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THAMES GATEWAY KENT PARTNERSHIP (TGKP)    

	Minutes of the Thames Gateway Kent Partnership Board Meeting held Room G15, Canterbury Christ Church University, Rowan Williams Court, Chatham Maritime, Chatham, Kent  ME4 4UF at 4.30pm on Thursday 10 May 2007.


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 Mrs Jane Chitty, Medway Council 

Mr Barry Clout, Medway Renaissance Partnership


Cllr Tony Martin, Kent Thameside Delivery Board


Mrs Susan Priest, South East England Development Agency


Mr Peter Southcombe, North Kent Community Forum

Observers

Mr Gwyn Drake (Highways Agency)

Mr Martin Tugwell (SEERA)
Also present:


Mr Jeff Alexander, SEEDA


Mr Neil Davies, Medway Council 


Mr Robert Hardy, Kent County Council

Mr Graham Harris, Dartford Borough Council


Ms Stephanie Holt, Kent County Council

Mr David Liston-Jones, Thames Gateway Kent Partnership


Mr Greg MacDonald, Swale Forward


Mr Pete Raine, Kent County Council


Miss Linda Searle, TGKP

Mr Michael Ward, Kent Thameside Delivery Board

Mr Brian Weddell, Medway Renaissance Partnership

Mr Jim Wintour, Gravesham Borough Council
Apologies

	Apologies were received from: Mr Mark Bilsborough, Swale Borough Council; Mr Harvey Bradshaw (Environment Agency - Observer); Mr Kevin Bush (Swale Forward); Cllr Rodney Chambers, Medway Renaissance Partnership; Mr Alan Cherry, Medway Renaissance Partnership; Mr Paul Clark, Member of Parliament; Ms Clair Fisher  (Government Office South East - Observer); Mr Roger Gough, Kent County Council; Stephen Stringer (Communities and Local Government - Observer) and Ms Christine White, Swale Forward.


	Welcome and Chairman’s introduction


	

	1.
	Cllr Bowles (taking the Chair for the beginning of the meeting) noted that this was both Cllr. Burden and Pete Raine’s last meeting.  He thanked them both, on behalf of the whole Board, for their support and for the excellent contributions they had made to the Board’s deliberations.  Pete introduced Robert Hardy, from KCC, who was taking on his role until a replacement had been appointed.  


	

	2.
	Cllr Bowles welcomed Jeff Alexander, Executive Director Global Competitiveness (SEEDA), and Stephanie Holt (KCC), Kent Manager for the 2012 Games, to the meeting.


	

	Minutes/Matters arising from the Board meeting held on 22 February


	

	3.
	The draft minutes of the Board meeting on 22 February were agreed.


	

	4.
	Point 5 (AGM Minutes) - The Board was asked to note that the AGM Minutes had been revised to take account of comments made at the last Board meeting and would be resubmitted for formal approval at the next AGM meeting due to be held on 6 December 2007.


	AGM Minutes to be resubmitted for approval at 6 Dec AGM

	5.


	Point 26 (Transport Study) – David Liston-Jones reported that in the light of the concerns expressed at the last Board meeting about circulating material in advance of the May elections, and given that there was no overriding requirement to complete the study urgently, it had been decided to delay circulating a draft until after the elections.  A draft would be circulated for comments shortly.  


	DL-J to circulate draft for comments

	Item 2 – Implementation of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) – Joint Presentation by Susan Priest and Jeff Alexander (SEEDA)


	

	6.
	The Chairman invited Susan Priest and Jeff Alexander to give their presentation.  Susan said that they would focus on four issues:

· The RES Implementation Plan

· Thames Gateway Economic Statement

· Sub-Regional Partnership Review

· Simplification of business 


	

	7.

8.
	RES Implementation Plan - Susan described the Vision for the RES and the three Key Challenges of Global Competitiveness, Smart Growth and Sustainable Prosperity.  The linkages between these challenges were illustrated diagramatically. A draft RES Implementation Plan was about to be issued which would set out the targets and actions needed to deliver the RES.  Following a 12-week consultation period, the aim was to approve the final Implementation Plan in the Autumn.  The Implementation Plan would itself feed into the preparation of SEEDA’s own Corporate Plan.  The Implementation Plan was supported by Contour ‘daughter’ strategies for the rural, inner and coastal areas of the region.

