
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Report to Surrey Heath Borough 
Council 
by Mike Fox  
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Date 2 May 2014 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 (AS AMENDED) 

SECTION 20 

 

REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION INTO CAMBERLEY TOWN CENTRE AREA 
ACTION PLAN  

LOCAL PLAN 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Document submitted for examination on 19 August 2013 

Examination hearing held on 19 December 2013 
 

File Ref: PINS/D3640/429/5 



 
 

-1- 
 
 

 
Abbreviations Used in this Report 
 
AA Appropriate Assessment 
AAP Area Action Plan 
CIL Community Infrastructure Levy 
CPO Compulsory Purchase Order 
DTC Duty to Co-operate 
LDS Local Development Scheme 
LEP Local Economic Partnership 
LRB London Road Block 
MM 
NE 
PPG 

Main Modification 
Natural England 
Planning Practice Guidance 

SA Sustainability Appraisal 
SANG Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
SCI Statement of Community Involvement 
SHMA Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
TBH SPA Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 
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Non-Technical Summary 
 

 
This report concludes that the Camberley Town Centre Area Action Plan (AAP) 
provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the Area, providing a number of 
modifications are made to the Plan.  
 
All of the modifications to address this were proposed by the Council, but where 
necessary I have amended detailed wording and I have recommended their 
inclusion after considering the representations from other parties on these issues. 
 
The modifications can be summarised as follows:  
 

• Sustainable development  
o Including a new policy of a presumption in favour of sustainable 

development 
• Residential development  

o Clarifying the relationship between new housing and the protection 
of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 

o Clarifying the residential capacity of Ashwood House 
o Clarifying the timing of residential development at Broadway North  

• Built environment  
o Clarifying the design requirements for the London Road Block ‘shop 

window’ area 
• Implementation and monitoring 

o Ensuring the Plan is linked to the Monitoring Report and relevant 
lead agencies.  
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Introduction  
1. This report contains my assessment of the Camberley Town Centre AAP in 

terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 
amended).  It considers first whether the Plan’s preparation has complied with 
the Duty to Co-operate, in recognition that there is no scope to remedy any 
failure in this regard.  It then considers whether the Plan is sound and whether 
it is compliant with the legal requirements.  The National Planning Policy 
Framework, or the Framework1 (paragraph 182) makes clear that to be sound, 
a Local Plan should be positively prepared; justified; effective; and consistent 
with national policy.  

2. The starting point for the Examination is the assumption that the local 
authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan.  The basis for 
my Examination is the submitted Draft Plan (August 2013) which is the same 
as the document published for consultation in February 2013. 

3. My report deals with the main modifications that are needed to make the Plan 
sound and legally compliant and they are identified in bold in the report [MM].  
In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that I 
should make any modifications needed to rectify matters that make the Plan 
unsound/not legally compliant and thus incapable of being adopted.  These 
main modifications are set out in the Appendix. 

4.   The main modifications that go to soundness have been subject to public 
consultation and I have taken the consultation responses into account in 
writing this report.   

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate  
5. Section s20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council  

complied with any duty imposed on them by section 33A of the 2004 Act in 
relation to the Plan’s preparation.  The Framework (paragraphs 178-181) sets 
out the requirement of the Duty to Cooperate (DTC).  It  refers to the need to 
demonstrate effective cooperation between neighbouring authorities on 
strategic matters, including evidence of effective collaboration, joint working 
on areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit 
of neighbouring authorities, and a continuous process of engagement, which is 
more than consultation. 

6. The Council’s technical paper on the DTC2 demonstrates the approach the 
Council has taken in actively pursuing constructive engagement in the 
preparation of the Plan.  It is clear from the evidence before me that the 
Council works within well-established partner arrangements which are involved 
in addressing a number of issues.  These include working with the Thames 
Basin Heaths Joint Strategic Partnership Board, Natural England (NE), the 
Environment Agency, and 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.  Other strategic work covers retail, housing, economic 

                                       
1 Department for Communities and Local Government: National Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework); March 2012. 
2 Technical Note 2: Camberley Town centre AAP – Duty to Co-operate [Document CD/009]. 
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matters and transport, the latter as evidenced by the Statement of Common 
Ground3 with the Highways Agency and the Surrey Rail Strategy4. 

