	


THAMES GATEWAY KENT PARTNERSHIP (TGKP)    

Minutes of the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership Board Meeting held in Room RWS33, Canterbury Christ Church University, Rowan Williams Court, Chatham Maritime, Chatham, Kent  ME4 4UF at 4.30pm on Thursday, 22 February 2007.
Present:

Board members

Mr Rob Bennett, BBP Regeneration Limited (Chair)

Cllr Andrew Bowles, Swale Forward (Vice Chair)

Mr Kevin Bush, Swale Forward

Mr Alan Cherry, Medway Renaissance Partnership

Cllr Mrs Jane Chitty, Medway Council 

Mr Paul Clark, Member of Parliament (part)

Mr Roger Gough, Kent County Council

Cllr Tony Martin, Kent Thameside Delivery Board

Dr Susan Priest, South East England Development Agency

Observers


Mr Gwyn Drake (Highways Agency)

Also present


Ms Judith Armitt, Communities and Local Government


Mr Neil Davies, Medway Council 


Mr Ross Gill, Swale Forward


Mr Dave Green, Jacobs


Mr Graham Harris, Dartford Borough Council


Mr Steve Hewlett, Medway Council


Mr David Liston-Jones, Thames Gateway Kent Partnership


Mr Pete Raine (Kent County Council)


Miss Linda Searle, Thames Gateway Kent Partnership


Mr Alan Watkins, Press


Mr Brian Weddell, Medway Renaissance Partnership


Mr Paul Williams, Kent Thameside Delivery Board


Mr Jim Wintour, Gravesham Borough Council

Apologies

Apologies were received from Mr Mark Bilsborough, Swale Borough Council; Mr Harvey Bradshaw, Environment Agency (Observer); Cllr John Burden, Kent Thameside Delivery Board; Cllr Rodney Chambers, Medway Renaissance Partnership; Mr Barry Clout, Medway Renaissance Partnership; Ms Clair Fisher, Government Office South East (Observer); Mr Vincent Jasper, North Kent Community Forum; Mr Greg MacDonald, Swale Forward; Stephen Stringer, Communities and Local Government (Observer); Mr Peter Southcombe, North Kent Community Forum; Martin Tugwell, SEERA (Observer); Mr Michael Ward, Kent Thameside Delivery Board and Ms Christine White, Swale Forward.
	



Welcome and Chairman’s introduction

1. The Chair said that the order of the agenda would be adjusted to ensure that there was a quorum for the item on amendments to TGKP’s constitution.

2. Apologies received for the Board meeting were noted.  The Chair informed the Board that Ms Clair Fisher would be the new representative from GOSE (Observer Member).  Ms Fisher had hoped to attend the meeting, but had to send apologies on this occasion. 

Minutes/Matters arising from the Board meeting held on 5th December 2006

3. The Minutes of the Board meeting held on 5th December 2006 were agreed as a true record of the meeting.  

4. Matters Arising:

· Para 18 (Sectors Work) - This was covered in the Chief Executive’s report. 
· Para 18 (Visit to Abbott Laboratories - Paul Wookey, LiK, was pursuing the possibility of a visit by Board to Abbott Laboratories still and would notify us when this had been arranged.

· Para 25 (Thames Gateway Forum) – David had met with the Forum organisers and the Board’s views had been fed through.
5. The Chair asked the Board to note that the Minutes of the AGM on 5th December had also been circulated.   These would be formally submitted for agreement at the next AGM in December.  Pete Raine asked that the wording of paragraph 6 be amended to give thanks to Kent and Medway Councils, as opposed to Medway Council and Swale Borough Council.  This was agreed. 

Item 2 – Thames Gateway:  moving forward building on the Interim Plan – discussion with Judith Armitt, Thames Gateway Chief Executive

6. The Chair welcomed Judith Armitt to the meeting and informed the Board that Judith had been invited to address the Board on current issues and priorities, after which each of the local regeneration partnerships would present examples of progress, as well as some examples where there were challenges or problems.

7. Judith thanked the Board for inviting her. She said that the Thames Gateway was first and foremost a huge economic project with significant social and environmental implications.  The aim was to create 180,000 new jobs by 2016.

8. The production of the Interim Plan and Developers’ Prospectus had been a very good piece of work, and a big step forward, particularly in the way it had been a joint effort from all stakeholders.  She thanked Board Members for their help and input into its production. 

9. Judith said she had 3 jobs to do:

· Give strategic leadership

· Pull it together as a cross-Government /cross-Gateway project

· Accelerate delivery.


10. In taking forward the strategic leadership role she was setting out to establish a new profile for the Thames Gateway. She referred to the launch of the new Thames Gateway website and to the upcoming MIPPIM event.

11. In terms of cross-Government working Judith said she was holding discussions with a wide range of Government Departments and agencies.  A new senior level Cross-Government Board was being established which she would Chair. And a number of agencies (Environment Agency, English Partnerships, Natural England, DEFRA) were now co-locating staff engaged on Thames Gateway work alongside her own Thames Gateway Unit team.  That Unit was being restructured, bringing strategy and delivery staff together at Harbour Exchange, with an increased focus on delivery.

