	


THAMES GATEWAY KENT PARTNERSHIP (TGKP)    

Minutes of the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership Board Meeting held Room S33, Canterbury Christ Church University, Rowan Williams Court, Chatham Maritime, Chatham, Kent  ME4 4UF at 5.05pm on Tuesday, 5 December 2006. 

Present:

Board members

Mr Rob Bennett, BBP Regeneration Limited (Chair)

Cllr Andrew Bowles, Swale Forward (Vice Chair)

Cllr John Burden, Kent Thameside Delivery Board

Cllr Rodney Chambers, Medway Renaissance Partnership

Mr Alan Cherry, Medway Renaissance Partnership

Cllr Mrs Jane Chitty, Medway Council 

Mr Paul Clark, Member of Parliament (part)


Cllr Tony Martin, Kent Thameside Delivery Board


Mrs Susan Priest, South East England Development Agency


Mr Peter Southcombe, North Kent Community Forum
Ms Christine White, Swale Forward
Observers

Mr Gwyn Drake (Highways Agency)
Also present:


Mr Neil Davies, Medway Council 


Mr Andy de Lord, Department for Communities and Local Government


Mr Graham Harris, Dartford Borough Council


Mr Magnus Hutchins, Locate in Kent


Mr David Liston-Jones, Thames Gateway Kent Partnership


Mr Greg MacDonald, Swale Forward

Miss Linda Searle, TGKP

Mr Michael Ward, Kent Thameside Delivery Board

Mr Alan Watkins, Press

Mr Brian Weddell, Medway Renaissance Partnership

Mr Rob White, Kent County Council

Mr Jim Wintour, Gravesham Borough Council

Mr Paul Wookey, Locate in Kent
Apologies

Apologies were received from Mr Mark Bilsborough, Swale Borough Council, Mr Harvey Bradshaw (Environment Agency - Observer), Mr Kevin Bush (Swale Forward), Mr Barry Clout, Medway Renaissance Partnership, Mr Roger Gough, Kent County Council, Mr John Haward (Government Office South East - Observer), Mr Pete Raine (Kent County Council), Stephen Stringer (Department for Communities and Local Government -  Observer), Martin Tugwell, (SEERA - Observer), and John Walsh, Abbott Laboratories. 
	



Welcome and Chairman’s introduction

1. Apologies for the Board meeting were noted.

Minutes/Matters arising from the Board meeting held on 14 September 2006 

2. The Minutes of the Board meeting held on 14 September 2006 were agreed as a true record of the meeting.

3. Matters Arising: Cllr Chambers drew the Board’s attention to paragraph 13 of the Minutes and to the bullet point headed Section 8 – Transport.  This paragraph reported the exchange which had taken place on the joint Kent County Council/Essex County Council study into the Lower Thames Crossing. The last sentence of the bullet point stated “It was pointed out that Medway Council needed to be consulted and fully involved in the County Councils’ study”.  Cllr. Chambers said that as some of the possible options for the location of the Crossing were in Medway, the Council would have expected to have been consulted.  However, despite what had been said at the last Board meeting and despite his Council raising the issue at a senior level with Kent County Council, no response had been received and no consultation had taken place.  The failure to consult or involve the Council and the resultant publicity had caused a great deal of concern within Medway, which could have been avoided had the Council been properly consulted and involved. 

4. In response, Rob White, Kent County Council, said that at the last meeting he had informed the Board of the intention to carry out the study with Essex County Council.  However, shortly afterwards the Department for Transport had announced that it planned to carry out its own study.  As a result KCC had not progressed the County Councils’ study at all, and would instead now be working with the Department for Transport to consider how to take matters forward.  He fully accepted that both Medway Council and Kent County Council, as the 2 strategic authorities in the sub-region, should be involved and talking to each other on this issue.  He assured the Board that there had been no intention to exclude any parties.  The intention had been to be inclusive, but events, in the form of the Department for Transport announcement, had led to the original plans being overtaken.

5. The following points were made in discussion:

· It was unacceptable for Medway, or other affected Councils, to have been excluded from the debate on the study and to only hear of the study when it was announced; they should have been consulted and involved at every stage.  There was a need for partners to work more closely together on issues of this kind.

