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1.0	 Introduction 

1.1	 Brigstock Camp remains the principal brownfield site within the Rural North 
Oundle and Thrapston Plan area (Paragraph 10.20 of the draft Plan). The 
Council are therefore promoting the development of the site through the Plan 
allocation and have included policy BC1 in the draft Plan. This carries forward a 
previous allocation (BR3) of the site from the 1996 adopted Local Plan. 

1.2	 Taylor Young, on behalf of Care Principles, have submitted representations on 
the section titled – ‘Sites in Special Policy Areas’ and, in particular, to the section 
headed ‘Brigstock Camp’ and Policy BC1. Whilst we support the allocation of the 
site in principle we are concerned about the wording of the policy and are 
seeking a more flexible policy in terms of the range of developments it will allow, 
(including all residential institution uses and all employment uses). In summary, 
the representation focuses on the fact that the draft policy does not fully take into 
account the appeal decision and the related evidence presented at the public 
inquiry, and that the policy is not reasonably flexible to deal with changing 
circumstances, in particular changes which may be necessary to accommodate 
Care Principles’ future intentions for the site. We requested a rewording of the 
policy and supporting text. 

1.3	 The Council were not minded to make changes to the wording of Policy BC1, 
stating that it was a comprehensive redrafting of the Policy and its supporting text 
and could not be put forward as a minor change in order to fulfil the test of 
soundness 9. 

1.4	 The purpose of this statement is to provide further information in response to the 
main matters and key questions raised by the Inspector. The specific question 
asked of the Brigstock Camp site as well as a number of other sites is: 

‘Do the sites allocated in the Plan in a particular settlement represent the 
most sustainable choice of sites; if not why not and in what way would the 
allocation of alternative sites be a more sustainable option.’ 

1.5	 The statement will demonstrate that the allocation of the site at Brigstock Camp 
is sustainable. 

2.0	 Sustainability of the Brigstock Camp Site 

2.1	 The Council have been promoting the development of the site since 1996 
(through the original BR3 allocation in the 1996 Local Plan). Despite this, the site 
remains derelict and has a negative impact on the local environment. Care 
Principles’ development proposals were the only ones to come forward in the 
context of this Local Plan policy and planning permission for a 54-bed secure 
hospital was granted on appeal in July 2007 (REF. APP/G2815/A/06/2028766). 

2.2	 The site has a relatively low level of sustainability at present, given its location on 
the outskirts of the village of Brigstock, but it has been demonstrated that through 
its development and the application of appropriate measures, it can be made 
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sustainable. The site is previously developed (‘brownfield’) land, contaminated 
and in a derelict condition, with good road access and served by public transport, 
which the proposed hospital development will assist to improve. Significant 
remediation will take place as part of the development. Significant tree planting 
and ecological management are proposed as part of the secure hospital scheme. 
Such measures could equally be provided by another type of development. 

2.3	 The proposed development of the site by Care Principles has been proven to be 
in accordance with planning policy (as accepted by the Appeal Inspector). RSS8 
contains a broad development strategy for the East Midlands region up to 2021. 
The document is currently under review and an Examination in Public was held in 
summer 2007 and the independent Panel's report was published on 28 
November 2007. The Secretary of State’s proposed changes were published for 
consultation on 22 July 2008 and consultation on these will run until 17th October 
2008. It is likely that a final version of the Regional Plan will be issued towards 
the end of the year. RSS8 (2005) reflects national policy in encouraging the re
use of brownfield sites, seeking to conserve the character of rural areas and in 
promoting regional and local distinctiveness. 

2.4	 Underpinning the adopted RSS and at the heart of the Strategy is the Sequential 
Approach to Development Form. Policies 2 and 3 set out an overarching 
framework for the location of future development in the region. Policy 2 refers to 
a sequential approach to selecting land for development in recognition of the 
need to make the best use of land and optimise the development of suitable 
previously used land and buildings in urban areas. The RSS acknowledges that it 
will not always be possible to find suitable sites in urban areas. Suitable sites 
elsewhere may therefore need to be found which satisfy Policy 3 for some uses. 
Policy 3 sets out a number of sustainability criteria. It suggests that in order to 
assess the suitability of land for development, in accordance with Policy 2 above, 
the nature of the development and its locational requirements will need to be 
taken into account. As the Brigstock Camp site is located outside an existing 
settlement, the sustainability criteria outlined in policy 3 become more important. 
The proposed allocation and subsequent development of the Brigstock Camp 
site meets the majority of the sustainability criteria, further evidence of this is 
provided below. 

Transport 

2.5	 Brigstock Camp is located on a major infrastructure route within a one hour 
catchment of in excess of five million people. At the micro level it is on the route 
of the Number 8 bus which runs between Kettering and Corby and provides an 
hourly bus service in both directions. Additionally, the site is also accessed via 
an existing cycle path. 

2.6	 There is provision for cyclists and pedestrians on the opposite side of the A6116 
from the site, linking into Brigstock and towards Corby, but no crossing facilities. 
The village of Brigstock lies within easy walking distance, and walking to the 
village of Stanion (2 km) would be feasible. 

2.7	 Brigstock lies at the intersection of two designated cycle routes. Corby, Kettering 
and several local villages lie within cycling distance of the proposed 
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development. The main cycle routes are along local country lanes and 
designated cycle routes. The approved scheme includes facilities to encourage 
people to visit the site on foot and bicycle, including provision for the covered 
storage of cycles and motor cycles. Alternative developments could also make 
such provision. 

