work on classic boats is mostly done by owners therefore capacity requirements not included.  
Source of data: financial model 

 

d. Given that 24 dry docks are needed and 17 usable docks are available, there is a 29% 
shortfall in the number of dry docks for barge repairs in the catchment area. Informal 

soundings indicate there are waiting lists for repair and that work is being delayed or taken 
outside the catchment area.  

 
e. An improved supply of dry docks would also lead to a greater proportion of repair time 

taken in them; currently there is sometimes pressure to move vessels out to complete the 
work in the water, when it would be better to keep them in the dock.  

 
f. Capacity for the repair of smacks, yachts and other smaller vessels is determined by the 

availability of hardstanding and the use of a slipway or crane to transfer the boat from the 
water to the repair yard. Hardstanding is more prevalent than dry docks and not considered 

a constraint to capacity for this study. 
 

5. Additional revenues from moorings 
 
a. All vessels need to seek a mooring or hardstanding if they are not under repair and the fees 

from moorings can be a significant source of income to a business with wharfage.  

 
b. Mooring fees vary according to the size and type of craft and quality of facilities offered, 

ranging from £0.30p/foot/week to over £2.40p (ex-VAT) across Essex, Kent and Suffolk. 
Rates for iconic Thames sailing barges can be discounted by up to half according to barge 

owners. For the purposes of the financial model, in which a mix of vessels from large 
barges to smaller wooden craft could rent moorings, the most typical mooring rate of 

£0.91/foot/week was used. For a 100’ barge, this corresponds to annual fees of £4,732. 
Examples are in table 10 overleaf. 
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Table 10 Mooring fees along the Thames Estuary 

 
Location Pontoon mooring 

fee, per ft/wk 

Comment Source 

Upchurch, Kent £0.30 Basic, no facilities Individual barge owner 

Maldon Marine £0.49 Rate discounted for Thames barge Individual barge owner 

Tollesbury Saltings £0.62 Basic, no facilities www.tsl-online.co.uk 

Chambers Wharf, Kent  £0.67 Smaller boats Alan Staley Boat Builders 

Gravesend Marina, Kent £0.69 New pontoons recently installed www.theembankmentmarina.net 

West Mersea Marine, Essex £0.70  www.westmerseamarine.co.uk 

Oare Creek, Kent £0.83 Max 30’ LOA www.youngboats.co.uk 

Conyer Creek Marina, Kent £0.90  www.conyercreekmarina.co.uk 

Embankment Marina, London £0.92  www.theembankmentmarina.net 

Port Medway Marina, Kent £0.93 Annual rate for barge length www.portmedwaymarina.co.uk 

Swale Marina, Kent £1.01 For 6m LOA www.swalemarina.co.uk 

Blackwater Marina, Essex £1.10  www.blackwater-marina.co.uk 

Essex Marina, Essex £1.10 >10m LOA www.essexmarina.co.uk 

Port of Ramsgate Marina, Kent £1.22 >20m www.portoframsgate.co.uk 

Shotley Marina, Suffolk £1.26 Mooring for yachts www.shotleymarina.co.uk 

Medway Bridge Marina, Kent £1.26 Mooring for yachts www.medwaybridgemarina.co.uk 

St. Katherine’s Dock, London £2.74 >30.1m LOA www.skdocks.co.uk 

Average mooring fees £0.97   

Median mooring fees £0.91   

Note: barges are up to 100’ or 30m in length overall (LOA), smacks & yachts up to 45’ or 13m 

 
c. The additional revenue from moorings in the entire Thames catchment area has not been 

calculated. However, these figures have been analysed for Faversham Creek in section C.  
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C: The opportunity at Faversham Creek 
  

1. The competitive environment 
 
a. For repair  

 

i. Within the catchment area, there is more competition for the repair of smaller 
traditional craft – smacks, yachts, classic boats – than for barges. Several local 

boatyards, particularly at Chambers Wharf, Iron Wharf and Hollowshore, have long-
standing reputations for restoration and repair of smaller traditional vessels; 

potentially, capacity could be increased at these yards for this type of work. Further 
afield, there are other well-established boatyards catering for smaller traditional 

craft, for example at Pin Mill in Suffolk.   
 

ii. Offering more facilities for barge repair on the Creek, however, is unlikely to replace 
business at neighbouring yards due to the shortfall in overall dry dock capacity; Iron 

Wharf, for example, is almost at capacity in this respect. Competition is more likely to 
come from yards in Essex and Suffolk. Maldon in Essex has become a centre for 

sailing barges, offering moorings and dry docks. A number of the barges moored at 
St Katherine’s dock in London – which has no repair facilities – are repaired at 

Maldon. Maylandsea, Pin Mill and St Osyth nearby also offer dry dock facilities.  
 

iii. Many marinas have a boat repair yard associated with them and offer a variety of 
levels of maintenance although this tends to be for craft of modern construction 

rather than specifically for traditionally built vessels. 
 

b. For moorings 
 

i. The concentration of barge repair and mooring in Essex and on the Suffolk border 
can be seen in table 11 overleaf, by comparing the numbers of dry docks and 

reported locations of Thames barges. A third of the identified usable dry dock space 
is in Essex and Suffolk; over 50% of Thames barges are moored in the same region 

and there is a high concentration of smacks at 80%.  
 

ii. Dutch barges are highly mobile and the Dutch barge register does not note the 
location of a particular boat.  

 
iii. Installation of new facilities and pontoon space, e.g. at Gravesend and 

Queenborough, suggests there is interest in attracting barges and other traditional 
vessels to a local area. Attracting custom away from these yards will depend on 

sensible rates and active promotion of the facilities on the Creek.  
 

c. Other facilities 
 

i. The opening of new ventures (e.g., the IBTC Ltd at Lowestoft and the school at 
Brightlingsea) also suggests there is continuing interest in the repair and rebuild of 
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traditional craft. Both schools concentrate on smaller traditional boats, however, 
rather than barges.  