7. On the basis of the evidence before me, it is clear that the Council has 
complied with both the requirement and the spirit of the DTC in the 
preparation of the Plan. 

Assessment of Soundness  
Overview 

8. Camberley town centre is the principal retail, office, commercial, leisure and 
cultural focus for the Borough of Surrey Heath (population 86,000 in 2001), 
and lies just to the west of the Metropolitan Green Belt.  It is a secondary 
regional centre, and much of its ‘higher order’ trade is ‘captured’ by the ring of 
nearby primary regional centres, including Guildford, Woking and, a little 
further afield, Reading.  The need to respond positively to the ‘leakage’ of 
trade to these rival centres, coupled with pedestrian-friendly regeneration of 
some of the older, ‘tired’ looking parts of the town centre, are widely viewed 
as the key issues at the heart of the Plan. 

9. The Council’s Core Strategy5 policy CP10 provides the strategic framework for 
the regeneration of Camberley town centre.  It makes provision for some 
41,000 m o f g ro s s  r e t a il flo o r s p a ce  o ve r  t h e  p e r io d  t o  2 0 2 8 .    Th e  Council’s 
Portfolio Holder for regulatory matters, including planning, in his foreword to 
the Plan, states that the Council wants to build on recent successes, such as 
the Atrium (leisure centre) and the pedestrianisation of Park Street, by 
providing a leading centre for the Borough and the wider north-west Surrey 
and Blackwater Valley area.   

10. Since the start of Plan preparation, the Regional Planning Strategy for the 
South East has been revoked, and the Framework, introduced in March 2012, 
has replaced the previous set of policy documents.  I have also had full regard 
to the Government’s Planning for Growth agenda, the Localism Act 2011 and 
the recently published Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)6, which was published 
after the close of the Hearing.  I do not consider that the PPG has changed any 
of the conclusions in my report. 

Main Issues 

11. Taking account of all the representations, written evidence and the discussions 
that took place at the Examination Hearings, I have identified six main issues 
upon which the soundness of the Plan depends.  

 

 

                                       
3 Statement of Common Ground between Surrey Heath Borough Council and the Highways Agency; 
October 2011. 
4 Surrey Rail Strategy; 12 September 2013. 
5 Surrey Heath Borough Council: Core Strategy & Development Management Policies 2011-2028; 
Adopted February 2012. 
6 DCLG Planning Practice Guidance; 6 March 2014. 
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Issue 1 – Is the Plan strategy soundly based to meet the needs of 
Camberley and the Borough in relation to national policy, the Core 
Strategy and neighbouring plans and strategies?  Is the Plan sustainable? 

12. The Plan aims to promote transformational change in Camberley town centre 
to meet the needs of Camberley and its hinterland.  It aims to achieve this 
through the provision of an enhanced, vital and viable shopping facility and a 
good range of leisure and community facilities, as well as maintaining the town 
centre’s role as an employment centre.  It also focuses on a sustainable 
balance of mixed uses, including housing.   

13. The Plan’s strategy accords with the economic, social and environmental aims 
of the Framework, the Planning for Growth Agenda and the Localism Act, 
subject to a single modification, which is the inclusion within policy TC1 of a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development [MM1].  This main 
modification has been amended following a representation from Natural 
England (NE) to better reflect the way residential development in the town 
centre will actually be assessed; NE argue that the provision of appropriate 
avoidance and mitigation measures means that for most residential 
developments a conclusion of no likely significant effect can be drawn at the 
screening stage of HRA, and that in reality, very few such developments 
should need to undergo Appropriate Assessment.   