· The fact the Government had now decided to bring forward a study into the possibility of a new crossing was to be welcomed. 

6. Gwyn Drake said that whilst the Highways Agency were doing some preliminary work as preparation for the Department’s study, no governance arrangements had yet been put in place for the study itself.  He invited Board members to consider whether they wished TGKP to act as a conduit for Thames Gateway Kent partners’ views on the study to be fed through to Government.  If they did he would feed this message back to the Department for Transport.


7. In discussion, members welcomed the suggestion that TGKP should perform this role; it was just the kind of task for which the Partnership had been established.

8. On other matters arising the Chair said that the intention was to bring the issue of flood risk (paragraph 17) back to the Board at a meeting during 2007, once the findings from the Thames Estuary 2100 project started to emerge. He reminded Board members of the action in paragraph 19 to let David Liston-Jones know of any items they would like to see included on a future agenda.

9. Concluding this part of the discussion, the Chair commented that the debate at the Board had highlighted how important it was for all partners to collaborate closely on issues of this sort to ensure effective working across the sub-region.  

10. The Chair recorded the Board’s agreement to TGKP being used as the mechanism for gathering together partners’ views on the issue of a further Thames crossing, and to the Partnership being the conduit for feeding these views back to Government.  

Item 2 – Investing in North Kent

11. The Chair invited Paul Wookey, Chief Executive, Locate in Kent to give his presentation. Paul introduced himself to the Board and gave apologies for John Walsh, Manufacturing Director, Abbott Laboratories, who had been due to give a presentation to the Board.  Unfortunately, at short notice, John Walsh had been called away to an unavoidable meeting.

12. Paul informed the Board the purpose of Locate in Kent was to attract new jobs to Kent, help retain jobs and to market, promote and raise the profile of Kent. Most areas were performing well, with the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership area now being viewed as the most favoured area as a business location in Kent. However, set against that there was still a lot of work to do in marketing the Gateway to inward investors.  From an overseas investor’s perspective, the Thames Gateway was often perceived as the London Docklands.  The large number of agencies and partnerships operating in the Gateway made it difficult for someone coming from outside the country to know where to get the right sort of advice. 

13. Since 1997-98 122 out of 388, or about 34%, of LiK’s successes were in the Thames Gateway Kent area. 1652 jobs were created in the area in 2005/06. There was a good spread of successes across North Kent, although fewer in Gravesham. 66% of successes came from within the UK with the USA the most significant source of investors from outside this country at 16%.  In terms of sectors, manufacturing was the best performing sector.  There had been a reasonable performance in the sectors identified in the Interim Plan, and these sectors were also reasonably well represented in terms of the pipeline of active projects, with manufacturing again very strong. 

14. Paul introduced Magnus Hutchins from Locate in Kent to the Board.  Magnus had been employed through funding from Department of Communities and Local Government to help market the Thames Gateway and in particular to develop links with London and Essex inward investment teams.


15. A connectivity flyer had been produced to give clear information on the improved train journey times arising from the opening of Ebbsfleet station.  Magnus was working closely with DCLG, UKTI, SEEDA and the three Delivery Vehicles on pan Gateway marketing strategy to develop clear propositions and to ensure that we did not compete with each other.

16. In conclusion, Paul said the role of the public sector was to remove the barriers to investment and provide clear signposting through to the right advice.  LiK’s role was to help clarify the “Thames Gateway brand” proposition, differentiate the TG Kent offer to secure market advantage in target sectors and work effectively with SEEDA and UKTI to secure a larger share of foreign direct investment into TG Kent. 
17. Paul then asked the Board if they had any questions or comments, and the following points were made:

· The Thames Gateway was a very large and diverse area, and as yet the area had not developed a coherent brand image.  Some argued it was better to market local areas – such as Dartford/Gravesham, Swale, Medway or Chatham.  Our attractions - the waterside settings, connectivity etc. - were so strong that marketing local areas was a much more effective use of resources.  In response, Paul said he agreed that in North Kent and Medway we had the best offer across the Gateway. We were marketing our local areas but it was also important to support DCLG in the marketing of the Gateway as a whole.