                  
Table 11 Location of dry docks, Thames barges and smacks in catchment area 

 

Location Dry docks 
Thames barges 

(active & in refit) 

Smacks only 

(active & in refit) 

London - total 4 8 1 

Brentford 2 - - 

Greenwich 2 - - 

London (barges mostly St Katherine’s dock) - 8 1 

Essex & Suffolk - total 5 28 74 

Benfleet, Bradwell, Brandy Hole, Butley - - 4 

Brightlingsea - - 16 

Colchester - 1 - 

Great Totham - - 2 

Heybridge - 1 5 

Ipswich - 2 2 

Lowestoft (out of catchment) - - 3 

Maldon 2 17 11 

Maylandsea 1 1 - 

Mistley - 1 2 

N. Fambridge, Paglesham, Peldon - - 4 

Pin Mill 1 2 4 

St Osyth 1 1 - 

Snape - 2 - 

Tollesbury - - 5 

West Mersea - - 10 

Woodbridge - - 4 

Essex (unspecified location) - - 2 

Kent - total 10 15 18 

Chatham plus other unspecified - - 1 

Faversham 2 6 2 

Gillingham - 1 7 

Hoo/Rochester 2 3 3 

Halstow - 1 - 

Lower Upnor - 1 - 

Oare/Hollowshore 1 1 5 

Otterham (2 of <60 foot length) 3 1 - 

Shoregate 1 1 - 

Privately held dock (out of use currently) 1 - - 

Overall total 19 51 93 

Sources:  
Dry docks  
Thames Sailing Barges 
 
Smacks 

 
National Historic Ships UK, UK-Dry-Dock-Survey; Port Medway Marina; Thames Sailing Barge Trust 
National Historic Ships UK;Society for Sailing Barge Research; www.thamesbarge.org.uk; The Illustrated 
Guide to Thames Sailing Barges by Rita & Peter Phillips, forthcoming edition; www.xylonite.co.uk 
http://www.smackdock.co.uk/, J Mannering 
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2. Faversham Creek’s market share 
 
a. The concentration of repair and mooring capacity at Maldon, and pressure on facilities in 

the Essex/Suffolk region, suggest investment to establish an alternative hub for the repair 

and maintenance of traditional vessels could be viable elsewhere in the Thames Estuary. 
 

b. To build a business case for Faversham Creek in this respect, a financial model of boat 
repair work on the Creek was constructed. The main variable in the model was the 

percentage share of the total market for different types of repair work that could be carried 
out. This variable was used first to establish potential revenues for repair work as a whole. 

Subsequently, the portion related to ancillary services was separated out. 
 

c. Assumptions 
 

i. Revenue from the repair of classic wooden boats was excluded from the model as it 
accounts for a small percentage of the total market. Their repair is also well catered 

for by existing local boatyards at Chambers Wharf and Hollowshore in particular.  
 

ii. The Creek was considered as a ‘black box’ for the analysis carried out in this study, 
hence current land use and ownership has been ignored. The areas under 

consideration for alternative use up to Ordnance Wharf/Purifier Building were 
defined as the Creek for the purposes of this study. 

  
iii. The mooring and hardstanding capacity associated with existing boat repair 

businesses on Chamber’s Wharf, Iron Wharf and White Creek was excluded from the 
study as this land is likely to continue in its current use. 

 
iv. Volunteer labour that reduces repair costs, such as work that owners carry out on 

their own boats, is effectively competition for a boatyard’s revenues and treated as 
such in the financial model.  

 
d. Scenarios  

 
i. To assess the business case for the repair of traditional vessels on Faversham Creek 

specifically, a range of scenarios was modelled based on the Creek taking different 
shares of the boat repair market with a related number of rental moorings.  

 
ii. A level of capital expenditure was presumed, and to fund that a mix of public and 

private investment is required. It is assumed that private investors will seek a 
minimum return of 20% on their investment. The threshold level of NPV required to 

generate a 20% return is just over £540,000. Each scenario modelled was checked to 
ensure that it met this minimum requirement.  

 
iii. These scenarios are listed in table 12 and their respective financial indicators are 

shown in table 13 overleaf.  
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Table 12 Description of scenarios for boat repair on Faversham Creek 

 

 Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc 

Description of scenario % of rest’n, refit, regular % of rest’n, refit, regular % of rest’n, refit, regular 

1. Restoration of barges only 33%, 0%, 0% 45%, 0%, 0% 0%, 0%, 0% 

2. Focus on barge refit & maintenance, no   
restoration work 

0%, 37.5%, 50% 0%, 50%, 50% 0%, 0%, 0% 

3. Focus on barge refit & maintenance with 
some restoration 

33%, 25%, 20% 15%, 20%, 20% 0%, 0%, 0% 

4. Boatyard breakeven share of barge repair 
market  

33%, 15%, 0% 15%, 15%, 0% 0%, 0%, 0% 

5. Moorings only 0%, 0%, 0% 0%, 0%, 0% 0%, 0%, 0% 

6. Mix of barge repair with maintenance of 
smacks etc 

33%, 12%, 20% 0%, 15%, 9.5% 0%, 7.5%, 7.5% 

Source: financial model    

 
Table 13 Revenue, net income, market share, NPV and equity return of scenarios 1-6 

 

Results from scenarios  1 2 3 4 5 6 

Boatyard revenue £477,237 £553,934 £591,465 £449,133 £0 £523,980 

Boatyard net income £15,431 £64,518 £88,538 -£2,555 -£289,999 £45,347 

Number of dry docks needed 3 8 6 4 0 3 

Vessels worked on in one year 3 75 32 8 0 44 

Share of vessels in catchment area 0.6% 12% 5% 1% 0% 7% 

Share of total repair revenue  9% 10% 11% 9% 0% 10% 

Moorings net income £165,241 £108,174 £113,710 £143,990 £199,312 £163,325 

Number of commercial moorings 28 15 16 23 36 28 

NPV £403,075 £361,614 £498,533 £197,974 -£1,138,517 £559,003 

Equity return 14.8% 12.9% 18.0% 6.4% N/A 20.7% 

Source: financial model       

 

iv. Given the presence of local competitors who restore and repair smaller vessels such 
as smacks and yachts, the impact of focusing on barge repair only was considered in 

scenarios 1 - 4. 
 

