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1. Introduction 

1.1	 This statement addresses the concerns which have been raised about the Rural North, 

Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP) document in relation to the means by which the 

Plan policies will be implemented and how this will be monitored (test of soundness 8). 

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

It sets out the Council’s responses, addressing the points raised by those respondents 

identified on the List of Matters and Key Questions (DOC810). This statement cross 

references to the relevant documents, rather than reciting their content, in order to 

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

1.3	 It should be noted that supporting text in the RNOTP document 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. 

1.4	 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the tests of soundness in the September 2004 (now superseded) version of PPS12 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), wherever these have been identified. This approach was agreed with the 

Inspector at the Pre Examination Meeting on 26 June 2008 (DOC809). 

Key issues raised in representations, which the Inspector wishes to 

examine in greater detail 

1.5	 The key issues raised in the representations are: 

•	 Matter J(a) – Implementation mechanisms and the role of the stakeholders who 

are responsible for delivery; 

•	 Matter J(b) – The monitoring framework and the means by which targets will be 

measured. 
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2. Matter J(a) 

Key issues raised in representations: Implementation mechanisms 

and the role of the stakeholders who are responsible for delivery 

2.1	 D Moore (00169), GOEM (00899) and Oundle Under Threat (OUT) (02701) all argue 

that the RNOTP Oundle infrastructure policy, OUN1 needs to be more specifically 

defined. GOEM also raises these concerns with respect to the Thrapston 

infrastructure policy, THR1. GOEM states that the RNOTP lacks evidence of 

engagement with delivery bodies and commitment, while D Moore raises concerns 

about who will fund infrastructure improvements and the means by which sufficient 

funding will be secured. 

2.2	 Conversely, Persimmon Homes (00286) argues that in relation to RNOTP Policy 

OUN1 there has been an over reliance on the Healthcheck (DOC312) in setting out 

the Plan policies for Oundle. Persimmon emphasises that the RNOTP does not 

clearly identify specific deficiencies in local infrastructure. It is also noted that new 

development cannot pay to resolve any identified existing problems, which would be 

contrary to national policy and legislation re planning obligations. 

ENC Response 

2.3	 With respect to transport infrastructure, the Council’s responses are set out in 

DOC909, section 4, the Matter C Statement (section 4: Matter C(b)) and Matter G 

Statement. With reference to the general concerns about funding for infrastructure, 

Persimmon Homes correctly states that new development can only be expected to 

address issues arising from the development, as stated in CLG Circular 05/2005: 

Planning Obligations. 

2.4	 Baseline Transport Assessments were recently completed by Woods Hardwick for 

both of the allocated housing sites (RNOTP Policy 3), which were also closely 

considered by OUT (DOC1001). The coordination of this work between the separate 

promoters/ developers of the two allocated sites illustrates the means by which 

emerging RNOTP policies OUN1 and OUN3 are already being applied in a 

coordinated manner. This example demonstrates the means by which the RNOTP 

would be implemented in practice, in order to ensure the delivery of sustainable 

growth, including appropriate infrastructure provision, for Oundle. 
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2.5	 In response to the concerns that there is no explicit commitment to delivery of new 

infrastructure from the relevant bodies, it is not accepted that there has been no 

involvement in the RNOTP process to date. At a strategic level, infrastructure 

requirements were extensively considered during the CSS Examination. Despite 

certain concerns that there was an absence of information on future infrastructure 

funding (DOC258, paragraph 45) the Inspector did not find that the CSS was 

unsound. 

2.6	 In considering matters of local infrastructure other than transport, the Council does not 

accept that there has been no involvement or input from key providers. In relation to 

water infrastructure, much technical work was undertaken during the CSS 

Examination (2007-8). The Environment Agency and Anglian Water are both key 

partners in the North Northamptonshire Water Cycle Strategy Group, developing the 

Water Cycle Strategy (Outline report, DOC242) and Waste Water Capacity Study. 

Both organisations have had input into the RNOTP throughout the Plan process to 

date (see Regulation 28 Statement). Both organisations also submitted 

representations in response to the submitted RNOTP, but these were received late 

and were consequently not duly made. 