· Surprise was expressed that, given the importance of the tourism and leisure industries, the sector had the smallest number of projects in LiK’s ‘pipeline of active projects’.  Paul said that historically LiK had not been involved in tourism and leisure investments.  However, he thought this would now change, particularly in the light of the 2012 Olympics.  He thought that LiK would be more involved in, for example, attracting the hotel industry to the area.

· The perception of the area was changing for the better.  For example, the perception of Medway as a place had changed significantly over the last few years with the progress that had been made. It would change still further over the next 5 to 10 years as more developments come on stream.

· The perception of UK planning procedures as “labyrinthine” in the slide showing the views of foreign investors was a cause for concern.

· As well as looking at inward investment, we needed to look at what was needed to help small and medium sized companies grow, and in this context the skills shortages were worrying. 

· How confident could we be that the ambitious growth and jobs targets would be achieved?  Was not a step change needed?  Was the level of activity sufficient to deliver this step change? In response Paul said that a step change was without doubt needed. Many new jobs would come from growth in existing businesses and from the massive investments being made in the area. New jobs would come as a result of the thousands of new homes being built in the area and from the growth in the health and education sectors.  More analysis was needed to keep a check on the realism of targets.

· Was there any indication of the willingness of institutional investors to invest in the area?  Paul said that institutional investment was already available, and some investors had established funds specifically aimed at the growth areas.


· It appeared that, in terms of attracting inward investment, we were doing well in some of our target sectors and less well in others.  What more do we – TGKP, SEEDA, LiK - need to do? Paul said that we had to make our proposition/offer as strong as possible.   We were in pole position, on the edge of London.  We had many strengths to draw on, for example, the Universities at Medway.  

· There was an issue of whether we should focus on our strong sectors or on the weaker ones which needed most help.  It was argued that we needed to do both.  It was also argued that it would be wrong to concentrate our effort too much.

· The Chair said that the need now was to test out the proposed business plan approach on a couple of ‘pilot sectors’.  A couple of bids had already come forward and, as a result,  some funding for the creative sector had already been agreed as part of the SEEDA North Kent Direct Investment Programme.  The need was to get key representatives together from each sector to identify what is needed to create, for that sector or subsector, the most favourable environment for businesses to grow.

· Susan Priest said that SEEDA, in the context of taking forward the RES, were ready to consider proposals do some more work with TGKP in drilling down to assess the needs of key sectors.  It was agreed that David Liston-Jones would prepare a paper, in consultation with colleagues, setting out a way forward on the sector work which could be considered by SEEDA and other partners.

· It was pointed out that the voluntary and community sector was an important sector, and a major employer in its own right, and should not be forgotten.

18. The Chair concluded this part of the meeting by thanking Paul Wookey for his interesting and thought provoking presentation, and for fielding questions from Board members.  In terms of action, he said that it had been agreed that David Liston-Jones would prepare a paper for consideration by SEEDA and others on taking forward the sector work. He asked David to report back on progress at the next Board meeting.  He also suggested we should invite John Walsh, Abbott Laboratories, to attend a future Board meeting.  Paul advised the Board that John Walsh had made an offer for a group from the Board to visit Abbott Laboratories.  It was agreed that Paul would follow up the idea of a visit, which could potentially be combined with one of the Board’s meetings.  

Item 3 – Chief Executive’s Report

19. David Liston-Jones introduced his report (TGKP(06)21), and highlighted those issues that had not been covered separately in the meeting.

Thames Gateway Interim Plan (Strategic Framework)

20. Now that the Interim Plan had been published, the next stage was to see how the various work streams identified in the Plan would be taken forward.  David said that he hoped and expected the collaborative approach adopted by DCLG would be continued. 


Growing Sustainable Communities Summary Report

21. David said that the summary report had now been published and that a copy had been included in the papers for the meeting. Copies had been made available at the Thames Gateway Forum and further copies were available from the TGKP office.  David said he would also be sending out copies to a wide range of partners.

Thames Gateway Forum

22. The Thames Gateway Forum had taken place on 22 and 23 November. David Liston-Jones thanked Magnus Hutchins and LiK for organising the North Kent stand at the Forum which had been shared by a number of partners.  He said that we needed to start thinking now about our involvement next year. David invited views – should we take more space?  What was the value gained from attending?

