	

THAMES GATEWAY KENT PARTNERSHIP (TGKP)    

Minutes of the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership Board Meeting held Canterbury Christ Church University, Rowan Williams Court, Chatham Maritime, Chatham, Kent      ME4 4UF at 4.30pm on Thursday, 14 September 2006. 

Present:

Board members

Mr Rob Bennett, BBP Regeneration Limited (Chair)

Cllr Andrew Bowles, Swale Borough Council (Vice Chair)

Cllr John Burden, Gravesham Borough Council

Cllr Rodney Chambers, Medway Renaissance Partnership/Medway Council

Cllr Mrs Jane Chitty, Medway Council 

Mr Paul Clark, Member of Parliament 

Mr Barry Clout, Medway Renaissance Partnership/Community Voluntary Service

Mr Roger Gough, Kent County Council 


Cllr Tony Martin, KTDB/Dartford Borough Council 
Ms Christine White, Swale Forward/Community Voluntary Service 

Observers

Mr Martin Tugwell, SEERA
Also present:


Ms Judith Armitt, Medway Council 


Mr Mark Bilsborough, Swale Borough Council


Mr Matthew Girt, North Kent Community Forum

Mr Graham Harris, Dartford Borough Council


Mrs Katharine Harvey, SEEDA


Ms Rachael Hill, Environment Agency


Mr David Liston-Jones, Chief Executive, TGKP


Mr Greg MacDonald, Swale Forward

Mrs Pam McHale, SEEDA


Mr Barrie Neaves, Environment Agency

Miss Linda Searle, TGKP

Mr Michael Ward, Kent Thameside

Mr Rob White, Kent County Council

Mr Jim Wintour, Gravesham Borough Council
Apologies

Apologies were received from Mr Harvey Bradshaw (Environment Agency),                        Mr Kevin Bush (SF/Swale Private Sector Liaison Group), Mr Alan Cherry (Countryside Properties), Mrs Ros Dunn (Department for Communities and Local Government), Mr Gwyn Drake (Highways Agency), Mr John Haward (Government Office South East), Mr Pete Raine (Kent County Council), Mr Peter Southcombe (North Kent Community Forum), Mr Stephen Stringer (Department for Communities and Local Government) and Brian Weddell (MRP).
	



Welcome and Chairman’s introduction

1. The Chair informed the Board that this would be Judith Armitt’s last meeting.  He thanked Judith, both personally and on behalf of the whole Board, for the huge amount of help and support she had given to the Partnership since its inception.  The Board congratulated her on her new appointment as Thames Gateway Chief Executive and wished her well in her new role.

2. The Chair welcomed Roger Gough, Cabinet Member Kent County Council, to his first TGKP meeting.

Minutes/Matters arising from the Board meeting held on Tuesday 23 May 2006

3. The minutes held on Tuesday 23 May 2006 were agreed as a true record of the meeting.

4. Matters Arising: It had been agreed at the last meeting that Harvey Bradshaw from the Environment Agency would prepare an update paper on ‘Flood risk and water supply’.  The Chair informed the meeting that Rachael Hill would be giving a presentation to the Board today on behalf of the Environment Agency.  Barrie Neaves from the Agency was also present to assist in answering any questions arising from the presentation.

Item 2 – Thames Gateway Strategic Framework

Item 2a - Next steps on Framework

5. The Chair reported to the Board that, at short notice, Ros Dunn had been called to a Ministerial meeting and would therefore not be present to give the Board an update on the Strategic Framework.  The Chair invited David Liston-Jones, who had attended the Thames Gateway Strategic Partnership Officers’ meeting earlier in the day, to brief the Board on the key points from that meeting.

6. David said that the meeting had focused on the Key Choices report and the comments that had been received from TGSP members on the issues raised in the report.  DCLG had given the meeting a summary of the comments the Department had received and David said that the thrust of the comments were very much in line with TGKP’s draft comments as outlined in paper TGKP(06)10.

7. Two general issues had been raised.  The first was whether the published Strategic Framework document would be a Government document or a document owned and endorsed by all partners.  Ros Dunn had indicated that their aim was for the document to be endorsed by TGSP members.  The second issue raised was on the nature of the Strategic Framework – was it a policy document or an implementation plan?  If the former, what was the relationship of the Framework to the Regional Spatial Strategies?  DCLG had agreed to reflect on the points made and to clarify the status of the document.

8. The next steps would be for DCLG to circulate a draft of the Framework by the end of September and for this to be discussed at the full TGSP meeting on 12 October.  

9. In discussion the following points were made:

· Little time was being allowed for consultation on the draft Framework document if endorsement from partners was being sought.  If it was a document of intent, rather than of detailed proposals, that might not be so much of a problem.

· 
It was suggested that a special meeting of Board members should be held with DCLG, shortly after the TGSP meeting on 12 October so that the Department could hear the views of Board members at first hand.

10. Summing up this part of the discussion the Chair said that it was important the TGKP views were fed into the process of producing the Framework document.  He invited Board members to send in any further comments on the issues in the Key Choices report so that David Liston-Jones could submit a revised set of comments to DCLG early next week.  

11. The Chair went on to say that it would also be worthwhile to gather together views on any draft of the Framework document which DCLG issued in advance of the 12 October TGSP meeting, if there was time.  In any event a meeting should be set up with DCLG immediately after the TGSP meeting so that DCLG were made fully aware of any concerns of TGKP members.

Item 2b – TGKP Response to Key Choices Report

12. The Chair invited comments on the report, and in particular on the suggested response as set out in paper TGKP(06)10.  He suggested taking each of the key sections in turn.