14. I therefore consider that this main modification, as further modified in line 
with the suggested wording from NE, supports the pursuit of sustainable 
development in the Framework (paragraph 9) and is endorsed as both justified 
and effective. 

15. The Plan supports the 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 new housing 
to meet needs in the Borough without causing harm to areas of importance for 
biodiversity.  The only change of emphasis relates to the Core Strategy’s limit 
of 200 new homes in relation to the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace (SANG), which is exceeded in the Plan.  The reasons for this 
change are set out and considered under Issue 4 below.  

16. The Plan has been subject to sustainability appraisal (SA) at all the main 
stages of its production.  A clear audit trail illustrates the reasons for taking 
forward certain key development options whilst rejecting others7. 

17. The objectives of the Plan are set out in paragraph 1.25, whilst the preceding 
paragraph shows how they link in to the relevant Core Strategy objectives.  
They are robust and central to the success of the Plan.  They are also 
generally supported by the representations, and largely address the 
weaknesses identified in the SWOT analysis8. 

18. It is clear from the evidence before me that the Council has worked with a 
variety of other Councils, agencies, providers and the private sector to address 
key issues, and examples of some of these arrangements are set out in the 
section dealing with the DTC above.   

                                       
7 Sustainability Appraisal of the AAP (SA), Section 4; January 2013 [Document CD/004]. 
8 Analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. 
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19. I therefore conclude that, subject to the above main modification, the strategy 
of the Plan, including policy TC1, is sustainable, positively prepared, justified 
and accords with national policy and the Core Strategy.   

Issue 2 – Is the Plan’s provision for the local economy sound in relation to 
the current economic climate, the scale and location of retail and office 
provision, its definition of the town centre boundary and control of retail 
frontages? 

Scale and location of the proposed retail provision 

20. Policy TC2 sets the parameters for retail development in the town centre.  The 
most recent retail study commissioned by the Council9 makes it clear that the 
Core Strategy provision of 41,000 m retail floorspace is a conservative, and 
achievable, estimate of the growth that could be required and supported by 
the town centre catchment area.  The Council explained at the Examination 
Hearing that Camberley town centre is “running to stand still” in the context of 
substantial improvements to several competing centres, such as Guildford, 
Basingstoke and Woking, and that a significant opportunity exists to deliver 
enhanced retail provision within a strong catchment area.  

21. The Plan is not seeking to change its role relative to these nearby primary 
centres, and robust evidence demonstrated that the retail provision in the Plan 
is a cautious estimate.  There were no opposing representations from any local 
authorities concerning impact on these primary centres.  The retail figure is 
also sufficient to provide flexibility, and the developers who intend to refurbish 
the Mall stated that around 17,000 m w o u ld  b e  re a s o n a b le  fo r  t h e  fir s t  
phase of new retail development in the town centre. 

22. Whilst population growth will increase retail demand, the ‘tired’ looking central 
shopping area, and the lacklustre frontage onto the A30 London Road (known 
as the London Road Block (LRB), which presents a particularly poor image of 
the town centre for through traffic) have left the town centre at a substantial 
disadvantage compared to some of its rivals which have undergone major new 
retail schemes.  I agree with the Council that doing nothing is not an option 
for the Plan. 

23. The LRB scheme developers, who own the main shopping centre at the Mall, 
have showed a serious intention to achieve an ambitious redevelopment 
scheme for the town centre, and the Council is working with them.  A 
significant amount of property within the LRB has already been acquired by 
either the Council or developers who share the same agenda as the Council.  
Moreover, the Council has stated its intention to use its CPO powers to ensure 
that the entire LRB will be available for redevelopment.   

24. An independent LRB Viability Assessment10 concluded that the likely profit 
would be in the region of 14.7% to 19.8%, depending on the most realistic 
scenarios.  The planning application for this scheme is programmed to be 
submitted this year, with construction beginning in year 4 (2018).   