v. The model showed that concentrating solely on the restoration of barges would not 
generate a threshold NPV for the Creek (scenario 1). On the other hand, without any 

restoration work, a repair yard would need to capture over 50% of the refit and 
regular maintenance of all barges to generate a positive NPV, equivalent to 15 

Thames barges and 60 Dutch barges for repair every year within the catchment area. 
It would also require 8 dry docks – the entire market shortfall (scenario 2). Securing 

this share of market is unlikely and unsustainable. 
 

vi. A 20% market share, based on a mix of work – restoration of one Thames barge and 
three Dutch barges along with refit and maintenance (scenario 3) – results in a 

profitable repair business. However, to allow for 6 dry docks plus access restricts the 
number of commercial moorings and related mooring income. The NPV generated 

does not then attract the target return on equity of 20%.  
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vii. In the most pessimistic scenario (4), a 1% share of the repair market in numbers of 
vessels, equating to 9% of repair revenues, would generate just enough business for 

a boatyard to cover its costs. This breakeven volume of business corresponds to 
working on eight barges, two for restoration and six for refitting, and requires four 

dry docks. The combined repair and mooring income generates a NPV of £197,974, 
again, insufficient to attract private investment.  

 
viii. Using Creek-side land for moorings only (scenario 5) would not cover the imputed 

rental costs of the associated land. A manageable balance of boat repair and 
mooring income is needed to provide sufficiently valuable returns. 

 
ix. A more practical scenario was modelled using three dry docks for restoration and 

repair of barges with some refit and maintenance of other smaller, wooden craft. 
Securing a 10% share of revenues or 7% share of vessels for repair generated a NPV 

of £559,003 and a return on private investment of 20.7%. This results in a turnover 
for the boatyard of just under £525,000. This scenario, 6, was used as the basis for 

the detailed analysis of revenues, income, employment and investment that follow.  
 

e. Analysis of revenues 
 

i. For scenario 6, the breakdown of annual repair revenues by type of vessel and 
maintenance is shown in table 14.  

 
Table 14  Breakdown of annual repair and maintenance revenues for scenario 6 

 

Boatyard and ancillary services Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Total % of overall 

market* 

Restoration £299,574 £0 £0 £299,574 11% 

Major refits £47,813 £66,300 £47,089 £161,201 11% 

Regular maintenance £20,400 £32,300 £90,930 £143,630 9% 

Annual revenue £367,787 £98,600 £138,019 £604,405 10% 

% of total repair market by vessel type* 26% 8% 5% 10%  

Source: financial model      

* note this percentage is of Faversham’s share of repair and maintenance for the entire catchment area 

 

ii. Revenue related just to the boatyard element of repair and maintenance business is 
£523,980 as shown in table 15 overleaf. 

 



 

Outline business case for the repair and maintenance of traditional vessels in Faversham Creek Page 18 of 33 

Table 15 Breakdown of boatyard-related repair and maintenance revenues for scenario 6 

 
Boatyard services only Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Total % of Faversham 

total 

Restoration £263,625 £0 £0 £263,625 50% 

Major refits £42,075 £61,710 £35,398 £139,183 27% 

Regular maintenance £20,400 £31,493 £69,280 £121,173 23% 

Annual revenue, £ 326,100 93,203 104,678 523,980 100% 

% of Faversham repair market 
by vessel type 

62% 18% 20% 100%  

Source: financial model      

 
iii. Analysis of the repair and maintenance revenues shows that ancillary services 

account for £80,425 or 13% of total revenues with the boatyard taking 87%.  
 

Table 16 Comparison of revenue by boatyard versus ancillary services for scenario 6 

 
 Thames barge Dutch barge Smacks etc Overall 

share 

Overall 

revenue 

Share of revenue from boatyard-related activities 89% 95% 76% 87% £523,980 

Share of revenue from ancillary services 11% 5% 24% 13% £80,425 

Source: financial model      

 
3. Prediction of net income  

 
a. Net income from boat repair  

 
i. To establish the likely net income from the boatyard in scenario 6, a model of income 

and expenditure was drawn up, based on figures provided by local boatyards and 
valuations of Creek-side sites for industrial rental. The net income to the Creek from 

the mix of boat repair and maintenance in the realistic scenario is just over £45,000 
per annum, equivalent to an 8.7% net margin. This is in line with the net margins of 

10% reported by local boatyard owners. 
 

Table 17  Model income & expenditure account for boat repair yard 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Spend % of revenue 

Revenue £523,980 100% 

Less:    

Direct labour  £157,194 30% 

Direct materials £31,439 6% 

Office overhead, e.g., materials, admin, insurance etc £125,000 24% 

Rent & rates £165,000 31% 

Net income/margin £45,347 8.7% 

Source: Alan Staley Boat Builders, D Tester – Testers of Hollowshore; private valuation 
survey (B Pain) 
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b. Net income from moorings 
 

i. Moorings and hardstanding that are not needed for repairing boats can be rented 
out by the boatyard. 62 ‘barge equivalent’ moorings have been identified along the 

length of the Creek, of which 31 are estimated to be available and usable for the 
scope of this study, as shown below.  

