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Rural Potential Study: Executive Summary 
 
The Rural Potential study (RPS) was carried out in 2007 based on an extensive and 
comprehensive survey of the 54 villages conducted during 2003.  It considered the potential 
for change over the period to 2021 and beyond, within the developed areas of those villages, 
and was produced with regard to ‘Tapping the Potential’ (2000).  Sites were categorised as 
‘likely’ or ‘uncertain’ for development.  Full details of the methodology for defining ‘likely’ 
and ‘uncertain’ sites are set out in the main report. 
 
In terms of Rural Potential, the ‘likely’ capacity figures have been taken to identify the level of 
development that is forecast to be most probable to come forward.  As such, these figures are 
considered to provide the best indication as to the forecast delivery of new housing in the 54 
villages. 
 

Rural Potential Sites coming forward (2003-7) 

 
When considering the effectiveness of the RPS in identifying individual sites which are 
suitable for development, it is found that 22% of the sites identified in 2003 have partially or 
fully come forward for development.  This provides an indicator of the reliability or otherwise of 
the initial 2003 study in identifying individual possible development sites in and around the 
villages. 
 

Distribution of Rural Potential Sites 

 
The distribution of RPS capacity around the villages has also been analysed.  Initially, the 
three villages identified as service centres in the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 
(King’s Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington) are all identified as having relatively low levels of 
‘likely’ RPS capacity.  However, Warmington has a high overall RPS figure when ‘uncertain’ 
sites are taken into account. 
 
The villages with the highest ‘likely’ RPS capacity – Great Addington, Titchmarsh, Islip and 
Twywell are all situated within 3 miles of Thrapston, the nearest urban area. 
 
A particular factor of note is that Great Addington and Titchmarsh, those villages with the 
highest RPS capacity, are also being actively considered for affordable housing 
developments. 
 

Amount of Rural Potential identified 

 
The 2007 Rural Potential Study (RPS) identifies a total capacity of 494 dwellings, of which 274 
(55%) are considered ‘likely’ to come forward.  The North Northamptonshire Core Spatial 
Strategy (Policy 11/ Table 5) contains a requirement for up to 1460 dwellings in the period 
from 2001 to 2021.  When rural potential is added to housing completions since 2001, existing 
planning permissions and proposed new Plan allocations; there is currently a remaining 
balance of up to 462 units to be found in the rural areas of East Northamptonshire.  
Development adjacent to village boundaries may provide some or all of the residual amount; 
where this is justified on the basis of clear local needs and in accordance with planning policy.  
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Urban and rural capacity studies form a key part of the evidence base in the 

preparation of development plan documents (DPDs) and in concentrating development 
in the most sustainable locations. They provide an assessment of the amount of land, 
both Previously Developed Land and Buildings (PDLB) and Greenfield sites that may 
be theoretically available for housing.  Studies subsequently inform decisions on the 
release of sites for development through the application of a ‘sequential approach’, as 
set out in Policy 2 of RSS8 (in both adopted RSS8 and replacement Regional Plan) 
and other relevant national policies (particularly PPS1, PPS3, PPS7 and PPG13). 

 
1.2 Studies should explore thoroughly the maximum capacity for housing development 

within established settlements and should not be confined to that needed to satisfy 
current strategic requirements.  They are a source of information for the preparation of 
policy; they are not policy documents and are not intended to provide guidance on 
what may be granted planning permission.  As a variety of land uses are required to 
create sustainable urban areas, employment, retailing, recreation and leisure uses 
(including open spaces) may well be competing with housing use in some locations.  
As a consequence, many of the sites identified within the study will not necessarily be 
appropriate for housing. 

 
1.3 PPG3: Housing was replaced by PPS3 in November 2006.  This emphasises the 

importance of planning, monitoring and managing a five-year supply of deliverable 
sites and having a collaborative approach to the preparation of evidence bases to 
support planning for housing policies on the basis of housing markets. 

 
1.4 The Government has also introduced Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments 

(SHLAA) Practice Guidance in July 2007.  This Rural Potential Study, the Urban 
Potential Study and other work such as the Sustainability Assessment of Sites; will be 
key inputs to the forthcoming SHLAA for North Northamptonshire.  

 

Areas covered 

 
1.5 The six towns of the district, whilst accounting for some 76% of the total population, 

only account for 13% of the total area.  It is logical therefore that a significant amount 
of potential may be identified in the rural areas.  Detailed survey and analysis of the 
rural villages was initially undertaken between February and June of 2003. 