Thames Gateway Economic Statement - Susan then referred to the wider pan-Thames Gateway work which SEEDA had been doing with the East of England development Agency and the London Development Agency.  An Economic Statement had been published jointly by the 3 RDAs in November alongside the Thames Gateway Interim Plan.  The RDAs recognised the need to step-up and deliver on the plans for the Gateway, and this was reflected in their recent appointment of Margaret Caust as RDA Director for the whole Gateway.  The Economic Statement identified 4 ‘Spatial Transformers’ essential to the success of the Gateway. These included Ebbsfleet Valley, where SEEDA were already working with the Kent Thameside Delivery Board to maximise opportunities, and the Ports ‘Cluster’.  A number of ‘Thematic Transformers’ were also identified.  The next step was the preparation of an Action Plan for each of the Transformers which would feed into CSR allocation decisions.  Susan said she hoped that from all of this the RDAs’ commitment to the Thames Gateway was clearly demonstrated.


	

	9.
	The Chair invited comments on these issues from the Board.  The following points were made:


	

	
	· The Regional Assembly and SEEDA were keen to get the maximum synergies between the RES and the South East Plan and would be working towards the preparation of a single Implementation Plan.

· How were the Local Regeneration Partnerships (LRPs) going to be engaged in the RDAs’ work on the four Spatial Transformers? It was agreed that there needed to be close dialogue. For example, there would be value in a meeting or meetings between the LRPs and Margaret Caust.


	SEEDA to consider with Margaret Caust

	10.
	Sub-Regional Partnership Review – Susan explained the policy context for the Review and the reasons for carrying it out.  SEEDA needed partnership structures which were ‘fit for purpose’ to deliver the new RES.  The Agency currently invested £18m a year in supporting partnerships and their activities in the region.  It was important to take stock, see how well the present arrangements were working and decide what the arrangements should be in the future. There were a number of emerging policy themes – the Treasury wanted to strengthen the links between business and the public sector, there was a greater focus on sub-regions to address needs of economic areas and Local Area Agreements were being seen as the key mechanism for aligning priorities and funding.


	

	11.
	Susan went on to say that SEEDA had commissioned GHK Consultants to advise them on the Review.  GHK’s interim report had concluded that ‘no change’ was not an option.  The Review had identified what was working well, as well as what was wrong with the partnership arrangements in some places.  SEEDA wanted to simplify and rationalise these arrangements.  The Agency would support effective business input into LAAs and also support formal collaboration across functional economic areas, such as Thames Gateway Kent.


	

	12.
	SEEDA would be issuing a ‘Proposition’ for consultation later in the month.  SEEDA was keen to get responses from partners on what arrangements would be best for their areas. There would be a 4-week consultation period and the aim was that the SEEDA Board would take decisions in July.  


	

	13.
	In discussion the following points were made:

· SEEDA was asked how this would apply to Thames Gateway Kent.  Susan responded by saying that given the Thames Gateway initiative and the regeneration frameworks developed by the LRPs, we were in a better position in North Kent in terms of strategy and planning than in some other parts of the region. She could not envisage a future without TGKP; the issue was whether changes were needed in terms of its structure, its funding etc.  For example SEEDA were looking for stronger private sector involvement in partnerships.  

· It was argued that North Kent made sense as an economic block, although it was pointed out that its proximity and economic links to London meant the area could not be considered in isolation.  

· There was uncertainty as to how cross-boundary working and Multi-Area Agreements could operate in the area.  Jeff Alexander commented that SEEDA was not looking at issues in terms of administrative boundaries.  The Gatwick Diamond and the Thames Gateway straddled administrative boundaries. The test was how well partners came together across administrative boundaries.

· The Chairman commented that TGKP was the one economic partnership where all the local authorities in North Kent came together.  There were already four private sector places on the Board but this was a good opportunity to draw in more private sector representation.

· The SEEDA Review was to be welcomed. The reality was that resources in future were going to be constrained and it was important to rationalise and focus effort.  Continued support for TGKP as a partnership was also welcomed.  The comment was made that if TGKP was abolished it would only have to be reinvented. 

