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Camberley Town Centre AAP: Key Matters and Issues  
 

 
Matter 1: Legal compliance, overall strategy  

 

1.1 Does the AAP meet all its legal requirements, especially in matters such as : the 
Local Development Scheme (LDS); the Statement of Community Involvement 
(SCI); the Surrey Heath Core Strategy (CS); Habitats Regulations; and the Town 
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012? 

 
Commentary 
(i) Surrey Heath Borough Council (SHBC) stated that it met all its legal 
requirements, including producing an article on the Plan which was delivered to 
every household in the Borough. 
 
(ii) Environment Agency: We are satisfied that the Plan is legally compliant and 
sound. 
 
(iii) Highways Agency:  The preferred approach is in line with the Statement of 
Common Ground agreed between the HA and the Council regarding the Core 
Strategy. 

 
1.2 Has the Council worked collaboratively with other authorities and organisations 

during plan preparation to the extent that it has complied with its Duty to 

Cooperate (DTC)? [A critical factor is that the Duty to Cooperate is incapable of 
modification at the Examination stage.] 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that it had met its DTC requirements, which are summarised in its 
Technical Paper 2 Duty to Cooperate, and that there has been joint partnership 
working with well established partnership arrangements.   

 
1.3 How does the AAP relate to the main recommendations of the Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA)?  Is there a clear audit trail between the SA and the reasons for 
selecting the preferred strategy? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Plan has been subject to SA at all stages of its 
production.  Core Document CD/004 sets out the reason for taking forward some 
options and rejecting others.  

 
1.4 How does the AAP relate to the Localism Act, the Government’s Growth Agenda 

and the National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework)? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that it has cooperated with local authorities and other 
organisations active in the area to address strategic and cross boundary issues of 
relevance in the preparation of the Plan.  In relation to the Growth Agenda, the 
Plan will provide an opportunity for economic growth through ensuring a vital and 
viable shopping facility, an excellent range of leisure and community facilities and 
maintaining the town centre’s role as an employment centre.  It will also enhance 
the town centre’s role as a residential area. Finally, the Plan accords with the 
Framework’s aims of building a strong competitive economy and ensuring the 
vitality of town centres. 

 
1.5 Sustainability:  There is a need for the Government’s model policy of a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development or something similar. 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that paragraph 119 of the Framework with its presumption of 
sustainable development, does not apply where development requiring appropriate 
assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or 
determined.  
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(ii) Inspector: Paragraph 119 does not negate the necessity for the Plan in 
general to be subject to the Government’s model policy of a presumption in favour 
of sustainable development, although it is accepted that the Birds or Habitats 
Directives need to be respected fully. 
 

 

Matter 2: Spatial strategy and relationship to other areas (Policy TC1) 

 

2.1 Are there any differences of emphasis between the AAP and the Core Strategy? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Plan supports the overarching objectives of the Core 
Strategy, including promoting the role of the town centre as a secondary regional 
centre, expanding the retail core to include the London Road frontage and 
providing sufficient hew housing to meet the Borough’s need without causing harm  
to areas of importance for biodiversity.  The main change of emphasis is that 
policy TC4 will permit at least 200 new homes, cf CS policy CP10, which sets a 
limit of 200 new homes.  The delivery of new homes is dependent on the provision 
of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). 
 
(ii) CBRE (on behalf of PropInvest Ashwood Ltd) supports principle of policy 
TC1, in accordance with the Core Strategy and the Framework. 
 
(iii) Surrey County Council (SCC): Policy TC1 should include reference to impact 
on heritage assets (para (i) and new para (after (iv)) on waste minimisation and 
efficient use/reuse of mineral resources. 

 
2.2 How robust are the strategic objectives (paragraph 1.25)? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the strategic objectives set out in paragraph 1.25 reflect the 
objectives and policies of the Core Strategy – Objective 1: bringing forward the 
London Road block for development and the regeneration of the Mall; Objective 2: 
integration of civic and community uses to release land for leisure, community and 
cultural facilities; Objective 3: retail employment growth to replace that lost in 
offices, and 41,000m@ of new retail floorspace; Objective 4: ring fenced provision 
of SANG to allow for provision of new homes within the town centre; Objective 5: 
improvements to Camberley rail station and other transport schemes; Objective 6: 
design aspects  are in accordance with the Core Strategy; Objective 7: the public 
realm strategy is in accordance with the Core Strategy. 
 
