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1. PERSONAL DETAILS 

1.1. My name is Richard Jacques and I appear at this public inquiry on behalf of the Joint 

Parishes Group (JPG). I have been helped in the preparation of this proof of 

evidence by colleagues within the JPG. 

1.2 I am Parish Councillor and resident of Thurham and I Chair the JPG.  

1.3 I am not an expert in planning law or any other technical matter relevant to this public 

inquiry. I appear as a local resident/Parish Councillor and a member of the JPG. 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE   

2.1 I will set out below why the JPG believes KIG will undermine strategic economic 

objectives.  

2.2 We believe KIG will undermine national, regional and local strategic economic 

objectives.  In particular, it will undermine the Governmentôs strategy to regenerate 

parts of London, Thames Gateway and East Kent and conflict with Government 

policy to seek to co-ordinate and target investment by both public and private sectors 

in the right places.   

3.  STRATEGIC ECONOMIC OBJECTIVES 

3.1 The Government presented its latest policy on regeneration in ñTransforming places; 

changing lives: taking forward the regeneration frameworkò1. In this new national 

framework the Government responds to the consultation on the draft Transforming 

Places; Changing Lives ï a framework for regeneration, Communities and Local 

Government2, with a commitment to: 

 άƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎέ3. 

3.2 It makes it clear that such targeting should apply to both the public and private 

sectors, and builds on the strategy set out in ñBuilding Britainôs Future: New Industry 

and New Jobsò 4, that there is a vital role for better coordination of the public sector at 

the regional and local level, working in partnership with the private sector.  

3.3 It sets out four factors that can be analysed to help prioritise and target investment.  

They are:  

 the level of deprivation; 

                                                           
1
 Transforming places; changing lives: taking forward the regeneration framework ( DCLG, 2009) 

2
 Ibid.,  

3
 Ibid., para 23 

4
 .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ CǳǘǳǊŜΣ bŜǿ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ bŜǿ Wƻōǎ ό.9wwΣ нллфύ 
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 the strength of the wider sub-regional economy; 

 the economic characteristics of the area and; 

 the dynamics of the area (whether itôs getting better or worse).   

3.4 Given that places such as Thames Gateway, London, Ashford and East Kent, are 

clearly suffering from higher levels of deprivation, have significantly weaker social-

economic characteristics and their regeneration is crucial to the future prosperity of 

the UK, it would make sense to encourage investment in infrastructure to be located 

there. We do not intend to go into a comparative analysis here because the 

assessment of the economic, social and infrastructure challenges in the Thames 

Gateway contained in their most recent ñDelivery Planò5 compared to Maidstoneôs 

most recent economic development is self evident. 6 

3.5 The National Audit Office report ñThe Thames Gateway: Laying the Foundationsò 

identified the lack of transport infrastructure as the main constraint to development in 

the Gateway:  

ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DŀǘŜǿŀȅέΦ7 

3.6 It would seem logical therefore to encourage investment in improved infrastructure in 

areas identified by the Government as in need of requiring regeneration, such as the 

Thames Gateway.  

3.7 The strategy behind the Governmentôs ñSustainable Communitiesò approach that led 

to the designation of growth areas such as the Thames Gateway and East Kent, 

stated:  

ñOver many years we have been too wasteful of precious greenfield land. 
New developments have often taken far more land than they need, and the 
full potential of previously developed land has not been exploited.ò 8 

 
   

3.8 I could not agree more. To allow KIG on a precious greenfield site would undermine 
clear strategic economic objectives and well established government regeneration 
policies.  

 

4. EMPLOYMENT  

                                                           
5
 The Thames Gateway Delivery Plan (DCLG, 2007) 

6
 Maidstone Economic Development and Tourism Plan 2004-05 

7
 National Audit Office, The Thames Gateway: Laying the Foundations (NAO, May 2007), page 30 

8
 Sustainable Communities: Building for the Future, ODPM, 2003, Page 6 
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4.1 Who is going to work at KIG? We - in the immediate area - have a relatively low 

unemployment problem ï normally 1.5%9, and even in the midst of the worst 

economic downturn in recent memory it is only 2.7% compared to a national average 

of 7.8%.10 I also set out, for the sake of clarity, in Appendix 1 the areas of Kent with 

higher levels of unemployment.  The South East Plan suggests SRFIs should be 

based where a high speed rail line intersects with the M25 and you will note that at 

least two of the areas of Kent with much high unemployment are closer to the M25 

than KIG.  