12. In terms of delivery Judith said she would be continuing to encourage the local regeneration partnerships to flourish.  The Department was working with TGKP and the other sub-regional partnerships on the development of a Funded Delivery Plan, to be completed once the results of the Comprehensive Spending Review were known.  This was a big job; it involved creating a programme management system that included data on all the key projects in the Gateway, not just CLG’s own expenditure.

13. Judith went on to say that there were a number of other strands of activity including plans to set up new stakeholder fora, a continuing focus on removing blockages to the development of key sites, close collaboration with planning for the Olympics and close working with the Environment Agency on flood protection eg on the high level options for protection of the Thames Estuary over the next 100 years.

14. The Chair invited each of the local regeneration partnerships to make their points to Judith:

· The positive news from Medway Renaissance Partnership was that Cabinet approval had been given to entering into a major long-term agreement with an Investment Partner.  This would enable council assets to be matched with a significant input of private sector resources.  

· There was, however, some uncertainty on how funding for projects in the Gateway was to be allocated in the future, and any clarification which could be given on this issue, would be very welcome.

· Swale Forward said a key success was the establishment of the Kent Science Resource Centre, which would be delivering Foundation degree courses from this September – the first time that higher education courses had been delivered in Swale.
· The key challenge in Swale was also on learning and skills, and the need to improve the skills base featured as a top priority in the Partnership’s regeneration framework.  In this context, it was important to continue to develop initiatives such as the Gateway Knowledge Alliance.

· In Kent Thameside the launch of Fastrack had been very successful, with 1.2 million passengers compared to a target of 800,000.  And perhaps even more important was that 19% of those travelling on the Fastrack services said they would otherwise have been using their cars.

· The key challenge was on standards and quality.  The issue was not so much about attracting private sector investors to invest in the area, but in making sure that all developments were built to a high standard and quality.  The need for quality was well recognised by partners and, for example, the development at St. Mary’s Island on Chatham Maritime showed what could be done.  


15. Judith responded by thanking the partnerships for the points they had made.  She was encouraged by the real examples of progress, and took note of the issues that had been raised.  The importance of skills, and of quality and standards in the Gateway was well recognised.  In terms of future funding the first priority would be to make sure that the four economic transformers set out in the Interim Plan could happen.  The Funded Delivery Plan would build on the 9 local regeneration frameworks that had already been developed.

16. The Chair commented that the new programme management system would need to be able to accommodate new project proposals coming forward from some of the initiatives that had emerged in the course of the preparation of the Interim Plan. In North Kent, for example, the work on supporting target industry sectors was likely to lead to new funding requirements, and the system needed to be sufficiently flexible to take new proposals on board.  

17. The Chair thanked Judith, on behalf of the Partnership, for coming to address the Board. 

Item 3 (i) – Thames Gateway Kent Transport Study

18. The Chair informed the Board that the Thames Gateway Transport Study was well underway and being undertaken by Jacobs.  The Chair introduced Dave Green from Jacobs, who had been invited to give a presentation to the Board.

19. Dave Green said that transport strategies for Thames Gateway Kent had, in the past, been taken forward as three discrete projects for Kent Thameside, Medway Renaissance and Swale Forward.  The aim was to prepare a Business Plan which would add value by considering transport issues for the sub region as a whole, and to understand the potential scale and cost of the way ahead.  

20. This was still work in progress, and this presentation was the first stage in an ongoing consultation process.  Dave Green set the transport aspirations for the area in the context of the key priorities for North Kent.  He discussed some of the key issues facing North Kent in terms of both road transport and public transport, and outlined some of the transport objectives. 

21. Some 75 ‘local’ transport schemes had been identified at a total cost of £1.3 billion and an exercise carried out to prioritise these schemes into high, medium and low priority, and also into short, medium and long term.  An estimate had then been made of the funding gap, after making assumptions about the likely amount of developer funding. This exercise was continuing and the estimates were still fluid.

22. Dave Green said that the very large strategic transport projects, such as the M25 widening, CTRL Phase 2, had not been included.   In answer to a query from the Board as to why the large strategic projects had been excluded, he said that that the costs of some of these schemes were so large that they could distort consideration of the smaller projects, and in some cases there were no robust estimates of cost available.  Finally, he discussed some of the mechanisms that might be available to meet the funding gap.


23. The Chair thanked Dave for his presentation and asked Gwyn Drake for his comments.  Gwyn said that in assessing the costs of schemes it was important to take account of inflation in this field, which was running at 6%.  He went on to say that it was important for this work to feed into the work of Transport Advisory Sub Group of TGSP.  He also queried how TGKP would progress this work; in South Essex there was an institutional framework in place to take their business plan forward.  In answer to a question from the Board, Gwyn confirmed that the approach being adopted in undertaking the Thames Gateway Kent study was not dissimilar to the approach which had been followed in the preparation of the South Essex business plan.  