 
1.6 This study is concerned with the land and buildings within the rural villages of East 

Northamptonshire.  This equates to 54 villages located in 51 parishes.  However, two 
further “villages” within the District – Crow Hill and Avenue Road – are excluded from 
this study as these have been included within the Urban Potential Study, being 
classified as part of the Irthlingborough and Rushden urban areas respectively. 
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Character of villages 

 
1.7 The nature of historic development has given rise to many different styles and unique 

villages across the district.  This, in itself, may affect the potential capacity of individual 
villages, with inevitably more development constraints affecting those of a more 
historic character. 

Largest villages 

 
1.8 Certain larger villages within the District, while classed as “rural” for the purposes of 

this RPS include some parts consisting of a substantially urban or suburban form.  
When initially assessing rural potential, the study considers the hypothesis that much 
capacity will be concentrated in these larger villages, i.e. those greater than 1000 
population and including a substantial range of local services: 

• Stanwick; 

• Ringstead; 

• Brigstock; 

• Woodford; 

• King’s Cliffe; 

• Easton-on-the-Hill. 
 
1.9 These villages have a significant range of local services, though only King’s Cliffe is 

defined as a local service centre in the Core Spatial Strategy (Policy 1) and Rural 
North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan (RNOTP).  The other large villages, despite having 
a significant level of local services, do not perform a wider service centre role as these 
are all closely associated with nearby urban areas or rural service centres: Stanwick 
and Ringstead (Raunds); Brigstock (Corby); Woodford (Thrapston) and Easton-on-the-
Hill (Stamford). 

Other large villages 

 
1.10 A further group of larger villages, with populations exceeding 500 are also identified, 

with two of these located in the rural north of the District being identified as smaller 
service centres in the RNOTP.  These villages are: 

• Warmington; 

• Islip; 

• Nassington; 

• Titchmarsh; 

• Chelveston. 
 
1.11 Warmington and Nassington are both identified as smaller service centres, due to their 

particular roles and relationships with surrounding villages in the north of the District.  
However, Nassington in particular, has a significant historic character with part of the 
village designated a Conservation Area.  Islip and Titchmarsh are closely associated 
with Thrapston, while Chelveston is situated in the vicinity of Higham Ferrers and 
Raunds. 
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Smaller villages 

 
1.12 The majority of villages vary significantly in terms of size and character.  Villages with 

particular historic character such as Duddington, Fotheringhay and Wadenhoe despite 
their size and level of services, were identified as “restraint” villages in the 1996 Local 
Plan, and similarly have not been given settlement boundaries in the RNOTP.  As 
such, the ‘likely’ Rural Potential capacity of these villages is therefore limited. 

 
1.13 Other villages such as Wakerley, Clopton and Newton Bromswold have a dispersed 

character, though these include pockets of built development with possible Rural 
Potential capacity.  However, most villages of a dispersed character – particularly 
Blatherwycke, Luddington-in-the-Brook, Newton Bromswold and Wakerley are not 
proposed to have defined settlement boundaries in the RNOTP or Three Towns Plan. 

 
1.14 A further common feature of many of the smaller villages is their linear nature.  Many 

villages have such a characteristic, with a long main street.  Particular examples of 
such linear villages include Aldwincle, Barnwell, Upper and Lower Benefield, Clopton, 
Cotterstock, Lutton, Southwick, Twywell and Woodnewton.  There is likely to be some 
Rural Potential capacity situated along the main streets of such villages. 

 
1.15 Overall, a key consideration in identifying ‘likely’ Rural Potential sites is the individual 

character of particular settlements.  Furthermore, it should be noted that many possible 
sites such as public open space were discounted at the early stages of the Rural 
Potential survey.  Table 1 on page 12 provides a summary of the population of each 
village, including a comparison between the 2001 Census and 2007 population 
estimate. 

 
 
Please Note: 
 
The inclusion of sites within the present study does not indicate that the current 
landowner is willing to accept residential development on their land.  In addition, the 
assessment represents Council officer views and is based on knowledge at the time of 
the survey and subsequent updates. 
 
The identification of a site in this Rural Potential Study should not be assumed to imply 
that the site is suitable for housing development.  The study is a theoretical 
examination of the potential for changing land uses over the next twenty years, and its 
findings may in any case require re-assessment following further research. 
 
