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1. Introduction 

1.1	 This statement addresses whether the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 

(RNOTP) takes an appropriate approach to the phasing of development and its 

linkages to the development of strategic and local infrastructure. The issue is 

summarised in the “Regulation 31 Statement” (DOC903), paragraphs 3.17-3.19. 

1.2	 This statement should be read with reference to individual representations (DOC901). 

In addition, DOC903 and DOC910 summarise the representations received through 

the RNOTP submission document consultation stage (11 January – 22 February 

2008), and the subsequent consultation for the Schedule of proposed changes (20 

June – 1 August 2008) respectively. 

1.3	 This statement sets out the Council’s responses relating to the RNOTP approach to 

phasing development and corresponding infrastructure; addressing the points raised 

by those respondents identified on the List of Matters and Key Questions (DOC810). 

This statement cross refers to these documents, rather than reciting their content, in 

order to keep it brief in accordance with the guidance from the Inspector. 

1.4	 It should be noted that supporting text in the RNOTP also sets out the rationale behind 

Plan policies, including references to the evidence base which supports the stated 

approach. This statement will provide additional clarification, as necessary. 

1.5	 The references to “tests of soundness” throughout this statement refer to numbers of 

the tests of soundness in the September 2004 (now superseded) version of PPS12 

(DOC111). This approach was agreed with the Inspector at the Pre Examination 

Meeting on 26 June 2008 (DOC809). 

Issues raised in representations, which the Inspector wishes to examine 

in greater detail 

Matter C(a) – Approach to phasing of development 

1.6	 Matter C(a)(i) – Section 2 – phasing of development in Oundle over the RNOTP 

period. 
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1.7	 Matter C(a)(ii) – Section 3 – phasing of development in Thrapston over the RNOTP 

period. 

Matter C(b) – How the rate of new development should be tied to the development of 

new infrastructure 

1.8	 Section 4 addresses issues regarding the mechanisms in the RNOTP by which the 

rate of new development is closely linked to the need to provide new infrastructure. It 

should be noted that this issue is addressed in the Council’s response to the 

Exploratory Meeting (DOC909, section 4) and this statement should be read in 

conjunction with this and will supplement it, where necessary. 
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2. Matter C(a)(i) – Approach to phasing of development in 

Oundle 

2.1	 Three particular areas of concern have been identified in the representations about 

the RNOTP approach to phasing; policies 3 and OUN1 of the submission RNOTP and 

the revised Policy OUN1 in the Schedule of proposed changes (DOC907). These are: 

•	 Unrealistic target dates and insufficient information regarding the phasing and 

implementation of allocated sites (OUN2 and OUN3); 

•	 The approach to phasing for allocated sites; 

•	 The approach to phasing for longer term development proposals (RNOTP 

paragraph 8.11). 

Information regarding target dates for phasing and implementation 

2.2	 Oundle Town Council (00101) and the Oundle Under Threat (OUT) (02701), acting on 

behalf of some elements of the local community, state that the target start dates for 

the three allocated sites should be revised to take into account the need to deliver 

infrastructure improvements prior to development. In responding to the Schedule of 

proposed changes (DOC907), Oundle Town Council also states that the Policy 3 

target should be incorporated into the revised Policy OUN1. 

2.3	 Persimmon Homes (00286) and EMRA (00359) argue that the RNOTP does not 

provide sufficient phasing information. They state that implementation should be 

monitored at the CSS/ housing market area (HMA) level, to ensure the sustainable 

release of sites. 

ENC Response 

2.4	 Since the RNOTP was submitted, further work has been undertaken in order to 

provide further information about the RNOTP phasing approach, with particular 

reference to Oundle. The Council has also responded to further feedback from 

GOEM (00899) in relation to the concerns raised by the Inspector at the Exploratory 

Meeting (DOC809(2)), that the phasing policies, 3 and 4, are overly negatively worded 

and are inconsistent with the adopted CSS. These concerns were initially addressed 

in the Exploratory Meeting response (DOC909, paragraphs 4.3-4.4) and are also 

covered by the “Matter A” statement. 
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2.5	 In preparing the Oundle trajectory (DOC909, Appendix 8) the Council has given 

consideration to the concerns raised in Oundle, by the Town Council and local 

residents, that the development of the allocated sites should be phased over a longer 

period to take account of local infrastructure needs. However in recognition of the 

pre-application work already undertaken by the promoters of the proposed OUN3 sites 

and the need to ensure that there is a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land, the 

forecast completion dates for the two sites have been shortened to 2013 in the 

trajectory (DOC909, paragraph 3.16). 

