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2. INFORMATION
2.1
At the Planning Committee of the 25th January 2012, Members approved planning application KET/2010/0743 subject to a Section 106 Obligation being completed  The resolution of the 25th January committee was as follows:
"That planning permission be granted subject to a Section 106 Obligation being completed on or before the 25th April 2012 (3 months from committee date) or if not completed by that date that the application then be determined by the Development Control Manager under delegated powers subject to the following conditions …"

2.2
Since that time officers have worked with the applicants to finalise the S106 Obligation.  This is an information report setting out the details of the S106 as offered by the Joint Applicants.  In summary your officers propose to agree and finalise with the applicants a Section 106 Obligation which provides for:-

1. Bus shelter maintenance contribution £15,000

2. Monitoring Contribution £10,000

3. Fire and Rescue contribution £553.50

4. £430,000 financial contribution for a town centre Environmental Improvement Scheme (EIS) for Desborough

5. Framework Travel Plan

The S106 Obligation will also include a ‘claw-back’ clause which will secure additional financial contribution from the applicants dependent upon the final viability of the development.

2.3
With regard to the EIS the joint Applicants have submitted two options (referred to as Options 2 and 7) to which the £430,000 could contribute.  Alternatively the money could go towards any alternative scheme that the Council might later prefer. The options 2 and 7 can therefore be considered to be illustrative rather the only two choices available.
2.4
This report sets out how the £430,000 contribution towards an Environmental Improvement Scheme meets the committee resolution of the 25th January 2012 and requests Members endorse the Officer’s recommendation to finalise the S106 Obligation.
3.
UPDATED JUSTIFICATION FOR GRANTING PLANNING PERMISSION

3.1
The justification has been updated to reflect the change in national policy since the 25 January 2012 committee.  The updated justification therefore now reads:  

"The proposal is in general accordance with national and local policies as set out in Sections 1, 4, 7, 10 and 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework, Policies 2, 3, 11, 18 and 22 of The East Midlands Regional Plan, Policies 1, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 14 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy, Policies 64 and D2 of the Local Plan for Kettering Borough and Policies CS7 and CS8 of the Northamptonshire Minerals and Waste Core Strategy.  The proposal is also generally in accordance with adopted Supplementary Planning Documents on Biodiversity, Development Contributions and Development and Implementation. There are conflicts with Sections 2 and 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework, Policy 27 of the East Midlands Regional Plan and policies 12 and 13 of the North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy.  The economic benefits of the development, the current poor health of Desborough town centre, the potential negative impact on the health of Rothwell town centre, the substantial harm/loss to the significance of the Desborough Conservation Area and the S106 Obligation are material planning considerations and in reaching the decision to approve the proposal, have been carefully weighed against all relevant policy considerations.  On balance, the weight of policy and considerations in favour of the development outweighs the considerations and policy conflicts which would indicate negatively against the proposed development."

4.
CONSULTATION AND CUSTOMER IMPACT
4.1
The results of the consultation (26 March to 9 April 2012) on the First Scheme are attached at Appendix 1.
4.2
The following comments were received to the second consultation on options 2 and 7 (23 August to 10 September 2012).  A total of 16 comments were received from the public.
4.3
The public comments raised the following points: 
· The January resolution stated the S106 was to be completed in 3 months, the application should be refused as the S106 has taken longer

· The £419,000 will not provide adequate compensation for Desborough’s loss

· The £800,000 does not provide adequate compensation for the loss of heritage in the Conservation Area

· The 10 or so improvements are as cheap as possible and include features we already have or do not want

· The scheme shows a lack of appreciation of the valued materials in the town centre, such as the iron/sandstone buildings, our remains of our heritage

· Neither option 2 nor 7 will compensate for the loss of the Conservation Area and its extraordinary factory

