	
THAMES GATEWAY KENT PARTNERSHIP (TGKP)    

Minutes of the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership Board Meeting held in the Garden Room, Woodstock Club, Sittingbourne, Kent at 4.30pm on Tuesday, 23 May 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

Mr Alan Cherry, Countryside Properties

Cllr Mrs. Jane Chitty, Medway Council (part)

Mr Barry Clout, Medway Renaissance Partnership/Community Voluntary Service

Mr Graham Gibbens, Kent County Council (part)


Mr Paul Hudson, South East England Development Agency

Mr Peter Southcombe, North Kent Community Forum


Mr Ben Stoneman, ODPM (representing Mr Stephen Stringer)

Mr Martin Tugwell, SEERA
Ms Christine White, Swale Forward/Community Voluntary Service 

Observers

Mr Gwyn Drake, Highways Agency (part)

Also present:


Ms Judith Armitt, Medway Council 


Mr Mark Bilsborough, Swale Borough Council

Mr Andy de Lord, Department for Communities and Local Government


Mrs Ros Dunn, Department for Communities and Local Government


Mr Graham Harris, Dartford Borough Council


Mrs Katharine Harvey, SEEDA

Mr Tony Howells, GOSE (representing John Haward)


Mr David Liston-Jones, Chief Executive, TGKP


Mr Greg MacDonald, Swale Forward

Mrs Pam McHale, SEEDA

Mr Pete Raine, Kent County Council

Miss Linda Searle, TGKP

Mr Ben Stoneman, Department for Communities and Local Government
Mr David Tuck, Genecon

Mr Michael Ward, Kent Thameside

Mr Alan Watkins – Press

Mr Rob White, KCC

Mr Jim Wintour, Gravesham Borough Council

	

	APOLOGIES


	

	1.
Apologies were received from Mr Harvey Bradshaw (Environment Agency),       Mr Kevin Bush (Swale Forward/Private Sector Liaison Group), Mr Paul Clark  (Member of Parliament), Mr John Haward (Government Office South East),        Mr Tony Martin (KTDB/Dartford Borough Council) and Mr Stephen Stringer (Department for Communities and Local Government).

WELCOME AND CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTION

2. The Chair welcomed Martin Tugwell from SEERA, who has replaced Mike Gwilliam as an Observer member.  He also thanked Ros Dunn, Director of the Thames Gateway Strategy Directorate, Department for Communities and Local Government for agreeing to present Item 2a) A Paper on the Government’s Plans for the Strategic Framework. 

3. The Chair informed the Board that this would be Paul Hudson’s last meeting and on behalf of the whole TGKP Board gave a huge vote of thanks to Paul for all his hard work and the support he had given to the Partnership since its inception.  

MINUTES/MATTERS ARISING FROM BOARD MEETING HELD ON tuesday 28 february 2006.
4. The Minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 28 February 2006 were agreed as a true record of the meeting.  
5. Matters Arising:

(i) Greg Macdonald commented that in considering connectivity in North Kent, the development of the A249 corridor was a key Swale priority. 

(ii) It was agreed at the last meeting that Harvey Bradshaw from the Environment Agency would prepare an update paper on Flood Risk and Water Supply.  Harvey Bradshaw contacted TGKP to say that he was unfortunately unable to attend the meeting and asked if this item could be deferred to the next meeting.  This was agreed.

ITEM 2a – The Government’s Plans for the Strategic Framework – Paper TGKP(06)6.

6.  The Board had been informed that Ros Dunn would be arriving slightly late and so Item 2b was taken first.

ITEM 2b – Thames Gateway Kent input to Strategic Framework – Paper TGKP(06)7.
7. David Liston-Jones introduced the covering paper and drew attention to the recommendations in paragraph 7.

8. David Tuck was then invited to introduce the Genecon paper “Towards a focus for sub-regional action”.  He commented that whilst there were deficits in the North Kent economy, there were also a number of positive signs.  There had been strong employment growth over recent periods, at a rate above the South East average. There had been growth in some of the key sectors. Inward investment had occurred and there were encouraging signs in new firm formation. 

9. However, there remained challenges.  The economy was still too heavily based on low value added, low skill sectors.  Growth in the knowledge-based sectors had been less rapid than in other areas.  Development sites were available but there were infrastructure barriers to unlocking some of these sites.  There was a need to accelerate the growth in higher value activity.