(ii) David Whitcroft:  Too many of the weaknesses identified in the SWOT 
analysis are not addressed in ant meaningful way – including lack of specialist 
shops; lack of major foodstore; weak office market; lack of variety in the evening 
economy; mediocre built fabric; limited cultural activity; ageing retail units that 
don’t meet market demand; and lack of a focal point or space. 

 
2.3 Neighbouring plans and strategies: How does the AAP relate to the plans and 

strategies of the remainder of the Borough and other neighbouring local planning 
authorities?  

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that work on aspects such as employment land and retail potential 
have been carried out in concert with neighbouring authorities, including a Joint 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SGMA) with Rushmoor and Hart.  Surrey 
Heath is part of an 11 authority Joint Strategic Partnership to plan for the 
protection of the habitats Special Protection Area (SPA) in a consistent and co-
ordinated way. 
 
(ii) Bracknell Forest Council: states its willingness to progress a Statement of 
Common Ground to address matters such as impact on Thames Basin habitats and 
retail provision. 
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2.4 How far has the AAP taken on board the plans and programmes of statutory 

providers and regulatory agencies, such as transport companies, the 
Environment Agency, the utility companies, and local businesses and community 
groups and agencies? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Core Strategy’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets out the 
infrastructure requirements for the town centre.  The Council is working with 
Surrey County Council and the LEP to take forward highway and transport 
improvements.  The Council works in partnership with Natural England in relation 
to Thames Basin Heaths protection and has consulted the utility providers, 
although no comments have been received from these organisations. 

  
2.5 Beyond the boundaries: Is there a strong contextual relationship between the 

town centre and neighbouring uses? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Plan aims to improve existing links to other uses within 
Camberley.  A number of policies will cover action to achieve this. 

 

Matter 3: Retail development and the economy (Policies TC2-TC3) 

 

3.1 What is the economic justification for the scale of the proposed retail 

provision in policy TC2 in view of factors such as the proximity of rival centres, 
e.g. Blackwater Valley, Farnborough and Guildford, the growth in internet shopping 
and the number of existing vacant retail units in the town centre?  Is the evidence 
base for this key policy up-to-date?  How much comparison goods retail floorspace 
has been completed over the last decade?  What level of interest has been 
expressed from potential developers/retailers in new retail provision in the town 
centre?  Is the retail growth set out in policy TC2 (41,000m@ gross) comparison or 
convenience, and if both, what is the proportion of each?  What would happen if 
the proposed retail growth failed to materialise?  Would it not be cheaper and more 
effective to focus on bringing into use empty shop units in the town centre?  Is the 
policy substantively more than being aspirational?  

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that its up-to-date evidence base supports additional retail 
floorspace and that the Plan provision for 41,000 m@ is a conservative estimate.  
Camberley is not seeking to change its role in relation to its competing centres; 
there is a need for substantial reinvestment in the town centre to retain its current 
status - doing nothing is not an option. 

 
Regarding the potential for vacant units to accommodate growth, units continue to 
be let, and vacant units peripheral to the main footfall are harder to let; also many 
of the units within the Mall have insufficient depth for current demands. There are 
insufficient vacant uses in terms of quality or sufficient quality to attract the 
tenants to deliver the change to the town centre. 

 
The main growth in retail floorspace is expected to be from comparison shops.  But 
cafes, restaurant and leisure facilities are seen as an important part of the mix. 

 
The Council is working with partners to explore how new development can be 
realised; properties within the London Road Block (LRB) have been acquired by the 
Council and Capital and Regional/Aviva, who now have substantial control; these 
companies have appointed Centros to work on producing a deliverable strategy 
both for the redevelopment of the LRB and the refurbishment of the Mall.   
 
(ii) Barton Willmore (for The Mall limited Partnership):  Supports the 
aspiration to bring forward comprehensive proposals for the town centre that can 
be realised in the short/medium term.  Provision of spaces for street markets 
needs to be carefully considered to ensure they do no impact adversely on 
permanent retail occupiers.  
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(iii) Rushmoor Borough Council: Welcomes inclusion of floorspace criterion in 
policy TC2, subject to detailed assessment of any such development at the 
planning application stage. 
 
(iv) Christopher Woodage expressed concern re planning blight with LRB 
proposals and questions whether the Plan is realistic or aspirational. 
 
(v) David Whitcroft: Generally supports policy TC2, but policy should lay down 
maximum number of street markets to protect permanent traders. 
 
(vi) Caroline Johnson: Concern at the proposed increase in retail space at the 
cost of the only independent shops, e.g. along the A30. 
 