The study is without prejudice to the determination of any planning applications that 
may be submitted, or to decisions taken by the Council on the content of the new Area 
Plans.  It cannot pre-empt any decision the Council may wish to make in the future on 
any particular site, and does not alter the policies contained in the current Development 
Plan. 
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3. Methodology used for 2003 Rural Potential Study 

Background to Rural Potential Studies 

 
3.1 As with urban capacity studies, rural potential studies are central in assessing the 

extent to which housing requirements can be met.  Whilst no specific guidance has 
been published in relation to RPSs, East Northamptonshire Council has broadly 
adopted the guidelines relating to urban capacity studies.  These guidelines suggest 
that capacity studies should thoroughly explore the maximum capacity for development 
within a given area, and should not be confined to identifying only the housing needed 
to satisfy current strategic housing need. 

 
3.2 The Council considers that the term ‘urban capacity’ implies that such studies are 

solely concerned with making the maximum use of land for housing.  The term ‘rural 
capacity’ is equally misleading, and it is therefore considered that a more rounded 
approach is required when planning for future land uses in the district.  This allows for 
housing needs to be balanced with other development and conservation objectives, 
and ultimately for planning policy to be prepared in light of the study findings. 

 
3.3 In 2002 the Authority undertook the ‘East Northamptonshire Urban Potential Study’, 

focussing on the built-up areas of Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough, Oundle, Raunds, 
Rushden and Thrapston.  The study methodology took into account the guidance in, 
the now superseded PPG3: Housing (March 2000), including the definition of PDLB set 
out in Annex C and the accompanying best practice guide entitled “Tapping the 
Potential”, as well as guidance published by the East Midlands Region Local 
Government Association.  Equal consideration to this guidance has been applied in the 
preparation of the rural potential study. 

 
3.4 Since little, if any specific guidance has been published in relation to Rural Potential 

Studies (RPSs), East Northamptonshire Council has broadly undertaken this work in 
line with the guidelines relating to urban capacity studies, in particular “Tapping the 
Potential”. 

 

Aims and Objectives of the Rural Potential Study 

 
3.5 In order to guide the preparation of the study a number of broad aims and more 

detailed objectives were drafted, as follows: 
 
3.6 Aims 
 

• To undertake a holistic and comprehensive survey of the potential of the rural 
areas in East Northamptonshire. 

 

• To identify the capacity for new development and redevelopment within the 
rural areas. 

 

• To provide a basis for further survey work to review its findings and to inform 
other land-use policies and proposals. 
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3.7 Objectives 
 

• To identify how much additional housing could theoretically be accommodated 
within the villages over the period up to 2021, the likely levels of housing 
delivery and whether there is further scope beyond that date. 

 

• To identify how much of the additional housing requirement can be 
accommodated through the redevelopment of PDLB and redundant buildings 
within existing villages. 

 

• To consider the scope for intensification of other uses, such as employment, 
the potential for mixed-use schemes and for qualitative improvement of 
recreational open space networks, in association with other studies such as 
the Council’s Open Space Study (PMP, January 2006). 

 

• To identify the potential for other uses to be accommodated within the rural 
areas over the period up to 2021; and whether there is further scope beyond 
that date. 

 

• To identify the extent to which development may need to be accommodated by 
rural extensions and other land not adjacent to the urban areas. 

 

• To identify the extent to which other uses can be accommodated through the 
redevelopment of PDLB. 

 

• To inform the proposals of the Local Development Framework, including the 
need for Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents. 

 

Site Identification and Analysis 

Survey 

 
3.8 A comprehensive site survey was carried out to identify sites within the settlement 

boundaries of the villages, whether PDLB or greenfield, and considered capable of 
accommodating one or more dwellings; and/or employment uses.  Settlement 
boundaries used for this 2007 RPS review are defined in the Rural North, Oundle and 
Thrapston; Three Towns and Raunds Area Preferred Options documents.  If no 
settlement boundary is defined in the Preferred Options document, the main built up 
area has been used – in accordance with the ‘confines of the village’ definition 
included at paragraph 4.58 of the 1996 Local Plan. 

 
3.9 No specific size limit was applied for the survey.  The exceptions were the re-use of 

empty homes, and the potential for sub-division of existing dwellings where the 
capacity was not always discernible from an external examination of the property. 

 
3.10 Information which could only be obtained from a site survey was recorded on a 

standard form.  Each site was plotted on an Ordnance Survey base map, and aerial 
and ground-based photographs of the site and its surroundings used to inform the 
process wherever possible.  Other information such as the presence of constraints, 
relevant planning history, ownership and access to facilities, needed to be entered as a 
‘desk top’ exercise into an Access Database. 
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3.11 The survey data regarding individual identified Rural Potential sites is not included in 
this published study but is available at the Council offices.  The summary information 
for each site has been recorded in a spreadsheet to enable analysis of the results. 