 
Table 18 Mooring and hardstanding capacity along Faversham Creek 

 

Location Quayside 

capacity 

Quayside 

available 

Hard 

standing 

Location Quayside 

capacity 

Quayside 

available 

Hard 

standing 

Purifier/Morrisons 3 3 0 By Posillipo 1 0** 0 

Ordnance Wharf 1 1 0 Former oil depot 4 2 12 

BMM Weston wharf 10* 10* 0 Former coach depot 4 1 12 

Shepherd Neame Quays 0 0 0 Standard Quay 14* 14* 0 

Town Quay 2 0+ 0 Oyster Bay House 1 0** 0 

Front Brents Jetty [16] 0+ 0 Chambers Wharf & 
Iron Wharf 

14 0^ 40^ 

Swan Quay 1 0** 0 White Creek 7 0^ 0^ 

Faversham Reach 0 0 0     

Source: S Foster, I Ludlow, B Pain, www.faversham.org 

* assumes doubling up or ‘side-by-side’ mooring of boats; [ ] smaller craft, not barge equivalent spaces 
+ visitor moorings; ** private mooring 

^ these moorings/hardstanding considered outside the scope of this study 

NOTE: Of the 20 berths cited on faversham.org, 4 spaces for smaller craft (equivalent to 2 barges) have been assumed at Town Quay 
with 16 small berths remaining at the Jetty. 

 

ii. Several sites have been excluded from the estimation of mooring and hardstanding 
space. Chambers Wharf, Iron Wharf and White Creek are already working areas and 

likely to remain in their current use. Town Quay and the Front Brents (or Town) Jetty 
are used for visitors’ moorings while Faversham Reach as well as Oyster Bay House 

are designated for residents’ moorings. Moorings are precluded from Shepherd 
Neame Quays as the space alongside the wall of Shepherd Neame’s building is 

needed to turn barges.   
 

iii. Of the 31 ‘barge equivalent’ mooring spaces identified, three will be needed for dry 
docks. For the purposes of the financial model, these spaces have been attributed to 

the former oil and coach depots. This attribution is not intended to imply a future 
specific land use. In addition, the former oil and coach depots could support 24 

hardstanding spaces for smaller boats. Based on £0.91/foot/week, a revenue of 
£181,472 can be generated which, after an assumed 10% cost of collection of 

revenues, results in a net income to the Creek of £163,325 as shown in tables 19 
and 20 overleaf. 
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Table 19 Additional revenue from renting surplus moorings and hardstanding 

 

 Barges or 

smacks 

H/s for 

yachts 

Total 

Hardstanding/mooring capacity 
Faversham Creek 

31 24  

Less: capacity for dry docks/repairs 3 1  

Net spaces for commercial rental 28 23  

Annual mooring fee £4,732 £2,129  

Annual revenue, £ £132,496 £48,976 £181,472 

Source: financial model    

 

c. The combined net income to the Creek relating to scenario 6 is therefore £208,672 per 
annum. 

 
Table 20 Sources of net income to the Creek 

 

 

4. Employment 
 
a. Using the boatyard profitability model, the employment from a boatyard with a turnover of 

£0.52m is just under eight full-time equivalent (FTE) staff. This is based on typical salaries of 

£14-16,000 p.a. One additional FTE will be required to collect mooring rental income due.  
 

Table 21 Estimate of additional employment from boat repair activities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
5. Capital expenditure required 

 
a. To secure the net incomes shown in table 20, moorings are essential in addition to boat 

repair facilities. Of the 31 usable mooring spaces, 14 represent an investment in new 
mooring capacity, located upstream of the bridge. These additional moorings increase 

overall capacity by 22%, i.e., total ‘barge equivalent’ space has increased from 62 to 74.  
 

b. Securing the requisite number of mooring spaces requires opening up Faversham Basin. 
While detailed quotations have not been sought at this early stage, best professional 

 Revenue Net margin Net income 

Boatyard  £523,980 8.7% £45,347 

Moorings & hardstanding  £181,472 90.0% £163,325 

Total £705,452  £208,672 

Source: financial model  

 Staff costs Employed cost FTE 

Boatyard (at 30% of revenues) £157,194 £20,000 7.9 

Moorings (at 10% of revenues) £18,187 £20,000 0.9 

Source: financial model    
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judgement estimates the capital expenditure to prepare the Creek for this level and type of 
activity is £1.73m. The bulk of the spend would be £1.21m to replace the current bridge 

with an opening bridge (Source: Brent Swing Bridge Options Report, November 2013, ref 
CO04300132/02 REV 01. Author: amey) and a further £50,000 to repair or replace the 

sluices/gates.  
 

c. The existing allocation of £400,000 by Kent County Council for a fixed bridge replacement 
reduces additional capital expenditure on the bridge itself to £813,000. The remaining 

spend of £520,000 is required to refit the sluices/gates, prepare or strengthen wharves in 
Faversham Basin and along the tidal Creek, to set up workshops, buy three dry docks and 

dredge the Creek and Basin. The breakdown and timing of this expenditure is shown 
below.  

 
d. Capital expenditure excludes land purchase or sale transactions as they are neutral for this 

overall business case – it is the use of land that creates value. 
 

Table 22 Capital expenditure required 

£ Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Start-up costs      

Additional cost for opening bridge* 813,410 813,410 - - - 

Cost of sluices/gates 50,000 50,000 - - - 

Ordnance Wharf & BMM Weston Wharf 
preparation 

200,000 100,000 100,000 - - 

Tidal Creek jetty strengthening 50,000 25,000 25,000 - - 

Creek & Basin dredging 50,000 - 50,000 - - 

Boatyard site preparation 30,000 - 30,000 - - 

Workshops 30,000 - 30,000 - - 

Capital costs (allowed against tax)      

Dry docks @ £30,000 each 90,000 - 30,000 30,000 30,000 

Equipment 20,000 - 20,000 - - 

Start-up & capital expenditure needed, £ 1,333,410 988,410 285,000 30,000 30,000 

Source: financial model with input from working group members’ knowledge and experience 
*Bridge costs from: Brent Swing Bridge Options Report, November 2013. Ref CO04300132/02 REV 01. Author: 
amey 

 
e. Donations and public grants reduce substantially the funding requirement. Of the £1.33m 

capital expenditure, £860,000 is needed from public financing of the bridge and 
sluices/gates and £30,000 from use of local volunteer labour to dredge the Creek, shown in 