                                       
9 Case and Partners: Surrey heath Borough Council: Camberley Town Centre Area Action Plan Retail 
Report; January 2012. [Document CD/015] 
10 Montague Evans: Camberley Town Centre Area Action Plan: Site Viability Assessment; December 
2013 [Submitted at the Hearing]. 
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25. A principal concern of some local residents is the prospect of a demolished 
LRB, replaced by a temporary car park, and remaining as an eyesore for many 
years, which would blight this important visual window into the town centre 
from the A30.  However, the Council and its partner developers are alive to 
this scenario, and as further evidence of seriousness of intent, the developers 
have appointed consultants to work on a deliverable strategy, both for the 
redevelopment of the LRB and the refurbishment of the Mall.  This has already 
resulted in a public consultation exercise, including an exhibition undertaken in 
the town centre in September 201311.   

26. In response to why it would not be cheaper and more effective to focus on 
bringing into use empty shop units in the town centre, the Council stated that 
many of the units in the Mall and elsewhere have insufficient depth for current 
demands.   Many national multiples require larger ‘footplates’ than are 
generally on offer in the town centre, and it was considered by the developers 
that the current quality of the retail offer and the public realm was insufficient 
to attract the necessary investment in new town centre shops. 

27. Policy TC2 does not specify whether the proposed retail provision is for 
comparison or convenience goods (although policy TC14 which sets the 
parameters for the LRB focuses on comparison goods).  The supporting 
evidence, including the independent study (see footnote 7), points to the 
majority of the proposed retail floorspace being for comparison goods.  The 
Council acknowledged that the provision of convenience retail floorspace has 
largely moved to out-of-town locations where car parking land can be found 
more easily and the associated traffic will not adversely affect the town centre.   

Primary and secondary shopping areas 

28. The Framework states that local planning authorities should define the extent 
of town centres and primary shopping centres, based on a clear definition of 
primary and secondary frontages (paragraph 23), and the Council has done 
this12.   

29. The LRB would still be peripheral to the main areas of retail activity and it is 
therefore designated as a secondary frontage.  The Council envisages that 
there will be an uplift to the town centre following the LRB redevelopment and 
a new anchor store facing the High Street, enough to see an increase in retail 
activity and hence a change to a new primary retail frontage on High Street in 
the Plan.  Again, I consider this to be justified.  The Council is also justified in 
not extending the primary shopping area to include Pembroke Broadway, as 
this would potentially dilute the compactness of the centre, which is one of its 
main assets. 

30. Policy TC2 also sets out development management parameters for changes 
from A1 retail uses to A2 (financial and professional services) and A3 
(restaurants and cafes).  The clarity of the policy would not be enhanced by 
some of the changes proposed by other parties.  Policy TC3 addresses the 
impacts of food and drink establishments.  It strikes an acceptable balance 
between promoting the vitality and viability of the town centre and signalling 

                                       
11 Council’s Written Statement for Matter 3 SHED/AAP/3 Retail development and the economy 
(Appendix 2); November 2013 
12 Technical Paper 1: Summary of Evidence Base [Document CD/008]. 
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the need to safeguard the living conditions (amenities) of the re-emerging 
residential sector within the area.  Several representations emphasise the 
importance of residential amenity and safety, although I consider that the 
policy already takes these concerns into account.  

      Office and business accommodation  

31. The Government’s temporary provision allows changes from offices to 
residential as permitted development.  The expectation, however, is that 
policy TC5 would bite during the rest of the plan period.  The Council’s wish to 
retain some town centre office accommodation is reasonable, especially in the 
expectation that the economy should recover within the plan period. 

32. The Framework (paragraph 22) discourages the long-term protection of sites 
for employment use where there is no real prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose, so there is a need for flexibility.  In my view, policy TC5 
achieves an appropriate balance by enabling long-term vacant office blocks for 
other uses, whilst retaining offices within the favoured location of Knoll Road 
in the interests of retaining a balanced town centre economy.  I consider that 
policy TC5 is positively prepared, and not arbitrary.  I also consider that the 
policy does not write off the town centre as a location for employment 
opportunities, as some representations claim. 