3.2 Plans 3 and 3A show that the boundary of the Primary Shopping Area is 
proposed to be readjusted, with possibly a new increase in area.  What are the 
reasons for this and is the new boundary appropriate and realistic to meet the 
needs of the Borough? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Framework advises that local authorities should define 
the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas based on clear definition of 
primary and secondary shopping frontages (paragraph 23).  This has been carried 
out and the results are in document CD008.  Paragraph 42 of CD008 states that 
the definition of primary and secondary shopping frontages should also reflect the 
Council’s aspirations for the town centre and the likelihood of this being achieved 
within the plan period; the LRB will still be peripheral to the main areas of retail 
activity and therefore likely to remain a secondary frontage.  However, the uplift to 
the town centre offered by the LRB redevelopment and a new anchor store facing 
the High Street means that the High Street is likely to see an increase in retail 
activity and a change to primary frontage. 
 
(ii) Southwell Park Residents’ Association: Pembroke Broadway should be a 
primary shopping area, as there is a need to integrate with the railway station and 
hotels and retail units in this area. 

 
3.3 Is the management of office and business accommodation in policy TC5 

realistic in the face of competing office and business parks and declining provision 
in the Borough?  Is the policy consistent with paragraph 22 of the Framework? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that it is important to retain offices and other employment to 
ensure a balanced town centre economy.  Some long-term vacant office stock is 
suitable for redevelopment for other uses, but the commercial office area in Knoll 
Road is attracting and retaining tenants more successfully than most parts of the 
town centre, and this area will be protected as a core office area. 
 
(ii) CBRE: Welcome policy TC5 which states that development resulting in the loss 
of business floorspace will be acceptable where it achieves other objectives of the 
Plan. 
 
(iii) Indigo Planning Ltd (representing Valad Europe Ltd): The need to 
protect the Knoll Road commercial area from development which would result in 
the loss of office employment is arbitrary and questionable; it fails to comply with 
the guidance in para 22 of the Framework. 
 
(iv) David Whitcroft: Policy TC5 is negative and virtually writes off Camberley 
town centre as a location for employment opportunities. 
 
(v) Southwell Park Residents’ Association: Every effort should be made to 
encourage the use of office space for low-cost start-up businesses. 
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3.4 Are the primary and secondary shopping frontages as proposed in Plan 3B 
appropriate and realistic to meet the needs of the Borough? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Council has defined these frontages to reflect how it sees 
the town centre developing. 
 
(ii) Barton Willmore supports the presumption against the loss of A1 retail uses, 
but agrees that in some circumstances a balance may be acceptable, in particular 
to avoid high vacancy rates.  Primary and secondary frontages should be shown as 
linear features rather than applied to specific units. 

 
3.5 Does policy TC3 adequately address proposals for food and drink 

establishments and the issues of the evening economy? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that these uses are central to ensuring the vitality and viability of 
the town centre.  Policy TC3 seeks to provide a balance between the need to 
promote the nighttime economy with implications for the re-emerging residential 
sector within the town centre.  A change is proposed to policy TC3 to strengthen 
its stance regarding amenity and safety. 
 
(ii) Southwell Park Residents’ Association: The policies of the Plan need to 
protect residential amenity. 
 
(iii) St Georges Court Camberley management Ltd:  The policies of the Plan 
need to protect residential amenity. 

 
3.6 Are the development management aspects of policy TC2 appropriate for the 

primary and secondary shopping areas? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that policy TC2 could be amended to encourage a greater diversity 
of uses within the secondary frontages, including promoting a café/bar street 
culture where it does not impact on the existing character, function and vitality of 
the street or surrounding environment. 
 
(ii) Barton Willmore: Question how policy TC2 would be applied in relation to a 
redevelopment scheme where, for example, three existing retail units arte 
proposed to be replaced by a single retail unit or associated development, such as 
public realm or car parking. 

 

Matter 4: Accessibility and movement (Policies TC7-TC10) 

 

4.1 Accessibility: Are the elements listed in policies TC7 and TC9 linked to a costed 
programme of improvements, or are they aspirational? In particular, has the 
potential for increased pedestrian priority been maximised in policy TC9? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that several sources of funding are being accessed or investigated, 
including private sector funding, e.g. Centros, Surrey CC, Coast to Capital LEP and 
the Surrey Rail Strategy.  
 
(ii) Barton Willmore:  It is inappropriate to dictate the alignment of pedestrian 
routes in advance of a redevelopment scheme, e.g. for London Road being agreed. 
 