2.6	 DOC909 also sets out detailed information about the completion rates on a year by 

year basis (Appendix 7), while councils in the North Northamptonshire HMA/ CSS 

area already undertake monitoring of new housing on an annual basis. Following the 

adoption of the CSS, the Joint Planning Unit (JPU) is now beginning to work with 

constituent partners on the establishment of a joint monitoring framework for North 

Northamptonshire. This, through an early review of the CSS, will be used to inform 

mechanisms by which the necessary infrastructure is put in place to give certainty to 

housing and employment provision (DOC257, paragraph 142). 

2.7	 Finally, in relation to the Town Council’s representation regarding the proposed 

changes to Policy OUN1 if the Inspector is minded to approve such a change, this 

could be appropriate in the interests of clarity and consistency. 

Approach to the phasing of allocated sites 

2.8	 Twigden Homes (01136) and Persimmon Homes are promoting the two OUN3 sites. 

However, both take opposing views regarding the phasing of the sites. Twigden 

Homes argues that the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site should be given express preference 

in OUN3 as the first development phase in Oundle. Opposing this, Persimmon 

Homes argues that such an approach is inappropriate and is likely to delay housing 

delivery, given that both sites will be needed in the short/ medium term to meet the 

CSS target (DOC259, Policy 10). 
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ENC Response 

2.9	 RNOTP Policy OUN3 proposes that the Ashton Rd/ Herne Rd site should come 

forward before the Creed Rd site. As stated in the Oundle trajectory (DOC909), 

however, it is now anticipated that both sites are likely to be delivered over broadly the 

same timescale. This approach will also enable a holistic approach to be taken 

towards the provision of infrastructure in Oundle, as advocated by the Town Council 

and OUT, by helping infrastructure to be developed in a coordinated way, closely 

related to both developments. The Council does not, therefore, see a need for or 

consider it appropriate to phase the sites for development at different times. 

2.10	 This is supported by changes in national and regional policy, as the former “sequential 

approach” to developing allocated sites in DPDs is no longer in force (PPS3 

(DOC102) discontinued this). While the sequential approach was retained in Policy 2 

of the emerging RSS8 (DOC236), this policy is now proposed to be deleted in the 

recent changes to the Regional Plan (22 July 2008). 

Approach to the phasing of longer term development proposals 

2.11	 Living Villages Ltd (02790) and the Rudd Family (02833), promoters of two of the 

possible longer term sites (beyond 2021) , argue that their respective sites to the north 

and east of Oundle (DOC1002) are preferable to the Creed Rd site, and should 

therefore be brought forward under an earlier development phase. Living Villages Ltd 

also argues that the RNOTP approach in paragraph 8.11 to the phasing of 

development contradicts soundness test 9, as it provides no guidance as to the likely 

longer term direction of growth. 

ENC Response 

2.12	 The Oundle trajectory (DOC909, appendices 7 and 10) describes how further 

development in the town is likely to take place after 2013, following a review of the 

RNOTP. Of the four sites in RNOTP paragraph 8.11, it is likely that at least one of 

these will need to come forward to meet the current CSS Policy 10 target (DOC259). 

Dependent upon the future Oundle housing requirements following the review of the 

CSS, one or more of the paragraph 8.11 sites could then be allocated. 
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2.13	 The RNOTP itself does not express a preferred longer term direction of growth 

because all of the paragraph 8.11 longer term sites have some development potential 

and it would be premature to make a firm decision without further information and 

assessment.. However, the Urban Extensions Study (DOC307) identified the north

west sector of Oundle as the preferred direction of growth and this was a factor in the 

decision to allocate the Creed Rd site. This decision was also endorsed by the 

Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322). 