· The proposal would cause traffic congestion

· The applicants say they cannot cover the £773,000 cost without money from elsewhere.  There are no other developments of a scale that would contribute to town centre environmental improvements, the loss of the factory is down to the Tesco development and therefore they should bear the whole cost of all environmental improvements 

· The £413,000 option uses sub-standard materials out of keeping with the ironstone buildings in the town  

· The application should be refused as the fine balance towards the public benefit has now shifted substantially the other way and the town would lose its heritage without proper recompense

· There is no compensation for the loss of landmark heritage and housing

· The refusal to use appropriate stonework in enhancing the area is in fact detrimental

· I cannot understand how a professional organisation like Tesco can move the goal posts to this extent and can only assume that they never intended to honour the original S106 proposal

· The applicants have constantly said they want to respect the heritage and replace the factory with something that enhances the local environment, their current stance is difficult to understand 

· Any reduction in costs will lead to a development which is out of keeping with the nature of the town and is therefore not welcome

· The NPPF was not in place when the decision was made, nor does it relieve the applicant of the need to fulfil the S106 obligations required by the LPA

· The reduction in the S106 offer by almost 50% alters the balance towards the retention of the heritage asset, and to such an extent that the application should be refused

· The committee deliberations took the S106 monies into consideration and was a key part of the decision, with a reduction in the S106 offer that decision must be invalid

· The applicants were aware of the S106 requirement at the time the application came before committee and yet did not make this point [about not being able to afford the £800,000 sought in the S106] at the time 

· There is no other development of any scale possible in the Conservation Area that could pay for any of the Environmental Improvement Scheme

· There were several objections to the silver grey concrete and Council Officers suggested granite, but this has been dismissed by the applicant as unnecessary   

4.4
The Town Council support the two options for the following reasons:
· Option 7 saves £354,251

· The public toilets are to be reinstated in both options but are not part of the final DPP offer

· Car parking on both sides of Station Road will cause traffic flow problems if it remains two-way, parking on one side is preferred and two-way traffic

· Parking to be reinstated opposite the heritage centre

· The crossing is important in the High Street

· 20mph speed limits essential

· Position of signage needs revising, should be closer to Saxon Close/Victoria Street (or as Victoria Street is 20mph, nearer the Church)

· Either option would be acceptable

· Strong recommendation that consideration be given to additional parking at Buckwell Street following the demolition of the public toilets and re-modelling of the tree area (in line with the Urban Design Framework).

4.5
County Highways have made the following comments.  The comments below relate to both schemes equally.
1. The use of certain colours in the tactile paving surface at crossing points is recommended as many partially sighted people have sufficient residual vision to detect strong contrasts in colour and tone. Installing the surface in a colour and tone which contrasts with the surrounding footway will provide a visual indication of the limits of the footway. 
At controlled crossings only the surface should be red to indicate to partially sighted people that the crossing is controlled. Where the surrounding footway or carriageway material is also red then it will be necessary to provide a contrasting border, a minimum of 150mm wide, around the tactile surface. This surrounding colour could be part of the palette for the scheme but the blister paving should be red.
2. White zigzag road markings appear to be missing from the drawings. These markings at crossings are important and are there to ensure that drivers and pedestrians can see each other clearly. Therefore they should be shown on the drawings even if they are only concept in status.
3. Pedestrian crossings road studs are required on all Zebra crossings between the give way lines (also not shown) and the start of the white crossing markings. These studs should be in stainless steel.
4. Havelock Street is one way and a 20mph road therefore no 20mph roundels are required if Station Road becomes 20mph.
5. All 20mph signs will require 30mph signs on the other sides of the posts.
6. The 20mph speed limit requires positive traffic calming features for the Police to be able to enforce the limit and approve its location. This is provided by the raised tables.
7. I would like to see a cross section of the area around the Cross in order to determine the levels, drainage contours and kerb heights etc.
8. At the tree locations, consider the use of resin bonded gravel below the grilles to suppress weed growth. The tree pit and root barriers are acceptable.
9. NCC requires a commuted sum of £1000 per street tree.
10. The lighting along Station Road will at some point (probably 18 months) be replaced as part of the PFI project in Northamptonshire. This work could be usefully tied in with the works associated with the Tesco street scene improvements.
5.
UPDATE ON PLANNING POLICY
5.1
The new National Planning Policy Framework was published on the 27th March 2012, and replaced most Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPG).  All the PPS and PPG that were referred to in the 25th January 2012 committee report are therefore now superseded.  The exception is PPS10 Planning and Sustainable Waste Management which is still extant national policy.  Members need to be aware of this substantial change of policy.