 
3.12 The typology of sources suggested in “Tapping the Potential” has been used and 

expanded upon to categorise the sources of development potential in the rural areas of 
East Northamptonshire.  A total of 15 categories were identified, as follows: 

 
1. Flats over commercial uses 
2. Vacant dwellings 
3. Previously developed vacant and derelict land and buildings 
4. Intensification of existing housing areas 
5. Redevelopment of existing housing areas 
6. Redevelopment of car parks 
7. Conversion of buildings in non-residential use 
8. Review of existing Local Plan housing allocations 
9. Review of other Local Plan allocations 
10. Vacant land not previously developed (includes land previously developed but 

regenerated) 
11. Review of planning permissions for non-residential development 
12. Redevelopment of areas with an existing non-residential use 
13. Greenfield in existing use 
14. Review of planning permissions for housing development 
15. Sub-division of existing dwellings  

 

Size of sites 

 
3.13 Large sites were defined as those of 0.28 hectares and above (which at a density of 

35/ha could accommodate 10 or more dwellings).  Small sites were those that could 
accommodate up to 9 dwellings. 

 
3.14 Digital mapping enabled the size of each site to be calculated, and the application of a 

density figure in terms of dwellings per hectare (dph), provided an estimate of the 
number of units that could be accommodated.  This data was also recorded in ArcView 
GIS. 

 
3.15 Based on guidance given in “Tapping the Potential”, and on the Council’s experience 

in the District, it is considered that the gross and net site areas will vary according to 
the size of the site (as for 2002 Urban Potential Study).  For small sites it was assumed 
they would be the same (i.e. a gross to net ratio of 100%).  With regard to large sites, a 
gross to net ratio of 85% was applied, based on what has been achieved by recent 
developments. 

 

Defining ‘likely’ and ‘unlikely’ sites and discounted sites 

 
3.16 A qualitative assessment was made of the probability of development taking place over 

the period up to 2021.  Some sites were already unused or derelict, and for some there 
was a planning application awaiting a decision, indicating developer interest.  These 
sites were grouped as ‘likely’ to be developed within the period. 
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3.17 Other sites were still in use, for example rural businesses, other commercial buildings, 
redundant groups of agricultural buildings or areas of ‘backland’ made up of several 
large gardens.  The availability of such sites for development is ‘uncertain’ and they 
were grouped accordingly, although some could be proposed for development over the 
next fifteen to twenty years. 

 
3.18 A further group of sites were not considered to have potential for housing and 

consequently discounted.  Most of these were public open space, parks, and playing 
fields.  Other sites were well-used public and private car parks in villages where there 
was no alternative provision, e.g. pub car parks. 
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4. Rural Potential Survey and Analysis 2003-2007 
 
4.1 As stated in Section 3 the Rural Potential survey consisted of a comprehensive village 

by village assessment of the scope for additional housing within the defined village 
confines or settlement boundaries (also known as “village frameworks”).  Each of the 
sites identified were classified as either ‘small’, i.e. suitable for less than ten dwellings, 
or ‘large’, where ten or more could be provided.  All sites were categorised according 
to a source of supply, based on the guidance in ‘Tapping the Potential’. 

 
4.2 Recent Government guidance requires urban and rural (village) capacity studies to 

form part of a wider approach to development and land monitoring.  This 2007 study 
will therefore form the first stage in the new requirement for preparing SHLAAs.  It will 
also inform the development strategies for the three emerging Area Plans.  In 
accordance with the Core Strategy and Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan, 
development within the rural area will be focussed in local service centres to the north 
of the District, particularly King’s Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington. 

 
4.3 Using Rural Potential land within villages will help ensure a more efficient and effective 

use of resources including under-utilised land, primarily through the redevelopment of 
PDLB. However, it will be essential to ensure that areas and features of quality and 
character are conserved and local ecology protected and enhanced. In particular it will 
be important to retain important open land and avoid inappropriate infilling within 
village boundaries. 

 
4.4 Table 1 below shows the housing potential for ‘likely’ and ‘uncertain’ land for each 

village, where sites have been identified by the 2003 Rural Potential Survey and 
carried forward into the 2007 review. 

 

Quantity of potential development 

 
4.5 The 2007 Rural Potential Study (RPS) has found that a total of 494 dwellings may 

come forward for development within villages over the Plan period.  Of this, 274 
dwellings are forecast to come forward on ‘likely’ sites, 55% of the total. 