Table 23 overleaf. In effect, the Local Authorities will need to make funding provision for a 
like-for-like replacement of the existing swing bridge. 
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Table 23 Contributions from donations & public grants 

 

In £ Total Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

Start up and capital expenditure required 1,333,410 988,410 285,000 30,000 30,000 - 

Less: public grants (to secure bridge, sluices/gates) 863,410 863,410 - - - - 

Less: volunteer labour (for dredging) 30,000 - 30,000 - - - 

Outstanding capital expenditure to fund 440,000 125,000 255,000 30,000 30,000 - 

Source: financial model       

 

f. It is envisaged that the outstanding capital expenditure of £440,000 required upfront will 
be provided by a mixture of bank loans and private equity investment. 
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D: Financing case 
 

 
1. Basis of the financing case 

 
a. At the heart of the financing case is the amount of cash-based net income generated, at 

today’s values, from boat repair and rental of moorings as a result of investing to prepare 
the Creek for these activities. This value generated is called Net Present Value or NPV.  

 
b. NPV calculations are useful for two reasons:  

 
i. they allow different uses of resources to be compared in a ‘common currency’ 

ii. they also allow the effect on value of outflows and inflows of money at different 
times to be taken into account, when these amounts will differ in value because of 

the declining value of money over time (i.e. assumes there is inflation). 
 

c. The basis of NPV calculations is cash; hence, all the income from boat repair and moorings 
has been calculated on a cash basis as has the capital expenditure needed to generate it. 

  
d. To render all the flows of cash into the same value as money today, a particular rate is used 

to discount future amounts. A nominal rate of 9% was used as this is a comparable rental 
yield expected for the industrial use of Creek-side land.  

 
e. Value is also generated by using donations and public grants. Such finance acts as an 

equivalent to cash and reduces the requirement to borrow money from banks or secure 
investment from shareholders. It is discounted at a different rate – in this case, the 

weighted average cost of debt and equity capital – as it is being used instead of debt or 
equity to cover part of the investment needed. The additional NPV from public finance and 

volunteer labour was valued using a nominal weighted average cost of capital of 10%. 
 

f. The timing of activities is also important in a NPV analysis because of the declining value of 
money over time. Investments have been staged according to when they are most likely to 

be needed.  
 

2. Cashflows 
 

a. Boatyard-related revenues and net income as well as the net income from moorings were 
assumed to build up to full strength over six years. Other cash expenses need to be taken 

into consideration, including the cost to carry out additional dredging of the Creek, the 
impact of the working capital required to fund operations while waiting for customers’ 

payments as well as corporation tax that is liable.  
 

b. Ongoing, supplementary dredging costs could be met by public donation but would then 
be recoverable by charges to boat users. This has not been modelled as the effect on overall 

net income would be small. 
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c. A summary of the resulting cashflows is shown in table 24. Inflows of cash are shown as 
positive amounts; expenses and other outflows of cash as negative amounts. A timeframe 

of 15 years has been considered, of which ten years is shown.  
 

Table 24  Cashflows for valuation, years 1-10 

 

In £ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 

% of revenue realised 0% 20% 30% 50% 70% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Boatyard revenue - 104,796 157,194 261,990 366,786 523,980 523,980 523,980 523,980 523,980 

Net income – boat repair - -48,931 -15,396 -6,326 2,743 45,347 45,347 45,347 45,347 45,347 

Net income – moorings - 32,665 48,997 81,662 114,327 163,325 163,325 163,325 163,325 163,325 

Cost Creek dredging - - -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 -7,500 

Cost bridge maintenance - -17,500 -17,500 -17,500 -32,500 -17,500 -17,500 -17,500 -17,500 -32,500 

Tax on operating income - - - - - - -45,856 -46,063 -46,270 -46,270 

Working capital req’t* - -13,100 -6,550 -13,100 -13,100 -19,649 - - - - 

Capital expenditure -988,410 -285,000 -30,000 -30,000 - - - - - - 

Net cashflow for NPV 

calculation 

-988,410 -331,865 -27,948 7,237 63,971 164,023 137,817 137,610 137,403 122,403 

Source: financial model           

* the cost of operating the bridge is assumed to be covered by boat operators. 

 

3. Financing 
 
a. Finance is required to fund the base case as net cashflows are insufficient to attract 

commercial investment. Both public subsidy and private investment is required to generate 

a positive business case. Private investment is structured to include low cost loans with the 
remainder being financed with equity.  

 
b. In addition to publicly funded capital expenditure for the bridge, it is also assumed that 

ongoing maintenance and inspection of the bridge will be covered by equivalent funding 
from Local Authorities. An additional £290,000 will be required over the 15 years of 

cashflows considered in the model. Total public grant funding sought is therefore £1.15m. 
 

c. With voluntary donations of £30,000 for dredging, donations and public grants total 
£1.18m, reducing substantially the need for additional investment finance to fund 

cashflows in the first two years. The additional loans and private investment will fund the 
outstanding £440,000 of capital expenditure to prepare the Creek for boat repair and 

mooring activities. A ratio of 80% loan to 20% private investment funding was assumed. 
The real cost of debt is taken as 5% (nominal: 8%) and a real return on equity of more 

than 20% is sought.  
 

d. As interest payments on the debt will accumulate over the life of the loan before it is 
repaid, a total of £500,000 or an additional £60,000 will be needed. This is funded from 

operating cashflows. 
 

e. It is assumed that five capital repayments will be made once operating cashflows have built 
up sufficiently. It is envisaged this will be from year 6 onwards. 
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f. The impact of debt and equity financing on overall cashflow is shown in table 25. Table 26 
shows the return on equity of 20.7%, calculated as a rate of return on all cashflows from 

the investor’s perspective. 
 

