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29 January 2015!

Faversham Creek Trust Representations on Swale Local Plan Publication Version!

FCT would like to thank Swale Borough Council’s Planners for the enormous amount of work they 
have undertaken in order to produce Bearing Fruits 2031. There are many good things in this version 
of the Plan which, when implemented, will help to improve the lives of the residents and businesses of 
the Borough.!

The Plan would benefit from a careful proof read. It must have been developed over a long time by a 
considerable team of people, with amendments, deletions and insertions, and as a result there are 
some inconsistencies of fact, and many small errors, including some grammatical errors which result 
in confusing and unclear sentences. We can provide examples if required.!

As there is much in this Plan that was not included in the previous consultation version, we wish to 
make comments beyond the limitations specified for this stage of the consultation, and outside the 
strictures of the consultation portal. We have found the website extremely difficult to use, and 
inappropriate for our requirements. We trust that you will incorporate these comments with the other 
representations that you send to the Independent Examiner, and would be grateful if you would 
confirm this.!

We fully endorse the representation submitted to you by the Brents Community Association, to which 
we have contributed our views.!

The section of the plan which we are most concerned about is 6.8.8 and following, The Faversham 
Creek Neighbourhood Plan (FCNP). In its earlier consultation version in 2012, Bearing Fruits 
contained only a short reference to the then unwritten FCNP, and therefore this is the first opportunity 
to comment on this part of Bearing Fruits 2031.!

We would like to remind you of the display box in Section 2, Taking a Journey Through Swale, 
entitled What’s in a Crest? Most of the nine points are relevant to Faversham, but two have a 
specific relevance to the importance of Faversham Creek:!

• Waves to signify ports, boat building and ancillary trades and, of course, The Swale. !

• Red lion/blue ship shows Faversham’s link to the Cinque Ports.!

The FCNP seriously fails to address the importance of these specific points to the future of 
Faversham. !

Statement 7 – Faversham Creek Neighbourhood Plan Vision!

The Plan as it stands cannot deliver this vision, as it does nothing for the regeneration of the town; it 
focuses almost entirely on housing, with very little said about developing business, maritime or 
tourism uses.!
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6.8.9 – This paragraph is out of date, as it does not take into account the plans which are advancing 
for a new opening bridge, and the granting of dredging licences and permissions to return the Creek 
and Basin to a navigable condition. These, together with the increased vessel movements that they 
will make possible, should ensure that the Creek remains navigable and the Basin will be brought 
back into use. As this Plan is to last until 2031, and this paragraph is out of date in 2015, it is essential 
that the paragraph should be rewritten.!

6.8.10 – This paragraph relates to flood risk. Paragraph 4.3.100 also comments on the “challenge of 
climate change, flooding and coastal change … Around the developed areas of Faversham 
Creek, a flexible response to the issue of flood risk will be necessary to enable regeneration to 
take place.”!

Firstly, the Faversham Creek Trust is horrified by the phrase “flexible response to the issue of 
flood risk”. This area was flooded to a depth of several feet in places over successive tides during 
the tidal surge of December 2013, and parts of it are flooded during normal high spring tides. Given 
that sea levels are predicted to rise over the next twenty years, and extreme weather events are 
predicted to become more common, it seems to us to be cavalier to take a “flexible” approach to this 
risk, without even checking whether insurance will be available for businesses or cars on the ground 
floors and residences above. The architects for the Oare Gravel Works site have consulted all the 
main insurance companies to ensure that the houses they propose to build will be able to obtain 
insurance. !

In addition, it is not true that a “flexible response” will be necessary for regeneration to take place. It 
may be true if what is meant by regeneration is housing, but it is not true if regeneration reflects the 
ambitions stated in 6.8.11 “the regeneration of Faversham Creek, whilst protecting the rich 
maritime, industrial and landscape heritage for economic, environmental and educational 
purposes, is the principal objective”. We fully support this objective, and believe that, if it were to 
be rigorously enforced, the regeneration of Faversham Creek would take place as described in the 
Vision (Statement 7), and some of the objectives stated in 6.8.12. !

In 6.8.12 we are concerned about the phrase “alongside complementary redevelopment 
opportunities”.  If maritime activities are to take place along at least some of the areas of Creekside 
that are ear-marked for development, there are few redevelopment opportunities which could be 
considered complementary. If you walk along the footpath past Chambers Wharf and Iron Wharf it is 
easy to see why. Maritime industries need space, equipment and materials, and may require boats to 
be laid up on the wharf, not just alongside it.    !

While parts of this paragraph do acknowledge the desirability of maintaining the wharves, moorings 
and maritime uses of the Creekside, other parts are contradictory and unproven. There is no evidence 
that mixed-use development would be suitable alongside maritime industry, and there is no evidence 
that there are sites where mixed-use development would be unsuitable, with the false conclusion that 
therefore only residential use would be acceptable. This may be the wish of the developer, but it is not 
a fact. Also the sentence “New buildings should be of sensitive design with their scale and 
context respecting the setting of the listed building and the adjoining Creekside Buildings” is 
too imprecise and inaccurate to be meaningful. Firstly, there are several listed buildings, and the 
whole area is designated as a Conservation Area, which gives considerable importance to all 
buildings and the environment in which they stand. Secondly, what does that mean when you come to 
implement the plan? How can you judge a planning application against this sentence?!
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6.8.13 – While the FCNP has adopted the Streetscape Strategy (which was not prepared by the 
Swale Joint Transportation Board, although it may have been adopted by them), there is nothing in it 
that prioritises implementation of this Strategy.!