5.2 
PPS4 defined retail development as a main town centre use.  The PPS was considered in relation to the principle of retail development on the site and the scale and nature of the proposed retail and its economic impact.  The report referred to the objectives of the PPS, the general impact tests (policy EC10), whether the site should be considered in centre or edge of centre, and the scale of the retail development.
5.3
PPS4 was replaced with NPPF Policy 2 ‘Ensuring the vitality of town centres’. NPPF Policy 1 ‘Building a strong competitive economy’ is also relevant in that it commits to securing sustainable economic growth.  The NPPF takes a very similar approach to town centres as the former PPS4 by retaining the sequential approach to retail and promoting town centres as the most appropriate location for retail development.  The NPPF refers to the need to allocate a range of sites to meet the scale and type of retail (and other) development in town centres.  It is therefore considered that national policy on retail development and economic growth has not changed substantially and that the conclusions within the 25th January 2012 committee report remain valid.

5.4
PPS5 was relevant to the proposal as it provided guidance on developments which affect designated heritage assets (a Conservation Area) and heritage assets (the Lawrences factory and cottages).  The PPS set out a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and required clear and convincing justification for the loss of a designated heritage asset.  The application was considered against policy HE9.2(i) which stated that ‘the harm/loss of significance is necessary in order to deliver substantial public benefits that outweigh the harm/loss’.  HE9.2(ii) was considered and the tests in that policy were considered not to have been met.

5.5
PPS5 was replaced with NPPF Policy 12  which states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  Any harm/loss should require clear and convincing justification.  The NPPF states that ‘where development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss…’.  The NPPF retains the HE9.2(ii) test in paragraph 133.   It is therefore considered that national policy on the historic environment has not changed substantially and that the conclusions within the 25th January 2012 committee report remain valid.
5.6
In conclusion; it is considered that the most relevant sections of the new NPPF remain very similar in substance to the previous national policy.

5.7
Due to the change in national policy, the Council has updated the recommended conditions that were stated in the 25th January 2012 report.  The revised conditions are attached as Appendix 2.
6.
CONSIDERATIONS
6.1
The key issues are:
A. Background: The First Scheme 

B. Environmental Improvement Scheme – Options 2 and 7
A. Background: The First Scheme 

6.1
The 25 January 2012 Committee Report clearly stated that the S106 obligation sought by the Council was to provide for a scheme of environmental improvements to the town centre.  The Council and the applicant had agreed that the Scheme was to cover an area defined by the Town Centre boundary, the D2 policy area and the Conservation Area.  Broadly speaking, the area concerned is therefore Station Road and part of the High Street (from the junction with Harborough Road up to and including the shops on High street and the large open area outside those shops).  The type of improvements were generally agreed to be streetscape, landscaping, shopfronts to commercial properties and boundary treatment to residential units.  Since the committee resolution, the Council has worked with the joint applicants to agree the details of a Scheme.

6.2
The Council consulted upon an Environmental Improvement Scheme (EIS) submitted by the applicants from 26 March to 10 April 2012 (the ‘first scheme’).  The first scheme is attached at Appendix 3.
6.3
The first scheme was costed by the applicant at £433,288.  The Council also had the first scheme independently costed, which showed that the first scheme would cost between approximately £465,500 and £943,100 (dependent upon the materials used).
B. Environmental Improvement Scheme – Options 2 and 7
6.4
Since the committee resolution in January and consultation on the First Scheme, Officers have looked at length at the design of an EIS including appropriate materials, with the aim of ensuring that the financial contribution sought would provide for a scheme of appropriate quality for Desborough Town centre.  The Council sent detailed comments to the applicants on the 27 June (see Appendix 4).