Table 25  Cashflows including financing, years 1-10 
 

In £ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 

Net cashflow for NPV 

calculation 

-988,410 -331,865 -27,948 7,237 63,971 164,023 137,817 137,610 137,403 122,403 

Add: donations & 

public grants for capex 

863,410 30,000 - - - - - - - - 

Add: public grant for 

bridge maintenance 

- 17,500 17,500 17,500 32,500 17,500 17,500 17,500 17,500 32,500 

Outstanding amount 

to finance 

-125,000 -284,365 -10,448 24,737 96,471 181,523 155,317 155,110 154,903 154,903 

Loan capital supplied 40,000 320,000 40,000 - - - - - - - 

Less: interest payments 

on loan 

-2,000 -18,100 -21,005 -22,055 -23,158 -24,316 -19,915 -15,295 -10,443 -5,349 

 

Less: loan repayments - - - - - -112,237 -112,237 -112,237 -112,237 -112,237 

Net cash before equity -87,000 17,535 8,547 2,681 73,313 44,880 23,074 27,488 32,133 37,227 

Add: equity finance 100,000 -  - - - - - - - 

Final cash position 13,000 17,535 8,547 2,681 73,313 44,880 23,074 27,488 32,133 37,227 

Source: financial model 

 
Table 26  Cashflows forming basis of equity IRR calculation, years 1-10 
 

In £ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 

Net cash before equity -87,000 17,535 8,547 2,681 73,313 44,880 23,074 27,488 32,133 37,227 

Equity finance -100,000 -  - - - - - - - 

Total cash owed -187,000 17,535 8,547 2,681 73,313 44,880 23,074 27,488 32,133 37,227 

Resulting equity IRR 20.7%          

Source: financial model 

 
4. Derived business value to Faversham (NPV) 

 
a. To assess options for land use, it is important to prove first whether there is a positive 

financial case for boat repair and mooring in its own right. The net present value (NPV) was 
derived from modelling the size and profitability of the repair and maintenance market for 

traditional vessels in the Thames Estuary and tidal Thames – the catchment area for this 
study – and estimating a proportion of that market that could reasonably be carried out in 

Faversham Creek.  
 

b. The NPV cashflows were discounted at a real rate of 6% corresponding to a nominal rate of 
9%, adjusted for inflation at 2.8%. 2.8% is the UK’s long-term inflation rate (source: 

www.tradingeconomics.com/united-kingdom/inflation-cpi). Similarly, all cash flows have 
been calculated without inflating them. 

 
c. As shown in table 27, net income from boat repair and mooring on the Creek – the ‘base 

case’ – generates a negative net present value of -£439,327. Donations and public grants 
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have a NPV of £998,329. As this financing is relevant in the early years 1 and 2 of the 
project, it has a significant impact on overall value.  

 
d. The overall NPV is simply the sum of the ‘base case’ NPV and the NPV of public finance. It is 

£559,003. It does not include any income from related and locally-based ancillary services, 
tourism, vocational training or leisure activities on the Creek. Such activities will generate 

more income – and value – for the local economy.  
 
Table 27  Net present values 

 
 

 
 

 

 
5. Risks to realising the NPV 

 
a. The general economic environment affects revenues and costs, positively or negatively, thus 

the numbers and analyses in the business case may change according to market conditions. 

A conservative stance to income forecasts has been taken throughout the business case; for 
example, assuming a stable market for vessel repair at current levels over the 15-year 

forecast period and a careful expansion over six years to anticipated levels of market share 
and associated revenues. Excluding indirect income projections, e.g., from tourism, protects 

against overstatement of income and value for direct business financing. 
 

b. Restoration of Thames barges is a significant part of the Creek boatyard revenue. A portion 
of this work is publicly funded for heritage; availability of these funds cannot be 

guaranteed over time.  
 

c. The responses and actions of existing competitors to any increase in capacity at Faversham 
Creek cannot be anticipated with certainty. Well-thought through and executed marketing 

campaigns, encouraging custom and tourists, can help to mitigate competitors’ responses.  
 

d. Barge owners seek consistently available skills and resources for repairs and moorings. 
Investment in facilities therefore needs to be made on a long-term basis.  

 
e. Changes to capital expenditure substantially affect valuations. Estimates of the additional 

cost to provide an opening bridge already contain contingencies which should be 
maintained. Properly considered quotations for other elements of capital work need to be 

obtained to sharpen the case and finalise funding plans.  
 

f. Viability of the business case is dependent upon public funding. Local Authorities, under 
considerable pressure for funds, may be unable to provide public grants in full. Other 

sources, such as the Heritage Lottery Fund, should also be considered. 
 

 Base case Finance in kind Total 

Inflation adjusted discount rate 6.0% 7.1% - 

Net present value £-439,327 £998,329 £559,003 

Source: financial model 
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E: Practical implementation issues  
 

Practical issues related to implementation have not been investigated by this study but instead point 
to future work - to include a simple but explicit recommendation that the public authority needs a 

proper investment case for the bridge, a case that expands on this report to include the wider 
benefits. Some relevant points to consider as part of this case are made below.  

 
1. A linked facility: one Creek 

 
a. In essence, realising the NPV identified means visualising and developing the Creek as one 

entity, even though its components may be separately owned and managed businesses.  
 

b. The business analysis of the Creek has shown that boat repair, mooring and training are 
linked activities. Securing revenues, whether from customers or project funding, is 

dependent on each of these lines of business, not a single one in isolation. Adding leisure 
activities gives a coherent group of complementary functions for creekside locations that 

will enable linkages between the various creekside sites:  
i. boat repair 

ii. local berthing and marina facilities: visitor and long-term moorings 
iii. vocational and technical training  

iv. leisure 
 

c. Greater NPV is also created by a coherent use of these facilities and services. Opening up 
the bridge will allow a flow of vessels and services between the different areas of the Creek 

which can then act as a coherent whole. 
 