6.8.14 The FCNP as it stands is not altogether guided by Policy NP1. It has allocated specific sites 
but it has not defined levels of development for each site, and it has not fully addressed parameters 
for development. It has not determined the final levels of employment, housing or other uses – in fact, 
it has very little indeed to say about employment uses for the sites, or how tourism will be attracted. !

The FCNP does not comply with Policy NP1 in the following ways.!

• It does not comply with the first sentence “priority will be given to the regeneration of 
Faversham Creek by retaining maritime activities (including the retention and improvement 
of wharves and moorings, including for large craft)”. We fully support this policy, and would 
like to see much greater focus given to it within FCNP. !

• It does not specify the “complementary redevelopment opportunities for workshops/
business uses”. Although some mention is made of these, there is nothing specific in it which 
enables the FCNP to comply with this sentence.!

• Policy 2 – it does not “provide for the restoration of and enhancement of the settings of 
listed and other important historic buildings”. In fact, it recommends the removal of at least 
one important historic building on Swan Quay, and the proposed density and size of development 
on this small site would do nothing to enhance the settings of the listed and important buildings on 
Swan Quay and Town Quay.!

• Policy 3 – It does little to protect open space and nature conservation interests. The proposed 
upgrading of the public realm, in the Streetscape Strategy, would provide more and better 
footpaths, but there is no indication of when this will be done. There is nothing in the FCNP to 
improve area designated as a town green at Crab Island, for example by managing the reeds in 
the waterway.!

• Policy 4 – there is no mention of navigation improvements. These are all being progressed by a 
private Community Interest Company.!

• Policy 6 – “high quality designs which respect their context” – representations have 
repeatedly been made that the scale, density and height of the proposed buildings will dwarf 
nearby historic buildings, block or spoil views from various vantage points,  and create a wall 
along the Creek, with the resultant wind tunnel effect, and loss of feeling of space and openness. 
There is considerable difference of opinion about what constitutes “high quality design”, leaving 
far too much leeway to be resolved at the planning stage.!

• Policy 7 – “Proposals which are acceptable in terms of flood risk” – although the 
Environment Agency has allowed the area to be re-designated as Flood Zone 3A(i), this is still a 
flood plain, and it is questionable whether any residential uses should be considered to be 
acceptable in terms of flood risk. The previous policy AAP2 stated that no more housing should be 
built along the Creek. At the very least, the availability of affordable insurance cover for 
businesses, parked cars and residences should be proven at the earliest possible stage before 
plans are presented. Flood Re was intended to deter development on flood plains and is likely 
to exclude many new-build properties in high flood risk areas.!
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Conclusion!

The letter from English Heritage in response to the recent consultation on the FCNP makes clear the 
wide gulf between what could be done for the Creek area, and what the FCNP proposes should be 
done.  This letter should alert SBC to the fact that very few statutory consultees responded to the 
earlier consultation stage of the FCNP, in May – June 2014. The reason given by English Heritage for 
their late response was that they had no record of receiving an invitation to respond to the previous 
consultation. It is quite possible that other statutory consultees also have no record of their invitation, 
perhaps because it was not sent to the appropriate person within the organisation. We believe that 
SBC should re-consult those organisations who have not responded, taking care to discover the 
correct person to approach.!

In view of the responses which have been forthcoming for each stage of the consultation of the FCNP, 
and in particular the one from English Heritage, we feel there is a considerable risk that the FCNP will 
not be approved as it stands by the Independent Examiner. Even if it is passed to go to referendum, 
there is doubt whether it would pass a referendum.!

In the event that the FCNP is not approved, what contingency plan does SBC have? Will Policy NP1 
be used to determine planning applications, and what power will it provide SBC Planners to “retain 
maritime activities (including the retention and improvement of wharves and moorings, 
including for larger craft)”?  Will the policy AAP2, which we understand is a “saved” policy, be 
relevant still? Will the policies outlined elsewhere in this plan be extended to cover the Creek area? 
There are many discrepancies between Policy NP1 and the FCNP as it now stands. !

The Faversham Creek Trust would like to re-state that it supports Bearing Fruits 2031 in general, with 
the caveat that we endorse all the comments made by the Brents Community Association in their 
submission. However, we have grave concerns about the section of the Plan relating to the 
Faversham Creek Neighbourhood Plan, which we regard as a seriously flawed document, which does 
not represent the wishes and views of a significant number of people in Faversham. Many of them 
took the time to attend our Exhibition “Making the Creek Work for Faversham”, which we ran 
concurrently with the Faversham Town Council statutory consultation in May and June 2014. Over 
840 people attended and over 460 completed our questionnaire. !

We believe that this part of the Bearing Fruits 2031 is, in many ways, an improvement on the FCNP 
as it appears to place greater importance on maritime activities, but it may be ineffective in 
implementation terms without the FCNP, and SBC Planners may find it difficult to deal with planning 
applications if the FCNP is not ratified.!
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