2.14	 This means that a longer term direction for growth has been indicated in the evidence 

base for the plan and also partly established by the allocation of the Creed Road site 

in the Plan. When a further assessment is made to address post 2021 development 

requirements it will be a matter of deciding whether or not there are compelling 

reasons to depart from the indicated direction of future growth. 
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3. Matter C(a)(ii) – Approach to phasing of development in 

Thrapston 

3.1	 Carter Jonas (00262); has argued that Springfield Farm, Oundle Road, Thrapston 

should be allocated for up to 250 dwellings. This, it is argued, will provide sufficient 

flexibility to meet the town’s housing needs. 

3.2	 GOEM (00899), EMRA and the Highways Agency (00931) all state that Policy THR5 

does not contain sufficient detail about the timescale/ phased development of the 

Thrapston South allocation. It is argued that THR5 should be informed by a detailed 

trajectory and transport assessment (TA), given the particular impact of the proposals 

upon the trunk road network. 

ENC Response 

3.3	 The Thrapston South allocation (THR5) contains sufficient capacity to meet the current 

CSS target (1140 dwellings). However, dependent upon the future Thrapston housing 

requirements following the review of the CSS, part of the Springfield Farm site could 

be allocated if the target is sufficiently increased. The Thrapston housing trajectory 

(DOC909, Appendix 11) sets out a forecast for the delivery of housing on the allocated 

site, which will be monitored through the AMR. 

3.4	 As stated in revised Policy THR5 (DOC907), the masterplan will need to determine the 

detailed delivery phases for Thrapston South. A transport strategy is being developed 

by the County Council (NCC Strategic Transport), which is currently at first draft stage 

and is expected to be completed in 2009. This is also referred to in DOC909 and will 

be important in addressing Thrapston’s longer term development needs at a strategic 

level and the Highways Agency will work closely with NCC Strategic Transport in 

moving this forward. 
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4. Matter C(b) – How the rate of new development should be 

tied to the development of new infrastructure 

4.1	 The broad issues raised through the representations received during the submission 

RNOTP (see DOC903) and subsequent proposed changes consultation phases (see 

DOC910) are: 

(i)	 The role and status of the emerging transport strategy (policies OUN1 and THR5), 

with particular reference to Oundle; 

(ii) The	 RNOTP approach to infrastructure delivery as defined in revised policies 

OUN1 and THR5; 

(iii) The	 level of information in the RNOTP and submission documents re local 

infrastructure requirements; 

RNOTP approach to infrastructure delivery; and the role and status of the 

emerging transport strategy 

4.2	 Oundle Town Council and OUT, acting on behalf of many residents in the town, have 

both submitted detailed representations in support of the Policy OUN1 approach for 

ensuring that local infrastructure improvements are forthcoming. 

4.3	 By contrast, Stamford Homes (00049), Society of Merchant Venturers (00262), 

Persimmon Homes (00286), Twigden Homes (01136), Living Villages Ltd (02790) and 

the Rudd Family (02833), all promoting the allocated or alternative sites in Oundle or 

Thrapston, argue that the RNOTP approach defined by OUN1, THR1 and THR5 is 

overly restrictive and is effectively an unjustified embargo on development, which has 

been taken only to satisfy local political pressure. GOEM also submitted 

representations arguing that the negative wording in these policies is contrary to PPS1 

(DOC101, paragraph 26(iii)). 

4.4	 The polarisation of these issues is further illustrated in the responses to the Schedule 

of proposed changes (DOC910). GOEM, Persimmon Homes and Living Villages Ltd 

all uphold their earlier representations, arguing that the revisions to OUN1 do not 

address their concerns. By contrast, Oundle Town Council expresses concerns that 

the revision will “water down” the RNOTP strategy for the town. 
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ENC Response 

4.5	 In preparing the RNOTP to date, the Council has worked to prepare a Plan which is 

supportive of the planned developments in Oundle and Thrapston, but ensures the 

timely implementation of new infrastructure to support these. The RNOTP, as 

submitted, was been written in a way intended to address the concerns of the two 

competing interests (paragraphs 4.2-4.4, above). 