2. Business segmentation of the Creek 
 

a. The Creek was considered as a ‘black box’ for the analysis carried out in this study, hence 
the use and ownership of individual components of land has been ignored. A detailed 

functional analysis of land use for repair & maintenance needs to be carried out. However, 
a high-level analysis indicates that:  

 
i. The identified net present value depends on use of the Purifier Building, Ordnance 

Wharf, BMM Weston wharf frontage, the former oil and coach depots and the 
frontage at Standard Quay.  

 
ii. Positive NPV can still be generated excluding the use of the frontage and space at 

Standard Quay, though mooring income will be reduced. The scope of Creek 
operations would not be affected as there is sufficient dry dock space available at 

other sites.  
 

iii. The former oil depot offers good facilities for a boat repair yard, with a crane, 
frontage for mooring, secured hardstanding and an office area that could be brought 

up to scratch. There is also adequate access for supplies brought in by road, such as 
timber. 
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b. How the supply of supporting goods and services, e.g., training, could be efficiently met by 
nearby resources has also been outside the scope of this study. Further analysis would be 

needed to assess any impact or issues.  
 

3. Direct and indirect income and employment 
 
a. The valuation analysis does not include any net income from related and locally-based 

ancillary services, tourism, vocational training or leisure activities on the Creek. Such 

activities are likely to generate more revenue for the local economy. However, it is more 
difficult to quantify the impact of these activities on a clear and demonstrable basis. The 

financing case for traditional vessel repair is more solid as it can be shown that there is a 
positive net present value for boat repair and mooring in its own right.  

 
b. Tourism 

 
i. It is likely that the most important indirect effect will be from increased income from 

tourism, associated with marinas and historic vessels. For instance, six thousand 
people signed the visitors’ book on Standard Quay in the summer of 2005/6 alone, 

well before the Cambria restoration. Assessing the additional net income from 
tourism that could ensue from the activities listed in 1(b) above needs to be studied 

in more depth.  
 

ii. There could well be a highly positive marketing opportunity for the town from the 
presence of more historic vessels at the Creek. For instance, 13 of the 51 Thames 

barges included in this study are listed on the National Historic Fleet Register held by 
English Heritage (http://www.nationalhistoricships.org.uk), alongside the Cutty Sark 

and Mary Rose. This register lists vessels that are a prority for restoration funding, 
perhaps analogous to the Grade I listing of buildings.  

 
iii. The separate National Register of Historic Vessels (NRHV), used to identify and 

prioritise significant vessels that should be considered for conservation, lists over a 
1,000 further vessels. A further 30 of the Thames sailing barges listed in the 

catchment for this study are on the NRHV in addition to Dutch barges, smacks and 
old gaffers also located in the Thames Estuary.  

 
c. Repair activity at the boatyard and mooring rental will generate a small amount of 

additional employment, approximately 9 full-time staff.  
 

d. Ancillary services account for 13% of the revenues from boat repair and maintenance. The 
revenue from ancillary services related to the scenario used as the basis for the valuation is 

£80,425. Applying the same net margin to these services as for the boatyard, to represent 
marginal business activity, indicates an additional net income of £6,969. It is possible there 

may be an additional local FTE member of staff associated with this revenue bringing the 
total new employment closer to ten.  

 
e. Vocational and technical training is increasingly a pre-requisite to secure funds to restore 

historic vessels. Lowestoft training school recently agreed a partnership with NHS-UK 



 

Outline business case for the repair and maintenance of traditional vessels in Faversham Creek Page 29 of 33 

(National Historic Ships UK, Shipshape Network) to become an International Boatbuilding 
Training College offering training and boat building for vessels from 9 foot to 47 feet in 

length. While their geographic location is outside the scope of this study, it would be worth 
exploring the benefits from establishing a Shipshape Network Regional Hub on the Creek 

specialising in barge building and repair. 
 

4. Competition or collaboration? 
 
a. Informal discussions and interviews with existing boatyard operators indicate that 

encouraging more facilities for repair on the Creek will be welcome, rather than feared. 

More visiting vessels tends to lead to more customers in the experience of one local 
boatyard owner.  

 
b. There is also potential for the cross-supply of components and services between various 

local businesses, allowing for investments in specialisms for both skills and technology. This 
could include, for example, expanding maritime business links with the Upper Brents 

industrial estate.  
 

5. Implications for landowners 
 
a. The consequences of land designation for industrial versus other uses is key. Options for 

individual landowners include:  

 
i. Different land use - residential v offices v shops v restaurants/cafes/leisure v marina v 

vessel repair & maintenance v other commercial or light industrial uses. 
 

ii. Capital sale versus long-term income from land use for maritime-related activity. 
 

b. Ultimately, the use of the Creek will depend on a series of transactions in which 
landowners, business operators and investors will competitively negotiate deals under the 

Town’s Neighbourhood Plan.  
 



 

Outline business case for the repair and maintenance of traditional vessels in Faversham Creek Page 30 of 33 

Appendix 1: The requirement for a business case 
 

Faversham Creek 
 

The Requirement for a Business Case  
for the Repair & Maintenance of Traditional Vessels 

 
Problem 
 
Faversham’s long history and growth has depended on the use of its tidal creek, from oyster fishing 

to trading between land and sea, and for the construction, repair & maintenance of its working 
vessels. 

With the growth of more efficient means of transport, and in line with the general decline of 
industry and fishing, the creek’s traditional business employment has reduced to a low level activity. 

There are now significant conflicting pressures for the creek’s development – for housing, 
restaurants, heritage and maritime activity. 

Despite general agreement that traditional sailing vessels ought to be part of the solution, there is 
no credible sustainable plan that can assure their future presence. Iron Wharf provides facilities at 

the entrance to the town, but does not by itself secure their use further upstream.  

The issues resolve around the existence of working facilities & resources that attract these vessels, 

but that in turn needs a core business case to provide local citizens and their representatives with 
the confidence to formulate and agree plans and take the actions that are necessary to ensure the 

vessels’ future presence. 