 
4.6 Table 2 compares the RPS data to the rural areas housing provision set out in Core 

Strategy Policy 15/ Table 5.  As at 31 March 2007, 345 dwellings out of 1460 were 
completed and 77 were under construction, leaving a balance of 1038 dwellings 
required by 2021. 

 
4.7 If outstanding planning permissions and the proposed allocations at King’s Cliffe, 

Nassington and Warmington are also taken into account, this will reduce the Core 
Strategy requirement by a further 353 dwellings, leaving a final shortfall of 
approximately 240 dwellings. 

 
4.8 If ‘uncertain’ sites are taken out and only ‘likely’ sites included; the shortfall is around 

460 units.  This residual amount does not however take account of possible ‘double 
counting’ between planning permissions granted since 1 April 2007 and RPS sites; 
which is a matter for review through further work on the SHLAA. 

 
 
 



 

East Northamptonshire 
Rural Potential Study 

January 2008 

12 

Table 1: Summary of Rural Potential (2007 review)  

 
Small sites (less than 10 

dwellings)   
Large sites (10 dwellings 

and above)    

Village 

Small 
sites 
likely 

Small 
sites 

uncertain 

Total 
(Small 
Sites)   

Large 
sites 
likely 

Large 
sites 

uncertain 

Total 
(Large 
Sites)   

OVERALL 
LIKELY 

OVERALL 
TOTAL 

Apethorpe 5 5 10   0 0 0   5 10 

Ashton 0 3 3   0 0 0   0 3 

Barnwell 0 2 2   0 0 0   0 2 

Blatherwycke 0 6 6   0 0 0   0 6 

Brigstock 10 0 10   0 0 0   10 10 

Bulwick 0 7 7   26 0 26   26 33 

Chelveston 1 9 10   0 10 10   1 20 

Clopton 12 0 12   0 0 0   12 12 

Collyweston 5 4 9   0 0 0   5 9 

Deene 2 1 3   0 0 0   2 3 

Denford 3 0 3   0 0 0   3 3 

Duddington 2 11 13   0 0 0   2 13 

Easton on the Hill 7 4 11   0 0 0   7 11 

Great Addington 0 0 0   32 15 47   32 47 

Hargrave 2 3 5   0 0 0   2 5 

Harringworth 5 4 9   0 0 0   5 9 

Harringworth 
(Shotley) 6 0 6   0 0 0   6 6 

Hemington 1 0 1   0 0 0   1 1 

Islip 21 2 23   0 0 0   21 23 

King's Cliffe 12 0 12   0 0 0   12 12 

Laxton 0 2 2   0 0 0   0 2 

Lower Benefield 9 0 9   0 0 0   9 9 

Lilford 2 0 2   0 0 0   2 2 

Lowick 5 8 13   0 0 0   5 13 

Luddington 0 3 3   0 0 0   0 3 

Lutton 4 0 4   0 0 0   4 4 

Nassington 6 6 12   0 0 0   6 12 

Newton Bromswold 0 10 10   0 0 0   0 10 

Pilton 0 4 4   0 0 0   0 4 

Polebrook 3 0 3   0 0 0   3 3 

Ringstead 6 0 6   0 0 0   6 6 

Slipton 5 6 11   0 0 0   5 11 

Southwick 2 5 7   0 0 0   2 7 

Stanwick 6 0 6   0 0 0   6 6 

Stoke Doyle 0 2 2   0 0 0   0 2 

Sudborough 0 2 2   0 0 0   0 2 

Tansor 0 8 8   0 0 0   0 8 

Thorpe Waterville 0 3 3   0 0 0   0 3 

Thurning 10 5 15   0 0 0   10 15 

Titchmarsh 6 5 11   18 0 18   24 29 

Twywell 17 1 18   0 0 0   17 18 

Upper Benefield 3 7 10   0 0 0   3 10 

Wadenhoe 0 2 2   0 0 0   0 2 

Wakerley 11 8 19   0 11 11   11 30 

Warmington 6 9 15   0 20 20   6 35 

Woodnewton 4 7 11   0 0 0   4 11 

Total 198 164 362   76 56 132   274 494 
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Changes to RPS sites 2003-2007 

 
4.9 One measure of the effectiveness of the RPS is the actual proportion of individual sites 

coming forward for development or re-use in some other format (such as public open 
space).  This section of the study provides an assessment of RPS sites coming 
forward for development between 2003 and 2007. 

 
4.10 Table 3 identifies changes to RPS sites since 2003.  Of 129 RPS sites identified in 

2003, 19 have been either developed or have had planning permission granted, while 
a further 9 sites have been resized, or partially developed.  Therefore, 15% of the 2003 
sites have come forward for development in their entirety, with a total of 22% of the 
2003 sites coming forward for development fully, or in part. 