4.6	 Matters (i) and (ii) (paragraph 4.1, above) were extensively considered in the revisions 

to policies OUN1 and THR5 (DOC907), and at the Exploratory Meeting (DOC809(2)). 

The Council’s initial response to both matters is set out in DOC909, section 4. 

4.7	 GOEM has recently advised, however, that DOC909, while going much of the way to 

address their concerns, still leaves some of their concerns unresolved, with particular 

reference to the consistency of the RNOTP with CSS Policy 6 (DOC259) in relation to 

infrastructure. Officers are therefore appending a further response in relation to 

potential changes to the wording of the RNOTP Policies OUN1, TR1 and TR5 which 

are intended to overcome these concerns. 

Level of information in the RNOTP and submission documents re local 

infrastructure requirements 

4.8	 D Bailey (00048), Oundle Town Council and OUT all question whether sufficient 

information (Test 6: coherence) re infrastructure has been included in the submission 

RNOTP. Carter Jonas (00262), promoting the alternative site at Springfield Farm, 

Thrapston, presents a similar argument. The themes where the need for additional 

information has been identified in the representations are: 

•	 Delivery mechanisms and implementation, including the feasibility of 

safeguarding land for a secondary school at Springfield Farm (test of 

soundness 8); 

•	 Focus on highways capacity – RNOTP should cover wider issues/ all local 

services, e.g. drainage and sewerage; 

•	 Need longer term system for managing transport and community infrastructure; 

•	 Existing and longstanding capacity issues – particularly transport and 

education. 
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4.9	 John Martin Associates (00286) argue, on behalf of Persimmon Homes, that if and 

when sufficient transport/ traffic data is available through the TA, planning permission 

should not be withheld if the TA demonstrates that allocated sites have localised 

transport issues only. 

ENC Response 

4.10	 Considering the representations received that information is lacking about delivery 

mechanisms, it should be noted that while this information is not included within the 

RNOTP document itself, details of the delivery bodies are set out in the Monitoring 

Framework (DOC254). This issue was identified by the Inspector in the CSS 

examination where, despite noting “a failure to provide a firm long term infrastructure 

foundation” (DOC258, paragraph 142), he did not find the CSS unsound. As a partner 

authority in the forthcoming review of the CSS, the Council will be involved in further 

developing a consistent approach to infrastructure delivery across North 

Northamptonshire and the ongoing discussions with prospective developers (DOC909) 

are also addressing infrastructure delivery matters. 

4.11	 In relation to the objection by Carter Jonas to proposal to safeguard land at Springfield 

Farm for a secondary school (THR1) the Sustainability Assessment of Sites (DOC322) 

identified the Springfield Farm site as having some development potential and this is 

reflected in the decision to safeguard land at this site for the possible future 

development of a secondary school. It is stressed, however, that this is not a site 

specific allocation. 

4.12	 In response to the representations arguing that the RNOTP needs to take a more 

comprehensive approach towards infrastructure provision, it is emphasised that the 

provision of strategic infrastructure needs to be addressed through the implementation 

and review of the CSS. This will also need to address existing and longstanding 

capacity issues at the strategic level, while the emerging Transport Strategy for the 

towns will enable the County Council to take a coordinated approach towards securing 

net benefits at a local level (DOC909, section 4). 

4.13	 When addressing infrastructure needs in relation to site specific proposals in Oundle 

and Thrapston, these will need to be considered through the masterplanning approach; 

a requirement for all of the site specific allocations in the RNOTP. 
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5. Conclusions 

5.1	 Strategic issues of phasing and infrastructure were extensively explored during the 

CSS examination (DOC258). RNOTP policies OUN1, THR1 and THR5 apply these 

issues at the local level, setting out town-specific approaches to phasing development 

in Oundle and Thrapston. 

5.2	 In its approach to closely tying new developments to improvements in local 

infrastructure, the RNOTP has been written so as to address opposing and polarised 

interests as evidenced in the range of representations received following the 

submission of the RNOTP (DOC903). In response to representations regarding the 

detailed wording of individual policies, the Council has responded to ongoing concerns 

to overcome inconsistencies and loopholes (soundness tests 6-9). 
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