4.2 This would surely mean that a very high percentage of the staffing requirements 

would travel by car to the site from distances of between 10 and 30 miles or more ï 

from areas where there is higher and rising unemployment ï thereby raising carbon 

emissions on the way ï and going against the Governmentôs recommendations on 

Sustainable Communities,11 whereby workers should live closer to work and Policy 

Planning Guidance 13 which states the objective to "reduce the need to travel, 

especially by car." 12 

4.3 Public transport is virtually non-existent to this site and, as those of us who live 

locally know only too well, is simply not an option from the Medway towns.  

4.4 A train journey from the Medway Towns (Gillingham) to Bearsted (KIG site) requires 

2 or 3 changes and is a minimum of 1hr 1 minute long (See national rail online 

timetable, Appendix 2). A road journey is around 7 miles - around 23 minutes.  

4.5 Travelling from further afield (Margate and Ramsgate) will challenge the most ardent 

user of the train services and we know it is planned to reduce services further at 

Maidstone East. Starting at 0800 using a train may prove impossible. A shift worker 

from the Isle of Thanet working at KIG will be faced with a change at Ashford, 

another at Maidstone East and then continuing the journey on a small branch line 

(Source data- Train timetables). 

4.6 Considering a bus service between Medway Towns and Bearsted looks no better as 

there is no direct service (a change at Maidstone) and a journey time  of at least 55 

minutes can be expected (Source Arriva Bus timetables- Appendix 3). 

4.7 So workers will drive. There would be ever more strain on the congested local road 

networks due to employees driving to this site, from across Kent. 

                                                           
9
  Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, Maidstone Borough Council, Economic Assessment Of Proposed Strategic Rail 

Freight Interchange (2009), Page 10 
10

 Kent monthly unemployment bulletin, July 2009 
11

 Sustainable Communities; building for the future, ODPM, 2003 
12

 Planning Policy Guidance 13: Transport, Department for Transport (April 2001), Page 4 
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4.8 An employee at KIG perhaps on low wages, would be faced with a horrendous 

journey by public transport and, if the car is used, roads that are already congested. 

Concern has been expressed and recorded with KCC Highways over the traffic 

volumes around Grove Green (adjacent to Bearsted) as residents have great 

difficulty getting off the estate during the busy traffic hours. 

4.9 We also believe the proposal will exacerbate existing skills shortages and note that 
unfilled vacancies still exist in the distribution and warehousing sector, even in the 
current recession. There has to be a local match between people seeking work with 
the required skills and the jobs available. We assert that the unemployed people with 
the right skills needed to work at the KIG development would have to come from 
further afield, such as the Medway towns and the Thames Gateway.   

 

4.10 We therefore concur with the final report from Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners, 

produced on behalf of Maidstone Borough Council. In particular:  

ñThis suggests that the KIG may find it hard to obtain sufficient workers locally 

but could also result in workers being drawn away from established firms or 

from developments planned in the Kent Thames Gateway.ò 13 

 

4.11 We reject the assertion made by the appellant that the workforce could be mainly 

sourced locally from the economically inactive in Maidstone, Medway and Tonbridge 

& Malling. We submit there are areas of far higher numbers of economically inactive 

and challenge the appellant to produce the figures for the Thames Gateway and East 

Kent as a whole to provide the true puicture. In any event the appellant has not taken 

into account the most recent Government policy, which builds on the previous policy 

of seeking to reduce the need to travel, especially by car, by also seeking to target 

investment to areas of greatest deprivation, ñright placesò, as defined by the criteria in 

paragraph 3.3 above.   Clearly this area cannot be said to be among the most 

deprived on any credible measure.  

4.12 The Joint Parish Councils conclude from looking at this application that this scheme 

would exacerbate the traffic problems and pollution this area already hasï it is most 

emphatically in the wrong place.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
13

 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, Maidstone Borough Council, Economic Assessment Of Proposed Strategic Rail 
Freight Interchange (2009), Page 52 
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5. CONCLUSION  
 

5.1 In conclusion, I invite you to consider the adverse aspects of this proposal in arriving 

at your recommendation. May I suggest the key points to consider in the context of 

the economy and tourism are: 

 

 The failure of the development to meet government policy on the targeting of 

new developments to specific areas where they are most needed; 

 The lack of need for the type of jobs created by the KIG in the local area; as 

compared with the considerable need elsewhere; 

 The negative impact in terms of traffic, pollution, and quality of life for 

employees by forcing people to travel by car into the local area from a 

considerable distance away.   

 

5.2 Finally, there are better alternative sites and no overriding public interest case.  (See 

our Business case Proof and Opening Statement).  

 
5.3 May I thank you for giving me the opportunity of explaining on behalf of the JPG why 

I believe KIG conflicts with national, regional, and local economic and employment 
policies, and how it will be detrimental to the environment and quality of life in the 
area.  
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Appendix 3 ï Arriva Bus Timetables 
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Supporting Documents:  

Unemployment change in Kent: Monthly district unemployment bulletin - July 2009  
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