(iii) David Chesneau (for the Camberley Society): Appendix 2 should contain 
an explicit target for pedestrianising the High Street. 
 
(iv) Ms Andrews: There needs to be more on-street disabled parking spaces. 
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4.2 Is policy TC8 sufficiently clear as to what changes/ improvements to the highway 

network are proposed?  What are the conservation and landscape implications, if 
any? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the town centre highway improvements will come forward 
either as part of the development proposals or through the public realm 
improvements.  The highways improvements listed in policy TC8 already have 
safeguarding identified on the adopted Policies Map.  Deletion of a proposed 
junction improvement could impact on the ability to deliver a strategy to address 
increased demand on the transport network, in particular the A39 London Road.  
There are no statutory listed buildings or Conservation Areas, or recognised 
landscape or landscaped areas within the town centre that will be affected. 
 
(ii) Christopher Woodage expressed concern regarding the impact of the 
proposed improvement to the road junction of the A30 and Kings Ride. 
 
(iii) Andrew Jarvis expressed concern regarding the impact of the proposed 
improvement to the road junction of the A30 and Kings Ride. 
 
(iv) Southwell Park Residents’ Association: Welcomes improvements to the 
highways at key junctions; but the need to protect residential 
amenities/characteristics should be included in the Plan. 
 
(v) Barton Willmore: generally supports proposed improvements to the highway 
network. 

 
(vi) Inspector: Is there evidence that the non-implementation of the TC8 
improvements have prejudiced the existing vitality and viability of the town 
centre?  How will the proposed public realm improvements be funded? 
 

4.3 Does the AAP need to have a policy stance on taxis? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that changes to the highway network within the town centre will 
take account of the need to provide for taxis; there is no need for any specific 
policies to address this. 

 
4.4 Rear service roads: Are the elements listed in policy TC10 linked to a costed 

programme of improvements, or are they aspirational? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that that rear service roads will help to secure environmental 
improvements, such as the full pedestrianisation of High Street.  The Council has 
secured much of the provision and is negotiating to secure the remainder, which 
comprise small-scale incremental improvements to be funded through 
development or by the Council, with possible funding streams through the CIL or 
Surrey CC.  
 
(ii) Barton Willmore object to policy 14 stating that the LRB is to be serviced 
from Park Road, in the absence of a scheme for the LRB being agreed. 

 

Matter 5: Housing (Policy TC4) 

 

5.1 Policy TC4 departs from the Core Strategy stance of ‘up to 200 homes in the town 
centre’ to ‘at least 200 homes in the town centre’.  What are the effects of 
removing the ceiling on residential development in the town centre?  In 
particular, can the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGS) 
at Blackwater Park, at 8 ha per thousand population, or any other suitable 
location, provide for the necessary mitigation for more than the ceiling of 200 new 
residential units?  Although the policy states that new housing will not be 
permitted if it has an adverse effect upon the integrity of European (nature 
conservation) sites, the lack of specificity of SANGS is a soundness issue. 
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Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that it is evident that the town centre will be able to provide at 
least 200 dwellings towards the overall provision of housing in Camberley, 
especially bearing in mind the changes in permitted development rights.  An 
additional 151 dwellings have been identified as developable within the plan 
period, with 21 coming forward in the short term, making a combined capacity to 
provide around 310 dwellings in the town centre. 
 
Regarding SANG capacity, existing capacity at Blackwater Park would enable an 
additional 93 dwellings, so that 252 dwellings could be brought forward without 
any further SANG capacity, leaving the delivery of the remaining 72 dwellings to 
come forward in the long term.  The Council has resolved to agree with Yateley 
Town Council for the use of SANG at Swan Lakes, Yateley, to provide mitigation for 
80 units. Further negotiation with Woking Borough Council to secure additional 
SANG at Heather Farm, Woking, is underway, and other discussions are also 
ingoing.   These measures would allow sites to come forward in the town centre in 
line with the phasing of the opportunity sites indentified in the Plan at policies 
TC14 to TC20. 
 
(ii) Natural England: Supports the Council’s approach to ring-fence a SANG at 
Blackwater Park. 
 
(iii) CBRE: Welcome policy TC4; residential accommodation at Ashwood House 
would not give rise to adverse effects on the SPA. 
 
(iv) Southwell Park Residents’ Association: the Plan should have a more 
mixed approach to housing development in the town centre. 
 