 

Table 2 
Rural Housing 
Totals 

RSS8 (NN Core Strategy) Housing Requirement 1460 

Completions to date (01.04.01 - 31.03.07) 345 

Under Construction (31.03.07) 77 
Extant (Outstanding) Planning Permissions 
(31.03.07) 156 

O.P.Ps (2.9% lapse per year) Yr1 151 

O.P.Ps (2.9% lapse per year) Yr2 147 

O.P.Ps (2.9% lapse per year) Yr3 143 

O.P.Ps (2.9% lapse per year) Yr4 139 

O.P.Ps (2.9% lapse per year) Yr5 135 

Windfall/ Rural Potential/ Allocations – Outstanding 
balance 903 

  

Policy KCF2 – Willow Lane/ Wood Road 145 

Policy NAS1 – Church Street, Nassington 10 

Policy WAR1 – Eaglethorpe Barn, Warmington 12 

RPS – Likely 274 

RPS – Overall Total 494 

Rural Potential shortfall, where RPS 'uncertain' 
sites are included - 242 

Rural Potential shortfall, where RPS 'uncertain' 
sites are excluded - 462 
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Table 3: Changes to Rural Potential sites 2003-2007 

Village 

No of 
Sites 
(2007) 

Deleted 
since 2003 

Resized 
since 2003 

Change since 
2003? 

No of Sites 
(2003) 

Aldwincle 0 1 0 Yes 1 

Apethorpe 2 0 0 No 2 

Ashton 1 0 0 No 1 

Barnwell 1 0 0 No 1 

Blatherwycke 2 0 0 No 2 

Brigstock 3 0 1 Yes 3 

Bulwick 3 1 0 Yes 4 

Chelveston 3 0 0 No 3 

Clopton 3 0 0 No 3 

Collyweston 2 0 0 No 2 

Deene 2 1 0 Yes 3 

Deenethorpe 0 2 0 Yes 2 

Denford 2 0 0 No 2 

Duddington 3 0 0 No 3 

Easton-on-the-Hill 3 1 0 Yes 4 

Great Addington 3 1 0 Yes 4 

Hargrave 2 0 0 No 2 

Harringworth 4 0 0 No 4 

Hemington 1 1 0 Yes 2 

Islip 5 0 1 Yes 5 

King's Cliffe 4 1 0 Yes 5 

Laxton 1 0 0 No 1 

Lilford 1 0 0 No 1 

Little Addington 0 1 0 Yes 1 

Lower Benefield 2 0 0 No 2 

Lowick 2 0 0 No 2 

Luddington 1 0 0 No 1 

Lutton 2 0 1 Yes 2 

Nassington 4 2 1 Yes 6 

Newton 
Bromswold 3 0 0 No 3 

Pilton 1 0 0 No 1 

Polebrook 1 1 0 Yes 2 

Ringstead 3 0 1 Yes 3 

Slipton 2 0 1 Yes 2 

Southwick 3 0 0 No 3 

Stanwick 2 0 0 No 2 

Stoke Doyle 1 0 0 No 1 

Sudborough 1 0 0 No 1 

Tansor 1 0 0 No 1 

Thorpe Waterville 1 1 0 Yes 2 

Thurning 4 0 0 No 4 

Titchmarsh 7 0 1 Yes 7 

Twywell 4 0 0 No 4 

Upper Benefield 3 1 0 Yes 4 

Wadenhoe 1 1 0 Yes 2 

Wakerley 4 0 0 No 4 

Warmington 4 2 2 Yes 6 

Woodford 0 1 0 Yes 1 

Woodnewton 2 0 0 No 2 

TOTAL 110 19 9  129 
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Distribution of Rural Potential Sites 

 
4.11 A key consideration with regard to RPS land is the distribution of these around the 

District in relation to the development strategy for the District, set out in Core Strategy 
Policy 1.  Ideally, RPS sites should be concentrated in the identified service centres or 
larger villages, with an appropriate range of local services. 

 
4.12 Again, a key consideration is the varied size and nature of RPS sites, with particular 

reference to potential capacity.  In accordance with Government monitoring 
requirements, sites are divided into ‘small’ (less than 10 dwellings) and ‘large’ (10 or 
more dwellings).  Inevitably, the majority of Rural Potential capacity consists of small 
sites.  73% of the forecast Rural Potential (totalling 362 dwellings) consists of small 
sites spread throughout most of the District’s 54 villages (Table 1, above). 