6.5
The NPPF stresses the importance of design quality.  One of the core principles of the NPPF (paragraph 17) is to ‘always seek to secure high quality design’.  Paragraph 64 states:
"Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions."


Paragraph 66 goes on to say:
"Applicants will be expected to work closely with those directly affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community.  Proposals that can demonstrate this in developing the design of the new development should be looked on more favourably."

6.6
As mentioned above, the applicants have submitted two alternative costed options, which are referred to as Options 2 and 7.  These options were consulted on from the 23 August to 10 September 2012.  Option 2 is based upon revisions to the first scheme. Option 7 is a less significant scheme which the joint applicants’ state focuses on perceived key priorities.  The applicants contend that either scheme would form part of the package of substantial public benefits to Desborough as outlined in the committee report of the 25 January 2012.
6.7
In negotiating the EIS the Joint Applicants have referred to the potential viability of the scheme, and this is a material consideration to the extent of the contribution proposed.  In accordance with standard Council practice in these circumstances, the Council requested a full ‘open-book’ assessment of viability.

6.8
National policy in the NPPF is a material consideration in planning decisions.  NPPF paragraph 173 states:
"Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision taking…to ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development…should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable." 
6.9
The total value of a development is made up of land costs, development costs, the return (profit) and finally the maximum sum available to mitigate the impact of the proposed development.  In this case, the joint applicants argue that such value/costs will only allow the level of contributions currently offered, and that any greater amount of contributions would make the development financially unviable.

6.10
The Council has undertaken a review of financial viability via an independent and appropriately qualified Viability Assessor. On the basis of that assessment it is considered that, given the land values and developers’ acquisition costs associated with developing this site, the level of contributions offered are reasonable and will still provide for an EIS of sufficient quality in line with the Committee’s resolution of 25 January 2012.  Members should note that the S106 Obligation will include a ‘claw-back’ clause which will obligate the developers to pay a higher figure to the Council for the EIS if the financial viability of developing the site improves prior to commencement of development. 

Option 2 and Option 7

6.11
The applicants propose to fund £430,000 towards the cost of an EIS.  The table below illustrates the similarities and differences between the two alternative (illustrative) options proposed by the joint applicants. The joint applicants have costed Option 2 at £418,921 and Option 7 at £773,173.
	Element of the Proposed Scheme
	Option 2
	Option 7
	Difference between the two Options

	High Street

	Scope of works
	1685sqm
	1150sqm
	Option 2 covers a larger area

	Speed restriction
	20mph
	As Option 2
	None

	Tree planting and new seating 
	11 new trees in High Street

Seating in High Street square

2 new trees in Havelock Street
	As Option 2
	None

	Yellow line parking restrictions
	Yellow lines on both sides of High Street retained except for the new parking area.  Station Road yellow lines amended around parking areas and raised tables 
	As Option 2
	None


	Element of the Proposed Scheme
	Option 2
	Option 7
	Difference between the two Options

	Heavy duty raised kerb adjacent to the George Pub 
	Raised kerb
	Raised kerb
	None

	High Street square – redesigned and resurfaced
	Marshalls conservation concrete (silver grey), banding in la linea (anthracite basalt), circle feature in tegula cobbles (pennant grey), marshalls conservation concrete steps (silver grey), Concrete tactile paving (natural)
	As Option 2
	None

	High Street/Station Road junction raised table
	mistral flat faced (charcoal)
	As Option 2
	None

	High Street new Parking area


	mistral flat faced (charcoal)
	As Option 2
	None

	High Street Zebra crossing (raised)