· Concern was expressed about how long it would take to reach decisions on the Review. These decisions had consequences not just for partnerships but also for the many important projects which were supported by the existing partnership structures (under ‘devolved funding’).  Unless continued SEEDA funding into the next financial year was decided soon, the future of many worthwhile projects would be at risk.  In response SEEDA said that it was hoped to take decisions on future partnership structures in July, and decisions on the future of the ‘devolved funding’ in the Autumn.  The importance of reaching early decisions was fully recognised.  SEEDA also fully appreciated the impact their decisions would have on the future of projects and on people’s jobs. It was, therefore, essential that decisions were taken carefully in the light of these implications.

· There was still a good deal of uncertainty on how the different funding mechanisms and partnership arrangements – Local Area agreement, Local Strategic Partnerships, CLG Thames Gateway funding – would operate in the future and how they would relate to each other.  Much would depend on the outcome of the Treasury’s Sub-National Review. In these circumstances it was difficult to see how SEEDA could reach firm decisions on which partnerships it would support in July.  Jeff Alexander said that SEEDA recognised the difficulty. It was necessary to balance the desire to wait until these issues were settled and the need to give people certainty as soon as possible about SEEDA’s intentions.


	

	14.
	The Chairman said that, as there would not be another Board meeting before responses were required by SEEDA to the ‘proposition’, the Board needed to decide on the process for agreeing a TGKP response.  It was suggested that David Liston-Jones should liaise with each of the LRPs, with Medway Council and with KCC on what the response should say and then, in the light of those consultations and of this discussion, circulate a draft response to the Board for comment and approval.  A revised TGKP response would be prepared in the light of comments received and submitted to the Chair and Vice-Chair for final approval prior to sending to SEEDA. The Board agreed to this process.


	David Liston-Jones to prepare draft response and circulate to Board Members for comment and approval

	15.
	Business Support Simplification Programme - Jeff Alexander described the steps being taken to simplify and rationalise business support.  The current system was too complex and not up to delivering the challenges presented in the RES.  The aim was to reduce the number of schemes from around 3,000 to about 100.  But it was not just about the number of schemes or products; the programme was also about improving the channels for businesses to access support and for the delivery of support.  He emphasised that this was not about reducing choice, losing good schemes or cost cutting.  A key point was that Business Link would be placed as the primary channel for accessing business support.  The challenge was to ensure the Business Link model was fit for purpose, not to create new channels.  The intention was to issue a national consultation document in July, before the Summer Recess. 


	

	16.
	The Chairman invited Board members to comment on the issues raised in the presentation.  The following points were made:

· How would business support for social enterprises and other voluntary/community organisations be dealt with?  Jeff responded that there was an ongoing debate over whether there should be specific schemes for the third sector or whether it was preferable to ‘mainstream’ support for the third sector with that for businesses generally.

· Jeff was asked what the governance arrangements would be for the new business support programme.  He replied that there would be some kind of body, at the national level, reporting to Ministers that would police and evaluate the business support system.  There were also plans, not yet agreed, to establish governance arrangements at the regional level.

	

	17.
	The Chairman concluded this item by thanking Susan Priest and Jeff Alexander for their helpful and very informative presentations.


	

	Item 3 – Olympic and Paralympic Games 2012 – Stephanie Holt, KCC


	

	18.
	The Chairman invited Stephanie Holt, Kent Manager for the 2012 Games, to give her presentation to the Board.


	

	19.
	Stephanie explained to the Board how the Kent Campaign for the 2012 Games was being organised.  The Kent Campaign, which included both Kent and Medway, was being launched on the 14 May 2007.  A number of working groups had been established covering different themes; it had been decided to adopt a thematic rather than a geographical approach.  Stephanie highlighted the Cultural Olympiad which would run from 2008 to 2012.  A key focus for the campaign was on the massive business opportunities that would arise for businesses from the multi billion pound expenditure on the games.  A key priority was to ensure firms in Kent and Medway had access to information on these opportunities.  

Thames Gateway Kent was also in a fantastic position to take advantage of the tourism opportunities provided by the Games; visitors to the games will on average spend 3 days in the country - two at the Games and one on other things.  The aim was to get as many as possible to spend their additional day in Kent. A key issue was the provision of hotels.

Volunteering provided further opportunities for the area – in total over 70,000 volunteers would be required, and a pre-Games Volunteering Programme was being drawn up.