 
4.13 A total of 8 large RPS sites were identified within 6 villages (see Tables 1 and 3); 4 

were considered to be ‘likely’, while 4 sites were assessed to be ‘uncertain’ to come 
forward for development.  The largest sites identified are at Bulwick (26 dwellings 
capacity), Warmington (20 dwellings) and Titchmarsh (18 dwellings).  Other large sites 
have been identified at Great Addington (3 sites, total capacity 47 dwellings), Wakerley 
and Chelveston. 

 
4.14 Paragraph 1.8 (above) presents a hypothesis for consideration; namely that there will 

be a strong correlation between the size of the settlement and its likely rural potential.  
Having considered the data set out in Tables 1 and 3 above, this has proved not to be 
the case.  Particular reference is made to Woodford which, despite being the 4th 
largest village in the District, has no identified outstanding rural capacity remaining. 

 
4.15 The three largest villages – Stanwick, Ringstead and Brigstock, all have a remaining 

RPS capacity of 10 or less, while other large villages such as King’s Cliffe and Easton-
on-the-Hill are identified as having an RPS capacity of 12 and 11 dwellings 
respectively. 

 
4.16 In order to assess the potential capacity relative to the size (population) of individual 

settlements, an index (score) has been allocated, comparing the proportion of ‘likely’ 
rural capacity against the population of individual settlements, where ‘likely’ RPS sites 
have been identified (Table 4, below). 
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Table 4: Relationship between RPS capacity and settlement size 

Village 
Parish (as per 
2001 Census) 

Population 
(2007 Estimate) 

RPS Capacity 
(Likely sites) RPS Index 

Apethorpe Apethorpe 152 5 3.29 

Brigstock Brigstock 1377 10 0.73 

Bulwick Bulwick 162 26 16.05 

Chelveston 
Chelveston cum 
Caldecott 548 1 0.18 

Clopton Clopton 134 12 8.96 

Collyweston Collyweston 535 5 0.93 

Deene Deene 44 2 4.55 

Denford Denford 260 3 1.15 

Duddington 
Duddington-with-
Fineshade 181 2 1.10 

Easton on the Hill Easton on the Hill 1033 7 0.68 

Great Addington Great Addington 329 32 9.73 

Hargrave Hargrave 243 2 0.82 

Harringworth   Harringworth 257 11 4.28 

Hemington Hemington 89 1 1.12 

Islip Islip 785 21 2.68 

King's Cliffe King's Cliffe 1192 12 1.01 

Lilford 
Lilford-cum-
Wigsthorpe 103 9 8.74 

Lowick & Slipton Lowick & Slipton 279 10 3.58 

Lutton Lutton 145 4 2.76 

Nassington Nassington 716 6 0.84 

Polebrook Polebrook 499 3 0.60 

Ringstead Ringstead 1454 6 0.41 

Southwick Southwick 180 2 1.11 

Stanwick Stanwick 1950 6 0.31 

Thurning Thurning 95 10 10.53 

Titchmarsh Titchmarsh 550 24 4.36 

Twywell Twywell 187 17 9.09 

Upper & Lower Benefield Benefield 320 5 1.56 

Wakerley Wakerley 78 11 14.10 

Warmington Warmington 920 6 0.65 

Woodnewton Woodnewton 452 4 0.88 

TOTAL   13292 232   

 
4.17 Clearly, there is no correlation between settlement size and the ‘likely’ capacity of each 

village identified in the RPS.  Bulwick has the highest score (RPS relative to 
population), principally by virtue of a single large site with a 26 dwelling capacity within 
the village.  A similar situation is noted for Wakerley, though this village, due to its 
dispersed character, is proposed to be designated a Category B village (without a 
defined settlement boundary) in the draft Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan, 
thereby effectively ruling out future infill development in most circumstances. 
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4.18 Considering the gross ‘likely’ RPS capacity alone (Table 4), certain settlements stand 
out as having the highest such capacity.  Great Addington, Bulwick, Titchmarsh and 
Islip have a ‘likely’ RPS capacity that exceeds 20 dwellings; 32, 26, 24 and 21 
dwellings respectively.  With the exception of Bulwick, all are medium sized 
settlements, with a population ranging between 329 (Great Addington) and 785 (Islip). 