 

Objective 
 

To develop a general business case for the industrial repair and maintenance of traditional vessels in 
Faversham, in outline but sufficient to inform the Town of the options for its creek. 

 

Headings for a Business Case 
 
1. The case for revenues 

• Vessel types, numbers & base locations:  (1st priority) Thames sailing barges, (2nd priority) 
smacks, (3rd priority) relatable vessels eg Dutch barges. 

• Geographic scope:  Thames estuary. 
• Business type:  rebuilds, major refits, minor refits, annual maintenance, in-year maintenance 

& supply logistics. 
• Market trends:  vessel numbers & mobility;  developments in repair & maintenance. 

• Market calculation:  [annualised expenditure on labour and equipment] multiplied by 
[number of vessels], per type. 

• Competition/collaboration: e.g., Maldon, Whitstable, Conyer, Hollow Shore, Iron Wharf. 
• Predictable market share:  20%-40%? 

• Derived annual business value for Faversham. 
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2. What are the costs? 

• Labour:  direct & indirect. 
• Equipment:  capital & operating/consumption costs. 

• Infrastructure:  capital & operating/consumption costs. 
	  

3. Economic sustainability & financial investment 
• Operating revenues against costs. 

• Capital expenditure requirement. 
• Risk & scenario analysis. 

• Financing requirement:  structure (equity, debt) and sources of supply. 
• Public support:  financial (taxpayer grants & subsidies), volunteer labour. 

 
 

Practical implementation issues (for later consideration) 
 

• Complementary and enabling linkages with Faversham’s creek-side plans: 
o the basin, the bridge, Swan Quay, Standard Quay, Iron Wharf; 

o local berthing & marina facilities, vocational/technical training. 
• Business segmentation of the creek, for repair & maintenance: 

o functional analysis of land use for repair & maintenance; 
o supply chain integration opportunities. 

• Direct & indirect employment, heritage development, tourism, town marketing and other 
local interests. 

• Options analysis for land owners: 
o residential v offices v shops v restaurants/cafes/leisure v marina v vessel repair & 

maintenance v other commercial or light industrial uses; 
o capital sale v long term income; 

o consequences of designating land for industrial use. 
 

David Iron 

28.10.13 
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Appendix 2: Working group biographies  
 

 
Philippa Dickenson began her professional life as a chartered engineer and has engineering 

degrees from Cambridge University. She followed her work in industry with an MBA from INSEAD, 
and then worked as a senior strategy consultant at McKinsey. For the last 20 years she has helped 

CEOs and their teams become more skilful in dealing with the complex, cross-functional issues that 
arise in running businesses. Her work has covered a range of sectors including financial services, 

media, airlines, construction and technology businesses. 
 

Simon Foster has had an international career with Dunlop and Toyota, latterly as Chairman and 
Chief Executive of Dunlop France and Managing Director of Toyota GB Ltd. As Director of the 

Society of Motor Manufacturers and Traders he was an industry spokesman. He also has experience 
of local government in Kent. He owns a Dutch sailing barge. 

 
David Iron is a former Royal Navy engineering officer with management experience of dockyard 

refits and maintenance. His second career started in the City of London and led to investment 
financing in high technology ventures. He has advised on the financing of over 150 technology 

projects in many areas, and specialised 14 years ago in the international space sector, working for 
the IT multinational CGI. He is an accredited reviewer for major project procurements over £1bn 

and special high risk projects over £100m. 
 

Ian Ludlow has had a successful career in business development, formerly with international retail 
and finance organisations and currently runs a private Faversham based company with his wife Jo. 

He helps individuals and families to protect their property and assets through well written Trusts 
and Wills and the administration of Lasting Power of Attorney documents with the Office of Public 

Guardian. Ian and Jo live on Front Brents and own a small motor sailing yacht which is moored on 
Brents Jetty. 

 
Brian Pain is the Principal and major shareholder of Rochester Independent College employing 95 

people and with £4.5m revenues. He was the Founder and Co-Director of Standard Quay Ltd from 
1992 to 2011, providing moorings, traditional boat repair and an apprentice school, and hosting 

the Cambria restoration project. He has owned the Lady of the Lea, the last ever wooden Thames 
sailing barge, for the past 40 years. 

 
Bob Telford started out as a Production Engineer in the marine and motor industry (Lotus 

Cars/Delorean), also with his own manufacturing company. Later a Business Systems Analyst, 
developing engineering and manufacturing systems, he retired from IT after working for GEC 

Marconi/BAE Systems and Computer Sciences Corporation. He is now on the last leg of a long 
restoration of an old wooden sailing boat, sitting in Faversham Creek. 
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Appendix 3: Additional contributors 
 

 
Private contributors 
 
Gary Diddams Owner/restorer, Ethel Maud, Thames sailing barge 

 
Grant Littler  Co-owner, Phoenician, Thames sailing barge 

 
Julian Mannering  Co-founder & editorial director, Seaforth Publishing (maritime history 

specialist), and smack owner  
 

Peter Phillips  Co-author of The Illustrated Guide to Thames Sailing Barges 
 

Alan Staley   Owner, Alan Staley Boat Builders at Chamber’s Wharf 
 

Dan Tester  From the Tester family of boat builders at Hollowshore 
 

 
Public Associations  
  
British Marine Federation www.britishmarine.co.uk 

  
Dutch Barge Association Register  www.barges.org  - Frances Crampton 

 
Mersea Museum 

 

www.merseamuseum.org.uk 

National Historic Ships UK  

 

www.nationalhistoricships.org.uk 

Old Gaffers Association 

 

www.oldgaffersassociation.org 

Thames Sailing Barge Trust 

 

www.tsbtcharters.org  - Roger Newlyn, President 

The Society for Sailing Barge Research www.sailingbargeresearch.org.uk  - John White 

 
UK-Wide Network for Ship Conservation www.shipshapenetwork.org.uk 

  
 