13. The following points were made:
· Section 4 on the Environment: More clarity was needed on what was proposed in terms of a Thames Estuary Park.  The idea needed further development.  In particular the name “Park“ was wrong.  Members would not support any proposal which took away powers from local authorities. The Chair said that the draft response on this issue should be strengthened to reflect members’ views. 
· Section 5 on the Olympic Legacy: There needed to be a more direct mechanism for the Kent and Essex parts of the Gateway to engage with the planning of the Olympics and its legacy.  Some suggestions on how this might be done had been made at the TGSP officers meeting by the Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership and David Liston-Jones agreed to follow this up with the Chief Executive, Mary Spence.
· Section 6 – The Gateway Economy: Members agreed that transport should be prioritised (paragraph 14) to support economic growth in the key sectors.  It was argued that more needed to be said about the importance of the availability of employment land in giving businesses the opportunities to grow. It was also suggested that our response should draw attention to the importance of SMEs to future economic growth and the need to provide support for both start ups and for small businesses to expand.  
· Section 7 – Housing: Members discussed the implications of an increased target for housing growth in London.  For Kent the final housing target numbers would be determined through the South East Plan process.  The key message to get across in our response to the Key Choices Report was that any increase in housing numbers in London should not imply any reduction in the infrastructure needs of the Kent part of the Gateway.   It was also agreed that it would be inappropriate to try and set a single target percentage figure for affordable housing across the Gateway; the need for affordable housing varied depending on local circumstances.
· Section 8 – Transport:  The references in the draft response to the priority schemes in Kent were agreed.  It was also agreed that a reference should be included to the need for the Government to commission a full study into the case for a lower Thames crossing.  The meeting was informed that Kent County Council and Essex County Council had agreed to carry out their own 
joint study into the issue.  It was pointed out that Medway Council needed to be consulted and fully involved in the County Councils’ study.


· Section 9 – Skills:  Members considered this section of the Key Choices Report to be less well developed than other sections, particularly given the key importance of skills to the Gateway.
· Section 11 – Moving towards a carbon and water neutral Gateway:  It was argued that paragraph 34 of the draft response should be strengthened to say that we would want to be involved in the feasibility study.
· Section 12 – Engaged communities:  It was argued that this section of the report should be developed further to cover not just community engagement but also the importance of social regeneration.
· Section 17 – DCLG and Local Delivery Organisations: David Liston-Jones was asked to redraft paragraph 44, which set out views on asset based delivery vehicles, to give a more consolidated North Kent view rather than separate views from the three local regeneration partnership areas.
14. Summing up this part of the discussion, the Chair thanked members for their helpful contributions and invited David Liston-Jones to revise the TGKP response in the light of the comments made.  In view of the need to get the final TGKP response to DCLG urgently, the Board agreed that the final response would be approved by the Chair and Vice-Chair.
Item 3 – Flood risk in the Thames Gateway

15. The Chair invited Rachael Hill, National Flood Risk Manager, to give her presentation. Rachael described the work which the Environment Agency was doing.  The Agency was developing a tidal flood risk management plan for London and the Thames Gateway called Thames Estuary 2100.  Land at risk of flooding was identified through Regional and Strategic Flood Risk assessments. The emphasis was moving away from flood defence to flood risk management.  Climate change meant increasing sea levels and increased risk of flooding.  Wherever possible the most vulnerable land uses should not be located in the area most likely to flood.  We had to be imaginative and creative about design solutions.  For example, raising living areas in homes may in some cases be preferable to higher river walls. Raising land levels was a solution for some developments but was not a panacea.  Consideration needed to be given to identifying areas which could take flood waters without adverse consequences.  

16. In discussion the following points were made:

· The flooding of buildings resulted in damage, contamination and a “scouring effect”.  Rachael was asked whether there were solutions which could mitigate these effects.  Rachael said that there were solutions, the need was for joined up thinking at an early stage in a development.  All the issues needed to be looked at together.  Some good flagship examples were needed. For example, the Gravesham Canal Basin scheme showed what could be done.

· Design solutions were needed which built in sustainability at the outset.  It was very expensive to correct for poor design retrospectively.

· The need for resources to fund environmental infrastructure needed to be considered alongside other infrastructure needs as part of the Spending Round.  

17. The Chair thanked Rachael for her highly informative and comprehensive presentation and thanked her and Barrie Neaves for their contributions to the discussion.  He asked David Liston-Jones to consider, in consultation with local regeneration partnerships, whether there were any North Kent-wide actions which needed to be considered by the Board, and to bring these back to a future meeting.


Item 4 – Chief Executive’s Report

18. David Liston-Jones introduced his report TGKP(06)11.  He drew the Board’s attention to the list of possible future agenda items in paragraph 15 and invited comments.  He sought the Board’s approval to update and redesign the Partnership’s website as explained in paragraphs 17 and 18.

19. Following a brief discussion the Chair invited Board members to contact David with any further suggestions for future agenda items.  He invited the Board to agree to a redesign of the website being carried out and this was agreed.  

Item 5 – Budget Report

20. The Board noted the Partnership’s financial position for the current financial year as set out in paper TGKP(06)12.

Item 6 – AOB

21. There was no other business and the Chair concluded the Board meeting.

Item 7 – Dates of Future Meetings

22. The Board’s agreement was sought to using the Canterbury Christ Church University, Chatham Maritime as the preferred venue for future Board meetings.  This was agreed.
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