10. David Tuck said that it was important to develop a more focused and prioritised approach to economic development activities in Thames Gateway Kent.  Their  work had identified  priority locations, priority sectors, priority issues and priorities for the pan-gateway.  These were set out in paragraph 2.2 of their paper.

Priority locations

11. The paper identified the following priority locations:

· Delivering development at Ebbsfleet and Eastern Quarry.

· Making Medway city a reality.

· Revitalising town centres at Dartford, Gravesham and Sittingbourne.

12. In discussion the following points were made:

· It was important to identify the real priorities for North Kent.

· It was essential that development be delivered successfully at Ebbsfleet.

· More clarity was needed on the jobs targets, on what was achievable in the short and longer term.  The rate of job growth which had been achieved over the last few years suggested that the higher jobs target of 80,000 over the next 20 years was not implausible.

· More clarity was also needed on the phasing of developments, on which sites could be brought forward quickly and which would take longer.

· In Swale the priority location could better be expressed by talking of the opportunities along the A249 corridor, which would include Sittingbourne, rather than just Sittingbourne town centre.

Priority sectors

13. The following comments were made in relation to priority sectors:

· The sectors analysis was good and the sectors listed were the right ones to focus on.  It was suggested that pharmaceuticals and construction be added to the list.

· The VCS and social enterprises had an important role to play and were substantial employers in their own right.

· It was important to focus on the sectors which delivered high value jobs, and we needed to ensure we had the infrastructure to cope with the jobs growth.

14. The Chair commented that it was important to agree on the key sectors which had the potential to grow, and then to take actions to ensure we had the infrastructure in place to support them.
Priority issues


15. The following points were made in relation to the list of 6 priority issues in the paper (page 14).
· It was important to prioritise. The first four issues – skills, riverside plan, transport connectivity and green grid delivery – were the most important in terms of actions by the Partnership.

· It was felt the skills issues had been underplayed until now; it was vital to growth and needed to be linked to the previous topic on sector growth.
· We needed to ensure that the environmental agenda was properly integrated into our submission.
Pan Gateway issues

16. There was a brief discussion on the Lower Thames Crossing as an example of a key pan Gateway issue.  It was argued that a study was needed now on the feasibility and case for another crossing.  It was pointed out that any such study would need to demonstrate how the crossing was going to link up with the roads network in Kent and Essex without aggravating traffic congestion problems.
17. Gwyn Drake pointed out that there were no formal proposals whatsoever for a Lower Thames Crossing under consideration by Government at the present time. 
General discussion

18. Ros Dunn said that she agreed with the points that had been made about the importance of prioritising.  In preparing the Framework DCLG needed to know what the small number of key priorities were, both in terms of locations and of sectors.  It was essential that forecasts of new jobs were backed up with reliable evidence to demonstrate that these jobs would be created.  This did not of course mean that other priorities were not important, or should not continue to be pursued.
19. She also stressed the need to be precise and specific about the investments needed.  Many areas talked about the importance of transport and skills.  What was important was to know precisely which interventions in transport and skills were needed to unlock the key priority sites, and the phasing and timing of those interventions.  DCLG needed to know which actions were required by Government and which by other partners.
20. Ros commented that the next spending round was going to be tough.  That was why the evidence was important – we needed to be able demonstrate the economic case for the Government to invest.  
21. In the discussion which ensued the following points were made:
· Identifying priority developments and infrastructure investments was crucial but we should not overlook the need to stimulate demand.  We needed to make North Kent as attractive as possible to both new and existing residents.  For example, a riverside strategy would be beneficial.
· In discussing transport priorities we needed to be clear about what was possible and what was needed over different time scales.  We should be clear about what had to be done over the next 3 to 5 years.

· It was argued that there was too much emphasis on developing strategies. It was already well known that transport was the fundamental issue.  Unless people could move around in the sub-region easily we would not get growth.  