2.8	 Corby and Kettering can be reached from Brigstock (the nearest bus stop from 
the proposed development) in similar times (24/29 minutes) by bus and provide 
connections to other local and regional bus services. Connections to national rail 
services are available in Kettering. Work has commenced on the new railway 
station at Corby and it is due to open in December 2008. Corby is approximately 
7 km from the site. 

2.9	 The Appeal Inspector reached the view that the unilateral undertaking attached 
to Care Principles’ planning approval addressed the issue of the site’s location 
and provided the opportunity for reducing travel by private car. A Travel Plan 
was prepared in accordance with Northamptonshire County Council’s guidance 
and in consultation with East Northamptonshire’s Travel Plan officer. The Travel 
Plan includes provision of a minibus service for employees and arrangements to 
collect visitors travelling by public transport from the nearest train station. 

2.10	 The unilateral undertaking also makes provision for an ecology management 
plan, security measures, sustainable building and energy measures and the 
creation of a community liaison group. The Appeal Inspector concluded that the 
green travel plan, ecological management and sustainability measures are 
necessary to create sustainable development. 

2.11	 If the approved scheme does not go ahead, there is no reason why these same 
measures cannot be applied to other forms of development identified in our 
proposed wording of the policy, by way of a Section 106 obligation or unilateral 
undertaking. If the site is capable of being made sustainable for a secure 
hospital, then it can be made equally sustainable for other uses. 

Economic Viability 

2.12	 The economic aspects of sustainability are also an important consideration. The 
sustainability criteria set out in Policy 3 of RSS8 include ‘the likelihood that the 
site can be viably developed, taking into account the availability of resources 
(both public and private). 

2.13	 Development of the site requires a new access and significant remediation 
works. The Brownfield Guide – A practitioner’s guide to land re-use in England 
(English Partnerships 2006) notes that ‘Site preparation costs can make the 
redevelopment of brownfield land for commercial or industrial uses financially 
unattractive unless imaginative solutions can be formulated.’. 

2.14	 In terms of the uses it puts forward, Policy BC1 should take account of viability 
issues and the need to remediate the site. The policy should consequently 
encourage a use that will deliver both a viable and sustainable development 
scheme for the site. 
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2.15	 Evidence produced for the Appeal Inquiry on site selection by David Sandbrook, 
on behalf of Care Principles, concluded that to achieve a commercial return 
under current circumstances, the only potentially viable alternative development 
options, to the now approved secure hospital, would be an intensive tourist use 
or an office development that can command high rents. 

2.16	 Unless a viable use can be found for the site it will remain in its current state. 
The approved C2A use has been demonstrated to be viable, and this adds 
further weight to our representation that C2 as well as C2A uses should be 
included as acceptable uses in Policy BC1. 

3.0	 Alternative Sites 

3.1	 The Brigstock Camp site is unique in terms of its site characteristics and its 
allocation in the adopted Local Plan (BR3) and proposed allocation in the Rural 
North Oundle and Thrapston Plan (BC1). The appeal decision demonstrates that 
a form of development for it has been found to be sustainable and we now seek 
to broaden the range of uses acceptable for the site, including those in BR3, 
those in draft BC1 and those we now seek to add. 

3.2	 It should also be noted that there are no other sites allocated for C2A (secure 
residential institution) or indeed any other residential institution (C2) in the draft 
plan. There are a number of sites allocated for small scale employment 
(including office uses) in the rural areas. However, none of these is of 
comparable size to the Brigstock Camp site’s developable area (3.4 hectares) 
and would not, therefore, be capable of accommodating the secure hospital 
scheme or the amount of office development which could be accommodated on 
the Brigstock Camp site. 

4.0	 Summary and Conclusion 

4.1	 The Brigstock camp site is an allocated brownfield site with the benefit of an 
existing permission for the development of a secure hospital. Despite being 
located on the outskirts of the village of Brigstock, it has been demonstrated that 
its sustainability will be increased through its redevelopment. The site has the 
benefit of good road access and it is served by public transport which a future 
development will assist to improve. 

4.2	 Through its development the site can be made sustainable for a range of uses, 
providing they are viable, not only the appeal scheme and those listed in Policy 
BC1, but those other alternative uses which we ask to be added to the list of 
suitable uses under Policy BC1; C2, C2A, recreation or tourism uses and all 
employment uses. 

4.3	 As set out in our original representation, Care Principles object to Policy BC1 of 
the submission draft of the Rural North Oundle and Thrapston Plan on the 
grounds that it does not satisfy the Tests of Soundness 7 and 9. We have 
requested that the policy is reworded as follows: 

‘The site has a commitment for its development with a 54-bed secure hospital by 
way of a planning permission. In the event that this permission is not 
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implemented, planning permission will be granted for the redevelopment of the 
site for residential institutional uses (Use Classes C2 and C2a), offices (B1a), 
alternative employment uses (B1b, B1c, B2 and B8), recreation or tourism uses 
and other uses appropriate to a rural area will be acceptable. Any proposed 
scheme for the site should include: 

a) The provision of appropriate sustainable transport measures 
b) An improved access with a safe crossing of the A6116 to link to the existing 

footpath and cycleway. 
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