33. I therefore conclude that the Plan’s retail and office provision in both 
quantitative and qualitative terms is justified and is likely to be deliverable 
(i.e. effective) during the plan period.   

Issue 3 – Is the Plan’s accessibility and movement strategy justified and 
effective? 

34. The proposed improvements to accessibility are set out in policy TC7, which 
promotes a comfortable and safe environment for pedestrians, cyclists and 
public transport.  The policy was prepared in partnership with Surrey County 
Council and is underpinned by the jointly produced Town Centre Access 
Strategy13.  This document provides a detailed justification for policies TC 7-
10, although funding is not considered in any depth.  However, there is a clear 
expression of intent to implement the policy from the major agencies and 
providers, whilst the Council explained at the Hearing that there was likely to 
be some involvement from the Enterprise M3 Local Economic Partnership (LEP) 
operating in the Surrey Heath area.  There is also a commitment to the policy 
from the developers who are putting together an emerging master plan for 
much of the town centre14.   

35. The representations ranged from criticising the Plan for ‘dictating’ the 
alignment of pedestrian routes in advance of a detailed redevelopment 
scheme, to an opposing view that the Plan should be more explicit in its 
targets for pedestrianising specific streets, e.g. High Street.   

36. In response to concerns that the Plan is too detailed, the Council pointed out 

                                       
13 Surrey Heath Borough Council and Surrey County Council: Camberley Town Centre Access Strategy 
- Part 2; February 2013. 
14 Written Statement for Matter 4: Accessibility and Movement-Appendix 1 Emerging Masterplan 
Principles; November 2013 [Document DHED/AAP/4]. 
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that the proposed pedestrianisation of Obelisk Way and Princess Way is not a 
radical change from the current situation where they are closed off during the 
evening, and that they can become more fully pedestrianised without 
compromising the security of the Mall (which forms the basis of at least one of 
the representations).   

37. There is a balance to be struck in line with the Framework’s advice that local 
plans should set out clear policies on what will or will not be permitted and 
where (paragraph 154).  It is my view that the Plan contains an appropriate 
balance between being site specific whilst allowing for some flexibility should 
other detailed considerations emerge.  I also consider that the likelihood of 
delivering the accessibility improvements set out in policy TC7 is high, making 
the policy effective as well as justified. 

38. Policy TC8 proposes improvements to the highway network, and in particular 
to the two junctions on the A30 London Road with (i) Knoll Road/Kings Ride in 
the north-east corner and (ii) Park Street, further to the west.  There are also 
proposals to improve the two junctions on Portesbury Road with (iii) Knoll 
Road, in the south-east corner and (iv) High Street, a little further to the west.  

39. Some residents questioned the justification for these schemes, as vehicular 
traffic has declined in recent years, and in relation to junction (i), its 
implications for the living conditions of nearby properties on Kings Ride.  Their 
concerns related to loss of residents’ parking, harm to the character and 
appearance of the area and no discernable benefit in terms of traffic flow, with 
the view that the costs of the scheme would outweigh the benefits.   

40. The same residents also considered that the red lines on Plan 15 (policy TC8) 
were unclear in delineating the precise extent of property acquisition 
necessary to implement the schemes.  Finally, they questioned, in view of the 
non-implementation of these schemes over many years, whether financial 
resources existed to make the schemes deliverable during the plan period.  
Other groups, however, including a local residents’ association and town 
centre developers, supported these proposals. 

41. The Council commented at the Hearing that the bulk of the A30 road widening 
would be on the south side, away from the representors’ houses in Kings Ride 
(and their parked cars), and that the inclusion of the red lines on the Proposals 
Map had been in place for a long time before the submission of this Plan.  I 
also note the highway authority’s comments that the proposals at this junction 
are likely to include improvements for cyclists and pedestrians rather than just 
more vehicle lanes. 