(v) Inspector: Whilst the Council’s logic is accepted, the housing numbers need 
clarification, e.g. 252 plus 72 exceeds the estimated combined capacity of 310.  
Also, bearing in mind the importance of the need to adequately protect habitats 
and species of international importance in accordance with extant policy NRM6 of 
the South East Plan, the logic of the Council’s position, together with phased 
housing numbers, is necessary to avoid an open-ended approach, whilst 
addressing the need to provide for the Borough’s housing needs.  The second 
paragraph of policy TC4 goes some way to address these concerns, but some 
explanatory text, based on the Council’s explanation, is also needed to clarify the 
situation. 

 
5.2 Does policy TC4 provide enough strategic direction to provide a more balanced 

mix of communities and specialised accommodation?  Is policy CP5 of the Core 
Strategy appropriate for the provision of affordable housing in the town centre? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that policy TC4 sets out the overall number of dwellings that the 
Council expects to be delivered in the town centre, with greater detail in policies 
TC14-TC20; these policies provide sufficient strategic direction for the appropriate 
provision of affordable housing in the town centre. 
 
(ii) Caroline Johnson: Concern at the proliferation of flats in Camberley town 
centre. 

 

Matter 6: Design, Public Realm and Open Space (Policies TC6 and TC11-TC13) 

 

6.1 How robust is policy TC11, which covers general design, and policy TC13 which 
sets out measures to improve the public realm?  In particular, what are the 
parameters of delivering the proposed new civic space, in terms of cost, likely 
resources/developers and programming? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that policy TC11 seeks to address general design issues in the 
town centre, to retain the sense of place without being over restrictive.  The LRB, 
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for example, is expected to be highly distinctive and as such it may be acceptable 
for it to depart from established building lines and heights.  Most of the public 
realm costs outside the LRB scheme will be met by the Council.  The new civic 
open space is deliverable; although no specific timetable for delivery has been set, 
it is generally expected  to have been provided by no later than 2020 alongside the 
redevelopment of the LRB. 
 
(ii) CBRE generally supports policy TC11. 
 
(iii) Barton Willmore: Not appropriate for the Plan to stipulate design 
requirements, which could potentially frustrate future development and cause 
delay.  

 
6.2 How robust is policy TC12 which addresses the conservation and design aspects of 

protecting and enhancing the High Street Character Area? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that there is strong local support to retain the sense of place of 
the existing Victorian/Edwardian character of the town centre.  Policy 12 seeks to 
deliver this support.  The policy should be amended to allow for the refusal of 
unacceptable development and refer to further guidance. 
 

(ii) Barton Willmore: It may be necessary to demolish some Victorian/ Edwardian 
buildings to achieve the regeneration aspirations for the town centre.  

  

6.3 Heritage: How much guidance does the Plan provide to ensure that the 
development of the town centre pays special attention to conservation and 
archaeological considerations? 

 

Commentary     
(i) SHBC stated that there is no Conservation Area and few heritage assets in the 
town centre.  No areas of high archaeological potential have been discovered. 
 

6.4 Does the Plan provide a sound framework for sustainable construction and 

waste management? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that this framework is already in place in the Core Strategy. 
 
(ii) Surrey County Council stated that the Plan (policy TC1) should refer to the 
objectives of the Surrey Waste Plan regarding the efficient use of mineral 
resources and the re-use and recycling of construction and demolition waste. 

 

 

Matter 7: Opportunity Areas and Sites (Policies TC14-TC20) 

 

7.1 The AAP underlines the importance of the London Road Block (LRB) in achieving 
the key aim of delivering retail redevelopment.   How far has the Council gone in 
terms of securing land ownership, setting a programme, lining up potential 
developers and undertaking a basic viability assessment?  A situation update 
from the Council from the Council is required to cover the justification of the 
scheme, expected outputs in terms of retail, parking and other uses, and the 
delivery considerations which I have already mentioned. 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Council is working to acquire the remaining properties by 
agreement with landowners, in partnership with Capital and Regional and Aviva.  
Until the proposals have been finalised, a final viability assessment will not be 
possible.  A scheme of 17,000 m@ retail and 600 space car park, extensive public 
realm improvements and highway improvements is being promoted.  The 
development agreement will be concluded by mid-2014 and a planning application 
submitted towards the end of 2014. 
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(ii) Barton Willmore: Supports the proposal to extend the Core Retail Area up to 
London Road; but request removal of Park Road servicing requirement, in the 
absence of an agreed scheme for LRB. 
 
(iii) Camberley Developments Ltd: Concern re servicing of LRB development 
from Park Street; the majority of the ground floor frontage needs to remain in 
active retail use. 
 