24. In discussion the following points were made:

· It was recognised that there were no easy answers to meeting all the transport needs.  What was needed however, was a clear sense of direction.  There would never be enough money to fund all the schemes.  We needed to have a realistic exercise that put us in a firmer position to decide on priorities.  Some further modelling work may be needed.

· Whilst recognising the constraints, it was important in a document such as this to be aspirational and set out what we would like to see for the future for example, in terms of reduced car use.

· Breaking down the projects into different time periods was welcomed.  There was a trade off between the level of new housebuilding and transport congestion.

25. In response to a question on the timescale for the production of the plan, Dave Green said that they would be ready to circulate a draft of the plan for consultation within a couple of weeks.  However, concern was expressed about circulating a document of this kind widely in advance of the local elections on May 3rd.  Following a short discussion it was agreed that the document could be circulated on a restricted basis to members of the Board only for comment in advance of the election, with a wider circulation, taking place after the elections.  [Note: In the event it was subsequently decided that given slippage in the CSR process, and hence in the work of the Transport Advisory Group, the circulation of the draft could be held off until after the elections].

26. The Chair thanked Dave Green for his presentation.  This had been a helpful overview.  More work was clearly needed, and it was important to get input and comments from Members on the draft plan in order to give an effective steer to the work. 
Item 3ii – Proposed TGKP response to DfT consultation on Dartford-Thurrock river crossing.

27. David Liston-Jones introduced paper TGKP (07)1 which covered a draft response to the consultation.  David explained that the response argued for a much higher proportion of the revenues to be returned to the local area for use on transport projects.  It also set out the issues which should be addressed by the forthcoming study into longer-term capacity.  The draft had been cleared in advance at officer level.  The deadline for responses was 9th March.

28. In discussion the following points were made:

· The list of issues in paragraph 11 which the study should cover was welcomed.

· The draft should be firmer about the need to get the study completed as quickly as is consistent with getting a proper job done.  

29. The Chair invited the Board to agree that the letter, once it had been amended to take account of the point on timing, could be approved by the Chair and Vice Chair and submitted to DfT.  This was agreed.

Item 4 – Amendments to TGKP Constitution

30. The Chair asked David to introduce paper TGKP(07)2 on amendments to TGKP’s Constitution.

31. David said that the amended constitution had been circulated to Board members in January for agreement, in advance of the Board meeting.  No objections to the changes had been received. The changes required formal agreement at a Board meeting.

32. The Chair invited  the  Board to confirm  its agreement   to   the  amendments to  the  TGKP  Constitution set  out  in the attachment to TGKP(07)2.    This   was duly agreed.


Item 5 – Chief Executive’s Report

33. Political Events Programme (paragraph 8) - David Liston-Jones said he was seeking  the  Board’s  agreement   in  principle to TGKP taking  part  in  and contributing to the costs of  the  proposed  seminar and lunches for Thames Gateway MPs and the Annual Parliamentary Reception.  He was not seeking approval to participate in the Party Conferences.             .


34. Paul Clark said that, in his capacity as Secretary to the Parliamentary Group of Thames Gateway MPs, he had invited Ruth Kelly and Judith Armitt to take part in a seminar.  He urged TGKP to play a full part in the events programme alongside the Essex and London sub-regional partnerships.           .                  


35. In discussion the following points were made:

· It was shortsighted for TGKP not to participate in the programme.

· Working lunches and/or dinners were often the most effective mechanism for getting a good debate and exchange of views.

· The Annual Reception was a good networking event but was otherwise of limited value.  However, it would look odd for North Kent not to be represented.

36. The Chair said that in view of the small number of Members remaining it would not be appropriate to take a decision at this meeting.  It was agreed that as a first step David Liston-Jones would write to Paul Clark setting out a proposal for TGKP participation in more detail.                        .                       


37. Future Agenda Items:  David Liston-Jones also asked for the Board’s views on the potential future agenda items at paragraph 15 of his report.  In addition to those in the list, David said that there were several important SEEDA issues which would merit discussion by the Board.                     .


38. In discussion it was suggested that the simplification of business support review being carried out by SEEDA should be on a future agenda.


39. Susan Priest said that Jeff Alexander chaired the national group on business support simplification and suggested that he be invited to a future meeting.   She also suggested that implementation of the RES and the sub-regional partnership review would be useful items for a discussion. 


Item 6 – Budget Report


40. The Budget Report set out in paper TGKP(07)4 was noted.


Item 7 – AOB 


41. Dates of Future Meetings. The Board was asked to note future meeting dates.


All meetings will commence at 4.30pm and be held at Canterbury Christ Church University (Chatham Maritime), Rowan Williams Court:

· Thursday, 10 May (Room G15)
· Thursday, 13 September (Room G15)
· Thursday, 6 December - AGM/Board (Room G15)

42.
The Chair closed the meeting at 6.55pm.
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APPROVED AT BOARD MEETING HELD ON 10 MAY 2007
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DLJ to amend draft and submit for approval and then issue






























































































































































DLJ to write to Paul Clark
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DLJ to revise AGM minutes
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Board Members views  to be sought on Draft Plan
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