Format of TGKP/SEEDA submission

22. Several suggestions were made on the way in which the Genecon report could used as a basis for the TGKP/SEEDA submission to the DCLG and the format of the document:
· The Genecon report was very long, with lengthy sections on general trends and evidence base.  For the submission to DCLG it might be better to draw out the key policy points into a separate policy paper or concluding section. 
· It would be useful to DCLG for there to be an executive summary.
· The evidence base could be included in a separate annex.
· The submission could be restructured to focus more on case studies illustrating the key issues.  It was pointed out that this would require quite a radical new approach to the submission at a late stage in the process.
· The report as it stood was a bit boring and down-beat.  It needed to give more emphasis to the positive points about North Kent - that it was a region where a lot was already happening and which could accommodate growth.
· The submission needed to emphasis the relationship between the Kent Gateway and London, and to emphasise the benefits and opportunities that relationship offered North Kent.   
23. The Chair thanked Ros Dunn for attending and contributing to a full and interesting debate.  From the discussion he concluded that, subject to the detailed points made, Board members were not opposed to the overall conclusions of the Genecon report.  It was agreed that we would proceed as outlined in paragraph 7 of the cover paper.  The submission to DCLG would be drafted in the light of the comments made on both format and content.  
24. It was suggested that the Executive Summary should be agreed by Rob Bennett and Pam Alexander, with final sign-off of the document being made by Delivery Vehicle Chief Executives, Local Authority representatives and SEEDA.  This was duly agreed.
Item 3 – Transport and Thames Gateway Kent – presentations by the Highways Agency and Kent County Council
25. The Chair invited Gwyn Drake (Highways Agency) and Rob White (KCC) to make their presentations to the Board.  
26. Gwyn Drake gave a general overview, which concentrated mainly on the Kent Thameside area.  The presentation:
· Described the Highways Agency’s responsibilities and objectives. 
· Outlined the planned improvements to the A2, M2 and M25.
· Discussed some of the other measures under consideration including traffic and demand management.
· Described HA’s role in the planning system and the implications of the new planning system.
· Highlighted issues to be covered in a strategy for North Kent and Medway.

27. Rob White’s presentation covered:
· Capacity of roads/junctions in North Kent.
· Possiblility of demand management and road pricing.
· Public transport issues, including problems with rail services and poor quality stations.
· Sources of transport funding.
· The need for a study into the Lower Thames Crossing.
28. Rob concluded that there was a need for a TGKP Transport Study (South Essex had already prepared their strategy).  The study should clarify priorities, timescales, costs and delivery.  The study would strengthen Thames Gateway Kent’s position in bidding for funds through, for example, the spending round processes.  He sought Board members views on whether they also thought a study would be worthwhile and what it should cover.

29. In discussion the following points were made:

· Underpinning a transport strategy for North Kent was the need to secure a big modal shift to public transport.  We needed to learn lessons from what had been done elsewhere. Getting Fastrack in at the start was very important.

· We needed to improve the linkages between transport and spatial strategies.

· It was not realistic to plan on the basis of funding major new transport infrastructure over the next few years unless it was already in the programme.  It was important to look at issues such as demand management where the issues were not so much of cost but of shared political will.

· A strategy was needed because some key choices were going to have to be made.  There must still be opportunities for car use but a package of measures covering roads, demand management, rail, bus etc needed to be developed as part of a coherent strategy.

· To be of most benefit the study would need to be carried out over the next few months.  

· A key issue to be addressed in any study was the phasing and timing of developments and infrastructure requirements.

· A study should look at alternative modes of transport.  There was also a need to reduce the need to travel through, for example, creating more jobs locally.

30. In conclusion, it was agreed that a North Kent-wide study on transport issues should be commissioned, and further enquiries made with regard to funding of the study. Pete Raine agreed that KCC would take this forward on behalf of the Board.
Item 4 – Chief Executive’s Report.  
31. The recommendations in paragraph 16 of the report were noted.

Item 5 – Budget Report.  
32. The Board formally agreed the budget for 2006/07.  David Liston-Jones confirmed verbal assurances had been received from Partners with regard to their funding levels for the current year.  Written agreement was now awaited.

	

	Dates of Future Meetings

· Thursday 14 September 2006 (Board) – Venue TBC

· Tuesday 5 December 2006 (AGM/Board) – Venue TBC
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Item deferred to next meeting
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DLJ to produce draft with SEEDA











APPROVED AT BOARD MEETING HELD ON 14 SEPTEMBER 2006
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David Liston-Jones to instruct Finance, Medway Council to write to funding partners
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