42. Both the Council and the highway authority stated that it is likely that traffic 
levels along the A30 and elsewhere in the town centre would rise as the 
economy recovers, the Plan proposals are implemented and pedestrian 
friendly schemes increase pressure on other roads, including Knoll Road.   In 
particular, the pedestrian friendly area in High Street and some of the 
adjacent streets would displace vehicular traffic onto the Knoll Road/A30/Kings 
Ride junction.   

43. The emphasis on any widening to the south of the A30 should also minimise 
impact on the living conditions and the character of properties on Kings Ride.   
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The Council considers that the deletion of these junction improvements from 
the Plan could impact on the ability to deliver a strategy to address increased 
demand on the transport network, and in particular in relation to the A30 
London Road.  I therefore consider that changes to policy TC8 are not 
justified. 

44. There was some opposition to policy TC10 for rear service roads.  However, 
these roads would help to secure important environmental improvements, 
such as the pedestrianisation of High Street, and are therefore justified. 

45. I now turn to the effectiveness of the Plan to deliver these schemes.  In 
addition to the Local Transport Plan, additional funding could be levered from 
the LEP and also from future S106/CIL contributions.  Some of the 
implementation could be delivered incrementally and be funded from 
associated development schemes, with possible additional funding streams 
from Surrey County Council. 

46. Taking all these matters into consideration, I conclude that the access and 
movement policies are positively prepared, justified, effective and accord with 
national policy. 

Issue 4 – Is the Plan’s provision of housing sound in terms of its effect 
upon the integrity of nature conservation interests and the provision of a 
balanced mix of communities?  

Increased housing in relation to international nature conservation interests  

47. Policy TC4 sets a framework for the provision of new housing in the town 
centre.  In stating that the Council will permit at least 200 new homes up to 
2028, it departs from Core Strategy policy CP10, which states that it is 
anticipated that up to 200 houses could be delivered in the period up to 2028.  

48. The Core Strategy ceiling on residential development is linked to 
environmental capacity, and in particular to the significant nature conservation 
sites which extend to over 20% of the Borough’s area.  These sites form part 
of the larger Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA), which 
has international importance.  In view of the potential cumulative impact of 
new housing on the integrity of the SPA, which itself is fragmented, policies 
are in place to seek to ensure that such developments provide for or make 
appropriate contributions towards measures that would avoid adversely 
affecting the integrity of the SPA.  The provision of Suitable Alternative Natural 
Greenspace (SANG) is an accepted way of mitigating the anticipated 
recreational impacts from new housing.  

49. The Council supports the increased town centre housing numbers for several 
reasons.  Firstly, it is line with one of the main aims of the Framework, to 
boost significantly the supply of housing (paragraph 47).  Secondly, new 
housing provision within the town centre maximises sustainability in terms of 
access to facilities, services, jobs and public transport, again in accordance 
with the Framework (paragraph 9). 

50. Thirdly, the Council is confident that sufficient new SANG capacity can be 
provided to enable its increased housing provision (in the order of 310 units) 
to be implemented without contravening the TBH SPA protection policies.  The 
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basis of the Council’s confidence includes the use of SANG at Swan Lakes, 
Yateley, whilst negotiations are in progress to secure additional SANG capacity 
at Heather Farm, Woking.  These additional SANGs would comply with the 
policies to protect the SPA, whilst meeting Government housing objectives.   

51. The Council has suggested additional wording in the explanatory text to policy 
TC4 [MM2] to address the concerns raised by the increased dwelling provision 
beyond the Core Strategy ceiling, by ensuring that any additional housing is 
linked to sufficient SANG capacity in accordance with international habitats 
legislation.   This main modification is necessary to ensure that the Plan is 
consistent with the Core Strategy and to protect the TBH SPA, and is therefore 
endorsed on the grounds of justification of the Plan. 