A Thames Gateway Olympic Legacy group had been established by CLG and some funding was available for Olympic legacy projects in the Gateway.

Stephanie concluded with one message - Be inspired!   


	

	20.
	The Chairman then invited each of the Local Regeneration Partnerships to report on their own activities in preparation for the Games.  


	

	21.
	Michael Ward said that Kent Thameside’s focus was on the potential of the transport link at Ebbsfleet; this was their unique selling point.  Discussions had taken place with LOCOG, ODA and CLG.  A key issue was who did we want to bring in from Ebbsfleet – was it workers at the site, visitors, and/or international tourists?  Another important consideration was that it wasn’t all about getting to Stratford, some people would want to get to Greenwich using the North Kent line.  In this context a key priority, which would have a valuable legacy benefit, would be to improve the connectivity between Ebbsfleet and Northfleet station.

  
	

	22.
	Greg Macdonald, on behalf of Swale Forward, said that their strategy would be further developed following the launch of Kent campaign on   14 May.  A number of ideas were being considered eg training/holding camps, tourism etc.  There was a need to improve accommodation/bed and breakfast.  The aim was to think not in terms of what the Games could do for Swale, but what Swale could do for Games and the Gateway. 


	

	23.
	Neil Davies, on behalf of Medway, said that they were following similar themes to other areas including the provision of training camps.  Medway were also focusing on the role of the universities.   Neil highlighted the potential for using the Games to highlight the need to tackle longer-term public health issues such as obesity.  


	

	24.
	In discussion, the following further points were made:

· The importance of the Games was not just about the few weeks leading up to and including the Games themselves, but the 4 years before and the 6 years afterwards.

· SEEDA had just launched the Compete, Create, Collaborate document billed as “South East’s Offer for the 2012 Games”.  The intention of working with all 3 sectors in developing plans was welcomed.  SEEDA reported that Paddy Herlihy had been appointed as South East Coordinator for the 2012 Games, and he was based at their Chatham offices.

· It was argued that partners in North Kent needed to be consistent in their approach eg on training camps and it was important for the efforts to be coordinated.

· Stephanie said that in comparison with other parts of the region, Kent and Medway were well ahead in their preparations, with 120 facilities put forward for consideration.  One area where we struggled was in the number of world class sporting facilities that we could offer.

· In response to a question on involvement of businesses, Stephanie said that their focus had been on making contact with the small and medium sized companies 

· In response to a question about involvement of local MPs Stephanie replied that Derek Wyatt and Hugh Robertson were on the Advisory Board which met with her on a quarterly basis.

· The arrangements for involving people, eg through volunteering, needed to be thought through carefully so as to make it a practical option for them to take part.


	

	25.
	In conclusion, the Chairman thanked Stephanie for her interesting and helpful presentation.  He said that it was important for the Partnership to continue to stay in close touch with the Olympics preparations so as to ensure that, whenever necessary, a North Kent approach can be agreed. 


	

	Item 4 – Chief Executive’s Report


	

	26.
	The Chairman invited David Liston-Jones to introduce his report.  David reported that he had sought and obtained the Chairman’s approval to TGKP participation in Thames Gateway Parliamentary Group Meeting, addressed by Yvette Cooper, which was taking place on 16 May. Confirmed attendees so far were Rob Bennett, David Liston-Jones, Rob Scott and Greg Macdonald.  The representative from Medway Renaissance was yet to be decided. 


	Medway Council to confirm rep to the 16 May meeting

	27.
	David sought the Board’s approval to support the remainder of this year’s Parliamentary Programme, at a cost of £2,000 (paragraph 10 of the report).  This was agreed.

	

	28.
	David Liston-Jones invited the Board to email him with suggestions for Agenda items for the TGKP Board meeting due to be held on 13 September.


	Board to email DL-J suggested Agenda items for Sep Board

	Item 5 – Budget Report


	

	29.
	The Board agreed the Budget Report.


	

	30.
	David informed the Board that he felt there would be a need for discussions at the September Board with regard to future funding of the partnership.  This was agreed.

	Add to Agenda for Sep Board

	Any other Business


	

	31.
	There was no other business and the Board meeting closed at 6.45pm.


	


APPROVED AT BOARD MEETING HELD ON 13 SEPTEMBER 2007
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