23. Magnus informed the Board that he had now held a number of de-briefing sessions, to get feedback from attendees in terms of the size of the stand, its cost and value for money and to consider the approach that should be taken for next year’s event.  From an inward investment perspective the quality and quantity of contacts was down on previous years. With the new ownership of the Forum company there may be some changes next year; the event needed to open out to a wider audience.

24. In discussion the following further points were made:

a. It was difficult to judge the added value of the event, it would be some months before a proper assessment could be made.  Many of the attendees were already very familiar with the Gateway and the number of new useful contacts with potential investors was small.

b. There were mixed views reported from investors who had attended. Some had been impressed. Others had reported that they took away a negative impression of the Gateway, in that they heard more about the problems than the opportunities

c. On the other hand the scale of the event, and the number of people attending, gave a good indication of the major commitment from partners to the Thames Gateway.   Contacts made at previous years’ events had subsequently led to real benefits for projects

d. The dinner on the first evening was not a useful event – it had become too large to be enjoyable and too much time was spent queuing to get in etc.

e. It was argued that despite the shortcomings it was nevertheless important for the Kent part of the Gateway to have a presence at the Forum

f. Some found the event interesting overall although it was argued that the seminars could be made more imaginative and should be priced at a level which voluntary and community organisations could afford.

25. It was suggested that the Board’s views should be fed back to inform next year’s event.  It was agreed that David Liston-Jones would liaise with Magnus Hutchins to ensure that these views were fed back in writing to the organisers.  


Greening the Gateway
26. David Liston-Jones asked the Board to note the proposal to appoint a Greening the Gateway Director and for the post to be co-located with TGKP at SEEDA’s offices in Chatham Maritime.

27. In discussion it was argued that, whilst the renewed focus on green issues was welcome, some of the ideas being promoted needed to be viewed with caution and examined critically; there should be no return to the Regional Park proposal put forward in the past.

28. It was pointed out that the Director once appointed could also make use of hotdesk facilities, such as those offered by the Community Enterprise Hub in Swale.

29. David Liston-Jones said his understanding was that the Thames Gateway Parklands initiative would build on work already underway, such as the Green Grids, and that there was no intention to impose any new governance structures or to take powers away from the statutory authorities.

Thames Gateway Political Events Programme

30. David Liston-Jones sought the Board’s views on TGKP’s involvement in a political events programme.  Currently TGKP participated in the annual Parliamentary reception but, unlike the South Essex and London Partnerships, did not get involved in or sponsor other events, for example at the party conferences.  

31. In a brief discussion doubt was expressed about the benefits of participating in some of these events, particularly those at the party conferences.  

32. It was agreed that TGKP would not take part or sponsor events at the party conferences, but would keep open the possibility of participating in the annual reception and in other, smaller events such as briefing sessions on key issues for MPs and Special Advisers.

Item 5 – Budget Report

33. The Board noted the Partnership’s financial position for the current financial year as set out in paper TGKP(06)22.

AOB

34. Susan Priest reported to the Board that the new Regional Economic Strategy had been launched and that the emphasis now was on implementation of the Strategy.  Susan informed the Board that SEEDA had embarked on a review of the partnerships in the South East with which it worked, including the AIF partnerships.  The aim was to make sure that the partnership arrangements were structured so as to enable the most effective delivery of the RES.  The results of the review would be known in June.


35. Andy de Lord asked for DCLG’s thanks to be recorded for the contributions made by everyone on TGKP to the preparation of the Interim Plan.

36. Peter Southcombe drew the Board’s attention to the fact that the section in the Interim Plan describing the feasibility study being carried out into the potential for making the Thames Gateway a low/zero carbon development area, made no mention of biomass/renewable energy.  Andy de Lord said he would take Peter’s point back to the Department.

37. As there was no other business the Chair concluded the Board meeting at 6.55pm.

Item 7 – Dates of Future Meetings

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

· Thursday, 22 February (Room S33)
· Thursday, 10 May (Room G15)
· Thursday, 13 September (Room G15)
· Thursday, 6 December - AGM/Board (Room G15)



APPROVED AT BOARD MEETING HELD ON 22 FEBRUARY 2007
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David to prepare a paper and report back to next meeting








Paul W to follow-up idea of visit to Abbotts
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David L-J to feed back views to organisers in liaison with LiK
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