	Material not stated 

Concrete tactile paving (charcoal)
	Material not stated 

Concrete tactile paving (charcoal)
	None (depends upon materials however)

	Road surface between zebra crossing and raised table
	Resurfaced using SMA
	As Option 2
	None

	Pavement 
	Resurfaced using Mistral flat faced (charcoal)
	Red paving retained and repaired
	The pavement is to be fully resurfaced in Option 2, but not in Option 7 (extent of resurfacing not shown on plans – says 535sqm in costings)

	Toilet refurbishment
	£10,000
	As option 2
	None

	Station Road

	Scope of works
	2980sqm
	2768sqm
	Option 2 covers larger area

	Speed restrictions 
	20mph
	As option 2
	None

	Road surface 
	Resurfaced using SMA
	As option 2
	None

	Pavements
	Resurfaced using Mistral flat faced (charcoal)
	Red paving retained and repaired
	The pavement is to be fully resurfaced in Option 2, but not in Option 7 (extent of resurfacing not shown on plans - say 2350sqm in costings)

	Raised tables at Cricks Passage junction 
	mistral flat faced (charcoal) 
	mistral flat faced (charcoal)
	None



	Raised table at New Street/Welland Court junctions
	mistral flat faced (charcoal) 
	n/a
	Option 7 has no raised table at this junction

	Zebra south of junction with New Street 
	Raised table constructed of: Marshalls conservation (silver grey) and La Linea (anthracite basalt)blister tactile paving (charcoal)
	blister tactile paving (charcoal)
	Both options have zebra crossings but Option 2 is raised and uses the new materials palette


	Element of the Proposed Scheme
	Option 2
	Option 7
	Difference between the two Options

	Threshold north of New Street to raised table 
	Marshalls conservation (silver grey) and La Linea (anthracite basalt)
	n/a
	No raised table in Option 7

	Revised on street parking
	New parking outside Ritz blocking car park entrance.  Parking opposite Heritage Centre removed
	As Option 2
	None

	All parking areas
	Resurfaced using SMA
	As Option 2
	None

	Pavement build outs to create parking areas
	Paved and with bollard
	As option 2
	None 

	Raised table at Havelock Street junction
	Mistral flat faced (charcoal) and La Linea (anthracite basalt)
	Mistral flat faced (charcoal) and La Linea (anthracite basalt)
	Raised table in Option 7 is smaller than that in Option 2.  The Option 2 raised table covers more of both Havelock Street and Station Road.

	Zebra south of junction with Havelock Street
	Marshalls conservation (silver grey) blister tactile paving (charcoal) La Linea (anthracite basalt)
	As Option 2
	None

	Havelock Square
	Retained and refurbished
	As Option 2
	None

	Zebra and raised table north of junction with Burghley Close
	Mistral flat faced (charcoal) and La Linea (anthracite basalt) blister tactile paving (charcoal)
	As Option 2 except less La Linea (anthracite basalt) details
	Option 7 includes less design detail.

The location blocks the vehicular entrance to the flats

	TOTAL COST
	£773,173
	£418,921
	


6.13 
The two significant differences between the Schemes are therefore that Option 7:
1. Does not replace the red brick pavements in the Scheme area, and 

2. Includes fewer and smaller raised tables in the highway of Station Road to slow traffic and prioritise pedestrian movement.