Balanced communities 

52. Policy TC4 also addresses the need to provide a balanced mix of communities 
within the town centre, and I agree with the Council that it needs to be read 
alongside Core Strategy policies CP5 (affordable housing) and CP6 (dwelling 
size and type).  Several sites within the town centre are identified for the 
introduction of mixed uses with a proportion of housing, and schemes 
primarily or exclusively for housing.   

53. The Council suggested two further main modifications to the Plan.  The first 
was to amend paragraph 9.26, to clarify that Ashwood House in Pembroke 
Broadway North (covered in policy TC17) could provide for circa 50 flats 
[MM3]; however, a representation in relation to the main modifications 
suggested that ‘circa’ should be replaced by ‘a minimum’ of 50 flats to reflect 
the potential that exists at Ashwood House, and in the light of national policy 
as expressed in the Framework (paragraph 47), to boost significantly the 
supply of housing; I accept the force of these arguments and a further point 
made by the same respondent, that reference should be made to either 
conversion or redevelopment, either of which would achieve the aim of the 
Plan.   

54. I have accordingly amended MM3 to reflect these considerations.  This 
amended main modification is therefore endorsed as justified.  Clearly, any 
increased housing provision will be subject to the availability of sufficient 
SANG capacity being available to ensure the protection of the TBH SPA.  

55. The second main modification suggested by the Council was to amend 
Appendix 2 (General Monitoring Framework), to clarify that the comprehensive 
redevelopment scheme for Broadway North is to commence pre-2020, rather 
than after this date, as indicated in the Plan [MM4].  This main modification, 
again amended to refer to the possibilities of either conversion or 
redevelopment, is endorsed as justified.  

56. Policy CP15 proposes the redevelopment of Camberley Railway Station in a 
residential led scheme.  There is general agreement to improve the station 
buildings (together with enhanced, direct services to London).  The scheme is 
also supported by Network Rail, and the recent viability study commissioned 
by the Council15 gives an estimated 20% profit on the main assumption that 

                                       
15 Montagu Evans: Camberley Town Centre Action Plan: Site Viability Assessment; December 2013 
(Page 14). 
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88 dwelling units would be constructed on the site.  On this basis the policy is 
justified and effective.  The additional dwellings, of course, would be 
dependent on sufficient SANG capacity being available to ensure the protection 
of the TBH SPA. 

57. I therefore conclude that, subject to the above main modifications, the Plan’s 
housing policies are positively prepared, accord with national policy and are 
justified and effective. 

Issue 5 – Is the Plan’s environmental strategy sound in terms of design, 
the public realm and open space? 

58. Policy TC11 outlines the design requirements for new development to make a 
positive contribution to improving the quality of the built environment.  In the 
Council’s response to my questions on design, it stated that a scheme for the 
London Road Block (LRB) is expected to deliver a high quality, distinctive built 
form and as such it may be acceptable for it to depart from established 
building lines and heights.  In view of the importance of the LRB as ‘shop 
window’ to the town centre from the A30, this policy statement is critical to 
the design success of this area, and its inclusion as a change to the 
explanatory text to LRB policy TC14 [MM5] is recommended in the interests 
of justifying the Plan.   

59. The Council owns the site of the proposed new civic space and states that it is 
deliverable.  It also featured in the developers’ vision for the redevelopment of 
the town centre and the refurbishment of the Mall.  Its implementation, as 
part of the emerging public realm strategy, is expected to be achieved by 
2020, alongside the redevelopment of the LRB.  

60. Policy TC12 commits the Council to protecting and enhancing the integrity of 
the High Street Character Area, and was generally supported.  Some 
developers suggested more flexibility by replacing the word ‘integrity’ with 
‘character’; however, I agree with the Council that it is important that the 
integrity of the remaining Victorian/Edwardian streetscene should be 
protected, and therefore no changes to the policy are required in the interests 
of soundness. 