2.7	 Overall, at a strategic level it is stressed that many issues, including the quantity of 

new housing development, are set by the adopted CSS. Infrastructure provision was 

a principal consideration throughout the CSS Examination. It is emphasised that the 

RNOTP is the principal means by which the adopted CSS will be applied for local, site 

specific proposals. 
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3. Matter J(b) 

Key issues raised in representations: The monitoring framework and 

the means by which targets will be measured 

3.1	 D Moore (00169), GOEM (00899) and OUT (02701) all raise the issue of accountability 

and responsibility in relation to infrastructure delivery. All emphasise the need for clear 

mechanisms for monitoring, and setting appropriate indicators and targets. GOEM 

also raised concerns that in certain instances targets have not been set for all 

indicators. 

ENC Response 

3.2	 In preparing the submission RNOTP, the Council has identified proposed indicators 

and targets. In preparing the monitoring framework, officers closely related this to the 

framework in the submitted CSS (DOC244). It was decided to incorporate targets and 

indicators into the main body of the document, in order that these may be clearly 

viewed in the context of each RNOTP policy. This linkage is important because if the 

adopted CSS and the RNOTP monitoring frameworks need to change in response to 

the changing circumstances; for example recently published (July 2008) revised 

national core indicators and the RTPI indicators for spatial planning outcomes 

(endorsed as good practice by the Department of Communities and Local 

Government), then the plan monitoring framework needs to have the flexibility to do 

this. 

3.3	 In terms of accountability, the decision was taken to publish the full RNOTP Monitoring 

Framework as a separate document (DOC254). This sets out, in a tabular form, those 

organisations which are responsible both for data gathering (i.e. monitoring) and 

implementation. Again, it is noted that most implementation of strategic infrastructure 

will be dealt with through North Northamptonshire Development Company’s emerging 

Spatial Investment Strategy/ Programme of Development (DOC259, Table 7). 
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3.4	 In response comments by GOEM relating to the lack of a matching target and indicator 

in certain cases, it is stressed that as far as possible officers looked towards setting 

matching targets and indicators. In some cases, however, it is not possible to quantify 

certain indicators into a meaningful or measurable target, e.g. “Employment 

diversification” (RNOTP Policy 1). GOEM utilises the example of RNOTP Policy 1 

targets and indicators. The previously developed land (PDL) indicator was not set as 

an RNOTP target, as this has already been set at 30% in the adopted CSS (DOC259, 

Policy 9). Furthermore, targets for “improvements in public transport services” 

(RNOTP Policy 1) are set out in RNOTP Policy 7. 

3.5	 The Council has worked towards establishing a comprehensive monitoring framework, 

as far as is possible. Many of the key providers have been actively engaged 

throughout the RNOTP process and the Council is already acting in the role of a 

facilitator, establishing contacts between developers, key infrastructure providers, 

community groups and local residents. An example of this is already taking place at 

Oundle (Matter J(b) statement, above). 

3.6	 As noted above the submitted monitoring framework proposals are likely to need 

review and amendment following the publication of revised and additional national 

guidance together with any other relevant considerations – including changes to Core 

Strategy monitoring where this requires the same monitoring information as the 

RNOTP. 

3.7	 A statement to this effect could be appropriate in the RNOTP should the Inspector 

agree so that changes in the monitoring framework can be progressed without the 

need for a formal plan review process. Changes will be considered in consultation with 

key stakeholders in relation to future Annual Monitoring Reports and that process is 

due to commence in September 2008. 
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4. Conclusions 

4.1	 The submitted RNOTP monitoring framework needs to focus on plan effectiveness and 

outcomes and details a wide range of indicators and associated targets for this 

purpose. Spatial plan monitoring is still at a relatively early and developmental stage 

and the framework needs to be flexible so as to allow for any necessary changes in 

order to increase its effectiveness while at the same time achieving efficiency and 

value for money. 

4.2	 Any changes would be expected to be taken forward through successive Annual 

Monitoring reports but to allow the necessary scope for this it is considered that the 

Inspector may consider it appropriate to amend the introduction to the submitted 

RNOTP Monitoring Framework (DOC254) by the addition of the following sentence to 

paragraph 1.6: “In addition the scope and detail of the SA monitoring programme 

and the RNOTP Monitoring Framework will be kept under review and may be 

amended from time to time in pursuit of revised national guidance, best practice 

and the interests of efficiency”. 

4.3	 Many stakeholders and organisations have been involved in the process to date and 

their role in providing the necessary infrastructure is a key element in ensuring 

sustainable growth (RNOTP Outcome 1) for the Plan area. Changes to the Monitoring 

Framework would therefore be pursued consultation with other key stakeholder 

interests 
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