(iv) Inspector: There is some indication of Council commitment towards a 
scheme, and whilst it is accepted that a final viability scheme is not possible, the 
Harman Report states (half way down page 16) that high level assurance is needed 
to ensure that the policy is compatible with the likely economic viability of 
development needed to deliver the Plan.  Without this high level assurance, the 
effectiveness of the Plan is in doubt. 

 
7.2 Camberley Station: How realistic is policy CP15?  Has it been costed and if so, 

are these costs included in any financial or implementation programme, either by 
Network Rail, the council, the county council or any other agency?  Has a viability 
assessment been undertaken?   

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Council is in discussion with Network Rail; the station is in 
need of major improvements and a proposal is hoped to be tabled at a further 
meeting in mid-November; the approach is supported in the Surrey Rail Strategy. 
 
(ii) Rail Estate Consultancy Ltd: Supportive of scheme. 
 
(iii) CJF Povey: Delete policy 15, which is inappropriate and not justified. 
 
(iv) Inspector:  The mid-November meeting may shed light on what appears to 
be a sketchy proposal; the Surrey Rail Plan (SRP) comments on exploring options 
to reduce journey times between Camberley and London, but 
improvements/redevelopment of Camberley Station do not feature in the SRP 
short term, medium term or long term action plans, or in the priority options.  No 
costing appears to have been done, and as things appear to stand, the 
effectiveness of this policy is in doubt, and it therefore remains a soundness 
concern.   

 
7.3 How realistic are the policies for the redevelopment of land at Park Lane (policy 

TC15); Pembroke Broadway (North) (policy TC17); land East of Knoll Road 
(policy TC18); Former Magistrates Court (policy TC19); the Granary (policy 
TC20)?  What is the approximate capacity of these sites if they were all to be 
redeveloped for residential use?  

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that it has a good understanding of the availability of the above 
sites, and it is clear that negotiations are in progress to progress several schemes. 
 
(ii) CBRE (on behalf of PropInvest Ashwood Ltd), objects to policy TC17, as 
not justified and not effective; the policy should not preclude the re-use and 
refurbishment of Ashwood House for alternative uses.  Ashwood House could 
accommodate a minimum of 50 dwellings. 
 
(iii) Camberley Society: Retain historic frontages. 

 

Matter 8: Infrastructure, delivery and monitoring 

 

8.1 Are the key infrastructure providers signed up to the delivery of the key schemes 
in the AAP?  Is the Council aiming to publish an Infrastructure Delivery Plan? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Council has and is working with the highway authority, 
local bus companies and Network Rail on a regular basis.  None of the utility 
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companies has raised capacity issues for bringing forward key schemes in the Plan.  
The Council has an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which identifies key schemes 
in the town centre. 

 
8.2 Are there any showstoppers which threaten to halt the delivery of key schemes 

in the AAP? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the Council is working in partnership with Capital and 
Regional who own the Mall and Aviva who are the main fund holders. Centros have 
been appointed to work on producing deliverable strategy both for the 
redevelopment of the LRB and the refurbishment of the Mall. 

 
8.3 What is the critical path for securing the effectiveness of the AAP? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the various opportunity sites in the Plan are not 
interdependent.  The critical issues are one or more of the following: the relocation 
of existing users, site acquisitions, highways improvements, agreement of 
landowners, and public realm improvements.  CPO action has not been ruled out 
CPO action in relation to schemes such as LRB. 

 
8.4 The Council has signalled its intent to use Compulsory Purchase Orders to 

secure schemes such as the London Road Block (LRB).  Has a developers’ brief 
been prepared, outlining the likely costs involved and a timetable for 
implementation? 

 
Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that no development brief has yet been written and properties are 
being acquired by agreement; a CPO will be used if the need arises. 

 
8.5 When is it envisaged that a CIL will be adopted by the Council? 
 

Commentary 
 

(i) SHBC stated that it is intending to submit the Draft Charging Schedule in mid-
November for Examination in early 2014. 

 
8.6 How will the monitoring arrangements work?  Should this matter be addressed by 

a policy in the AAP? 
 

Commentary 
(i) SHBC stated that the general monitoring framework for the Plan is in Appendix 
2 of the Plan; an annual monitoring report (AMR) is the main monitoring 
mechanism.  Like the Core Strategy, it is not considered necessary for the 
monitoring arrangements for the Plan to be set in a policy.  

 
 
Mike Fox 
 
25 November 2013 
 

 

 
 

 