 
4.19 Similarly, it was considered useful to analyse RPS capacity, when compared to the 

size (i.e. population) of each village.  To streamline this process, it was decided to 
compare ‘likely’ RPS capacity against the 2007 population estimate.  The right hand 
column of Table 8 (above) provides an RPS ‘index’ of likely developable capacity.  
Bulwick has the highest RPS index, though this is primarily due to a single 26 dwelling 
capacity ‘likely’ site within the village (Table 1, above).  Thurning and Wakerley also 
have indices exceeding 10.  Other villages with a high RPS index (above 8) are 
Clopton, Great Addington, Lilford and Twywell. 

 
4.20 One key factor has emerged through an analysis of the data, when considering issues 

of affordable housing raised in the draft Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 
(RNOTP) submission document.  Paragraph 6.13 (RNOTP) refers to ongoing 
discussions about possible affordable housing sites in and around Great Addington 
and Titchmarsh.  The RPS could therefore be used as a tool when considering 
possible future affordable housing sites in these villages. 

 
4.21 One further consideration is the low scoring, both in terms of absolute capacity and the 

RPS index, for the proposed service centres in the rural part of the District (RNOTP) – 
King’s Cliffe, Nassington and Warmington.  This reflects the fact that these villages are 
largely built up, having already been subject to significant development; they are 
compact in their character and offer little scope to allow substantial further 
development within their existing boundaries. 

 

Overall findings of rural potential analysis 

 
4.22 The analysis of the Rural Potential Study (RPS) data has been undertaken in a the 

following different ways, in order to give a comprehensive view of how rural capacity 
can contribute to the development requirements of the rural part of the District: 

 

• Quantity of RPS capacity, including the proportion of ‘likely’ rural capacity and a 
comparison with Core Strategy housing requirements for East 
Northamptonshire rural area; 

• Changes to RPS sites 2003-2007, analysing the proportion of 2003 identified 
sites coming forward for development by 2007; 

• Distribution of RPS capacity between villages, looking at locational patterns of 
RPS sites. 

 

Comparison with Core Strategy Requirements 

 
4.23 The RPS provides a comparison between RPS capacity and the CSS (Core Strategy) 

housing requirement (CSS Policy 11/ Table 5).  When assessing this, the key finding is 
that there is a balance of around 240 dwellings between RPS capacity, existing 
commitments, proposed housing allocations and completions, considered against the 
CSS requirement (1460 dwellings).  
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Effectiveness of Rural Potential sites in delivering new development 

 
4.24 When considering the effectiveness of the RPS, a study of the actual delivery of 

identified RPS sites between 2003 and 2007 illustrates that 22% of the initial number 
of sites have fully or partially come forward for development.  This figure illustrates a 
significant level of RPS sites coming forward in a 4 year period, given that the CSS 
sets out a development strategy for a further 14 years (to 2021). 

Distribution of Rural Potential capacity 

 
4.25 Contrary to the initial hypothesis (paragraph 1.8, above) that much of the RPS capacity 

is likely to be concentrated in the larger villages, this has been clearly proven not to be 
the case.  The distribution of RPS capacity does not relate to the size of the village in 
any way; indeed, all of the larger villages (over 1000 population) all have low figures 
for future RPS capacity.  Similarly, the RPS capacity relative to size (population) of 
villages does not follow any particular pattern. 

 
4.26 However, one feature which has been noted is that certain villages where the provision 

of additional affordable housing is being considered also have a high RPS capacity 
figure.  This is the situation in both Great Addington and Titchmarsh, where possible 
affordable housing developments are being actively considered. 
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5. Conclusions 
 
5.1 This project has analysed the RPS data, initially gathered during 2003 and reviewed in 

2007 in a number of different ways, to see what role Rural Potential could play in 
delivering the required growth strategy set out in the Core Strategy (Policy 1).  The 
findings have influenced the formulation of policies in the emerging detailed Plans; 
which deal with a range of land uses and not just housing. 

 
5.2 It is notable that the RPS has found no pattern in terms of the distribution of Rural 

Potential between villages.  All of the larger villages, including King’s Cliffe local 
service centre have relatively low levels of rural capacity.  This may reflect the compact 
and in some cases, urban, character of these settlements.  Similarly, since 2003 over 
20% of the initial number of Rural Potential sites have fully or partially come forward for 
development. 

 
5.3 Where the RPS has proved most useful, however, is in providing an indication of the 

level of small scale windfall and infill development that is likely to come forward within 
villages in East Northamptonshire.  Development adjacent to village boundaries may 
provide some or all of the residual amount; where this is justified on the basis of clear 
local needs.  Policies 1 and 2 of the Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan and 
Policy 1 of the Core Spatial Strategy provide a framework for considering development 
proposals. 

 
 