Officer considerations
6.14
Since the first scheme was published, the applicant has agreed the following amendments to the EIS which are included in Schemes 2 and 7:
1. 50mm yellow lines (narrow lines are more appropriate in a Conservation Area) 

2. Revised the material for the raised tables and used the same material for each, for consistency

3. High Street zebra crossing moved further towards the Library     

4. Unnecessary zebra crossings removed

5. Tegula cobbles material agreed

6. La linea material for line details agreed

7. A rendered plinth to the steps on the square has been removed

8. Hanging baskets retained

9. Plans now show the recommended tree species.

6.15
The Highways Authority have raised detailed comments on both Schemes but are satisfied with the Schemes in principle.  The detailed points can be addressed in a finalised Scheme. 
6.16
Officers consider that an EIS should include the following revisions to the Options submitted:

1.
Materials for High Street square: 
It is considered that the material proposed (Marshalls Conservation Concrete in Silver Grey) is not appropriate because of its modern appearance.  Officers suggested granite paving as an alternative.  The joint applicants consider granite will not complement the adjacent iron stone buildings and would add to costs.  Consultation feedback has also highlighted a dislike for the chosen material for the reason it is grey and does not sit well with the ironstone buildings in the area.  The Council have received costings for granite.  The granite would cost £95 per square metre compared to the £65 per square metre for the applicants’ choice of material.
2.
Pavement Materials:

Officers advised the joint applicants to replace all the red brick sett paving with paving slabs; as this would be more in keeping with the original materials used in Station Road and High street, as shown on historic photos (available at the Desborough Heritage Centre).  The red pavement is not considered to complement the predominantly red brick buildings of Station Road; a contrasting rather than similar colour would be more complimentary.

Options 2 and 7 have a very different approach to the pavements.  Option 2 provides for re-paving of all pavements along Station Road and High Street.  Option 2 proposes the Marshalls Mistral material for the pavement (Mistral paving at £60 per sqm), which is not considered to be an appropriate material for the pavement. The applicants have not provided any reasons why the Mistral material is proposed for the pavement.

Option 7 proposes repairs to the red brick sett paving and further paving using the same material.  Officers consider that the red brick sett pavements would not compliment the proposed Scheme or its colour palette.  The joint applicants state that the red paving is acceptable and appropriate. 

The Council have received costings for traditional paving slabs. Traditional Yorkstone paving would be £130-143 per square metre.  A granite imitation in concrete (Ultrapave) would cost £98 per square metre.
3.
Materials for Car parking areas:


Officer suggestion was for contrasting materials for the car parking areas, for example cobbles.  The new parking area on High street is shown as Mistral for both Options 2 and 7, but parking areas on Station road are shown as SMA.  However, the joint applicants say they have dismissed use of contrasting materials on the grounds of cost.  The use of different materials for High Street and Station Road is inconsistent.
4.
Refurbishment of Toilets:

Officers informed the joint applicants that refurbishment of the public toilets was not required or requested.  However the applicants still show this on both Options 2 and 7 allocating a sum of £10,000 for the work.
5.
Signage and lighting:

Officer suggested an audit of signage and lighting to ensure their appropriateness with the Scheme. The Joint applicants consider this unnecessary at this stage and have retained all existing signage and lighting.  Further detailed design work will need to be undertaken by the Council and County Council.
6.
Street furniture:

Officer requested design details of the street furniture.  The applicant has made an allowance of £3,000 in each Option for street furniture.  No design details are provided. Further detailed design work will need to be undertaken by the Council and County Council.
7.
Repairs to the Cross

Officer suggested repair works to the Cross would be welcomed.  Joint applicants consider this unnecessary and allow £20 in the costings for jet washing the existing cross/cobbles.
8.
Extent of pavement improvements:

It is considered that the pavement improvements on High Street (included in Option 2 only) should be extended (up to Saxon Close and up to the junction with Harborough Road) for maximum visual benefit and to ensure all red paving was replaced in full.  Joint applicants consider this unnecessary as works are concentrated on the Conservation Area and further works would add to the cost.  Consultation feedback supported the extension of the pavement improvements.
9.
Wrought iron railings:


It is considered that the addition of wrought iron railings to the low brick boundary walls of residential properties on Station Road would greatly improve their visual appearance in the street scene.  The joint applicants consider this is inappropriate as this is third party land and maintenance cannot be assured.  Consultation feedback also considered wrought iron railings would be beneficial.
10.
Shopfront improvements:

The 25 January 2012 committee report noted that a scheme of shopfront improvements was recommended to be part of the Scheme.  It was considered that shopfront improvements would greatly improve the visual appearance of the Conservation Area. The applicant has not included a fund for shopfront improvements in either Option. 
6.17 In addition to the above points raised by Officers, the consultation raised issues about the location of proposed parking.  Respondents did not wish to see the parking opposite the Heritage Centre removed, did not wish to have parking both sides of Station Road and wished to see additional parking on Buckwell Street.  The Scheme could be amended to secure the suggested changes to parking arrangements, if required.  Also, the Schemes show that there is new proposed parking in front of a business access point and a raised table located in conflict with the access to residential flats.  These issues will also need to be resolved.
6.18 It is considered by Officers that Option 2 illustrates a more acceptable scheme of town centre improvements than Option 7.  The scheme is more holistic and provides benefits along the length of Station Road, as well as the main gateway to the town centre (High Street).  If Option 2 were amended to include the materials suggested by the Council (in High Street square and along the pavements), and addressed the other points raised above, it is considered the Scheme would be further improved.
6.19 A significant difference in the two schemes is that Option 2 replaces all the red brick sett pavements.  It is considered that the red paving currently detracts from the character of the Conservation Area.  Red brick paving is not historically appropriate in this location, which would traditionally have been paved.  With the red paving, the buildings do not stand out in the street scene as the red pavements are too similar in colour to many of the vernacular buildings.
6.20 Option 7 does not replace the red brick sett pavements.  Therefore, the Scheme improvements would be seen in the context of that existing material.  It is considered that the new materials of the proposed Scheme would not complement the red brick pavements and would indeed make them look untidy, worn and more inappropriate.  Thus it is considered that the improvement benefits of Option 7 are reduced firstly by the new materials chosen and secondly by the retention of the existing pavements.
6.21 Option 2 has been costed by the applicant at £773,173.  However, due to errors in that costing the Council estimate the cost at approximately £695,400 (including removing the £10,000 for the toilets).  If the Scheme were to be revised to take account of the Council’s suggested materials, the cost of Scheme 2 would be approximately £804,182 (for Granite material in the square and Ultrapave pavements) or approximately £881,782 (for Granite material in the square and Yorkstone pavements).

6.22 Option 7 has been costed by the applicant at £408,921 (removing the £10,000 for the toilets).
6.23 It has therefore been demonstrated by the applicants that an Environmental Improvement Scheme for the town centre can be delivered for the £430,000 sum offered.
6.24 Your officers consider that the £430,000 should be used to secure a scheme based on Option 2.  It is Officers view that this will secure the maximum benefit from the sum available, subject to some refinement.  Such a scheme would provide the following benefits:
· De-clutter the town centre

· Replace inappropriate pavement materials and allow the vernacular buildings to stand out

· Slow traffic on High Street and Station Road  

· Encourage parking near to the shops to encourage shopping

· Improve the appearance of the town centre and the Conservation Area

· Provide an improved and enlarged public square in High Street

· Improve the junction of High Street and Station Road 

· Through the use of raised tables and a 20mph zone, clearly indicate the town centre zone  
6.25 The £430,000 contribution will therefore deliver an EIS based on a revised Option 2 (the preferred scheme).  Although the sum offered is at the lower end of the range of improvements anticipated in the 25th January 2012 committee report, it does meet the resolution that the committee Members made on that date and will deliver high quality improvements to the town.    
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PURPOSE OF REPORT





	To advise the Committee of the details of the S106 Obligations as offered by the Joint Applicants.  





7.	RECOMMENDATION





It is considered that the S106 obligation offered as set out in this report, meets the Committee’s resolution of the 25th January 2012.  Members are asked to note the content of the report and to endorse the approach officers are taking in securing and finalising  the S106 Obligation as set out in section 1 above. 








	