61. I therefore conclude that the Plan’s environmental strategy in terms of design, 
the public realm and open space, subject to the above main modification, is 
sound.  

Issue 6 – Is the Plan effective in terms of facilitating delivery of 
infrastructure, development viability and monitoring? 

62. The Framework attaches great importance to the need for local plans to pay 
careful attention to viability so that they are deliverable (paragraph 173).  It 
also states that plans should take account of market signals (paragraph 17[3]) 
and assess viability in relation to major development schemes (paragraph 26 
[2]).  Generally persuasive evidence has been placed before the Examination 
from stakeholder developers who are signed up to the key policies of the Plan.  
There is also support for the Plan from Surrey County Council as highway 
authority.  This indicates that there is a strong likelihood that the proposed 
retail provision, which is at the heart of the Plan, and associated public realm 
and highway improvements, are achievable within the plan period. 
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63. The Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)16 identifies the key schemes in 
the town centre and will be updated annually.  It is a useful working 
document.  It estimates costs for major infrastructure schemes, assesses their 
importance/priority, indicates their phasing and identifies the funding gaps.  I 
note that none of the utility providers, all of whom were consulted, have 
raised any capacity issues in relation to key schemes. 

64. Appendix 2 of the Plan sets out the general monitoring framework.  The 
reporting mechanism is via the Monitoring Report, which monitors a series of 
key indicators on an annual basis.  Although the Council considered that a new 
monitoring policy was not needed, it suggested the inclusion of a new 
paragraph in section 2 (General Policies) which highlights that monitoring of 
the policies will be through the Monitoring Report and who the lead agencies 
are [MM6].   This is recommended in the interests of the Plan’s effectiveness. 

65. On the basis of the above considerations, it is my view that the Plan is capable 
of delivery within the plan period and, subject to the above main modification, 
that the monitoring arrangements are also effective. 

Other matters 

66. In addition to the six issues above, other parts and policies of the Plan were 
the subject of representations, some of which the Council has responded to in 
its minor modifications, which I do not address in this report.  None of these 
representations, however, go to the soundness of the Plan. 

Assessment of Legal Compliance 
67. My examination of the compliance of the Plan with the legal requirements is 

summarised in the table below.  I conclude that the Plan meets them all.  

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Local Development 
Scheme (LDS) 

The Area Action Plan (AAP) is identified within the 
approved LDS dated December 2012 which sets out 
an expected adoption date of February 2014. The 
AAP’s content and timing are broadly compliant with 
the LDS.  

Statement of Community 
Involvement (SCI) and 
relevant regulations 

The SCI was adopted in May 2012 and consultation 
has been compliant with the requirements therein, 
including the consultation on the post-submission 
proposed ‘main modification’ changes (MM)  

Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) 

SA has been carried out and is adequate. 

Appropriate Assessment 
(AA) 

The Habitats Regulations AA Screening Report 
(August 2013) sets out why AA is not necessary. 

National Policy The AAP complies with national policy except where 
indicated and modifications are recommended. 

Sustainable Community 
Strategy (SCS) 

Satisfactory regard has been paid to the SCS. 

                                       
16 Surrey Heath Borough Council: Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2013-2023 (IDP); February 2013. 
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Public Sector Equality Duty 
(PSED) 

The Local Plan complies with this Duty. 

2004 Act (as amended) 
and 2012 Regulations. 

The AAP complies with the Act and the Regulations. 

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation 
68. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in relation to soundness for the 

reasons set out above which means that I recommend non-adoption of 
it as submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the Act.  These 
deficiencies have been explored in the main issues set out above. 

69. The Council has requested that I recommend main modifications to 
make the Plan sound and capable of adoption.  I conclude that with 
the recommended main modifications set out in the Appendix the 
Camberley Town Centre Area Action Plan satisfies the requirements of 
Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the criteria for soundness in 
the National Planning Policy Framework.  

Mike Fox 

Inspector 

This report is accompanied by the Appendix containing the Main Modifications  


