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1.	 GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of report 

1.1	 This report aims to look at the 2002 ‘baseline’ “Urban Potential” report produced by the 
District Council, its methodology, to consider changes between 2002 and 2006, the 
reasons for change, and how the report and its updating will contribute to the Local 
Development Framework (LDF) for the District. It considers the different types of sites 
that could be developed for housing in the next fifteen years or so within the boundary of 
the six towns in the District, converting them to housing units. This gives the total 
maximum housing capacity that could be delivered. This will help inform how such 
capacity can contribute to what the regional plans expect. It should form an important 
building block in informing Area Plans, developing five-year housing supply of 
developable land and in brownfield strategies as required by Planning Policy Statement 3 
(PPS 3) and other requirements 

Introduction 

1.2	 The Government is committed to focussing new housing within built up areas and on 
“previously developed” sites where jobs, shops, leisure, health and other facilities are 
more likely to be accessible. There is presently a national target of 60% for the 
proportion of additional housing provided by 2008, to be met through the development of 
previously developed land, the re-use of empty properties and the conversion of existing 
buildings, collectively referred to in this report as PDLB (previously developed land and 
buildings). 

1.3	 This guidance is reflected in the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands (RSS 8), 
which seeks to guide and control development at a regional level, within the wider social, 
economic and environmental context. It aims to focus development on urban areas and 
ensure that 60% of additional dwellings are located on PDLB by 2021. This requires that 
Development Plans include policies to achieve higher levels of re-use of PDLB for 
housing than in the past. 

1.4	 In order to make the best use of the potential to recycle land and buildings, Government 
placed a requirement for Local Authorities to prepare urban capacity studies. These 
urban capacity studies look at what is possible, not necessarily what will happen in 
practice, and are a tool which local authorities can use to identify and allocate land for 
development in the context of sustainable development. Government guidance on best 
practice for assessing urban capacity, entitled “Tapping the Potential”, was published in 
December 2000. 

1.5	 East Northamptonshire District Council produced its baseline “Urban Potential” study in 
November 2002, following detailed survey and analysis of the six towns. This study has 
been reviewed and updated annually, including a full update for 2006. 

1.6	 Urban capacity studies are fundamental to the development plan process and in 
concentrating development in urban areas. They provide an assessment of the amount 
of land, either PDLB or greenfield sites, that may be realistically available for housing. 
Studies subsequently inform decisions on the release of sites for development through 
the application of a ‘sequential approach’, giving preference to the development of PDLB 
sites within urban areas that are, or will be, well served by public transport, followed by 
other land within the urban area and then land adjoining the urban area. 
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1.7	 Studies should explore thoroughly the maximum capacity for housing development within 
urban areas and 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, not all sites identified 
within the study will necessarily be appropriate for housing. 

1.8	 PPG 3 was replaced by PPS 3 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. Also, the Government has introduced 
Housing Land Availability Assessments (draft guidance December 2005). This guidance 
alludes to UCSs, stating that they identify supply within a limited area and have focussed 
on potential, with sometimes unrealistic assumptions about the likelihood of sites coming 
forward for development. “However, the new approach to identifying land for housing 
does not mean that the local authorities should abandon all previous work, but should 
build on the good parts of previous practices” (page 6 of draft guidance) 

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. 

It cannot pre-empt or prejudice 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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2.	 URBAN POTENTIAL STUDY: MAIN FINDINGS 

2.1	 An Urban Capacity Study, or as it is called here an “Urban Potential” study, was carried 
out in 2002, based on an extensive and comprehensive survey of the six towns. It 
considered the potential for change over the next twenty years in those towns. It followed 
Government advice, namely “Tapping the Potential” (2000). Sites were categorised as 
“likely” or “uncertain” for development. 

2.2	 There is a considerable amount of potential housing land (i.e. “likely” and “uncertain”) in 
the six towns, although the totals have reduced since 2002. In 2002 there was a capacity 
for 4,826 units but by 2006 this had fallen to 3,854 unit capacity. 

2.3	 The reduction of total “likely” capacity from 2,451 housing units in 2002 to 1,731 in 2006 
(a drop of 720 units or 30%) suggests that “likely” sites were reasonably realistic in 
general terms, as “likely” sites obtained planning permission. The potential housing from 
“uncertain” sites dropped by 10.6% (from 2,375 units to 2,123 units) in the same period. 

2.4	 Two studies were commissioned to help check on the development viability of housing 
potential and employment land. The housing study by Entec, published in March 2003, 
found that about 85% of the “likely” sites identified in the 2002 report would be viable for 
housing development up to 2021 (see Appendix 3). The employment report by Atkins 
(Employment Land review, December 2006) tested the viability of employment land, 
concluding that almost all the sites were suitable and viable for employment use. This 
implies little need to change employment allocations to residential. 

2.5	 The 2006 review found that just over 1,700 homes could be created within the six towns 
on sites considered to be “likely” to be available for development.( Table 5 page 11) Of 
these, around 1,140 would be on large sites and about 590 on small sites ( Table 7 and 8 
page14). 

2.6	 The potential for brownfield development in both the “likely” and “uncertain” categories 
is well in excess of that for greenfield in both 2002 and 2006, with 2006 figures of nearly 
80% for brownfield (3,061 units out of 3,854 units). This is encouraging in view of 
Government targets of 60% on PDLB for additional dwellings up to 2021. 

2.7	 There were changes in the sources of potential “likely” land between 2002 and 2006. 
The top three categories in 2006 were sources 5 (intensification of existing housing 
areas), 11 (vacant land not previously developed) and 13 (redevelopment of areas with 
an existing non-residential use). These three made up nearly 80% of the total “likely” 
land. In 2002, the top three categories were 4, 5 and 15. Source 13 provides easily the 
most important source when both “likely” and “uncertain” sites are considered. 

2.8	 Table 5 (page 11) shows the distribution of “likely” and “uncertain” land and total 
potential (i.e. “likely” and “uncertain” sites) in 2006 for the six towns in numerical terms of 
units of housing generated. Rushden has nearly 1,500 potential units, of which 614 are 
“likely” and 843 are “uncertain”. The other five towns have a potential of between 234 
units (Higham Ferrers) and 706 units (Irthlingborough). 

2.9	 Looking at “likely” sites in 2006, Rushden again leads with 614 units, followed by 
Irthlingborough (nearly 470) and Oundle (348). For “uncertain” sites, Rushden could 
provide 843 units, followed by Raunds with 399 and Irthlingborough with 239. 
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2.10	 Table 18 (page 18) shows the relative shares of individual towns’ total potential sites 
split into “likely” and “uncertain” sites, and records, as a marker, the share of the 
population of each town’s population out of the six towns’ total for 2006. This Table 
shows Rushden as being the most important town in each category. Oundle and 
Irthlingborough have more potential than expected compared with their population size 
and Higham Ferrers considerably less. Raunds has a relatively low share of ”likely” 
compared with “uncertain” land, whereas Oundle and Irthlingborough have high shares of 
“likely” compared with “uncertain” land. 

2.11	 More work is needed on assessing the contributions of certain sources for potential land 
e.g. sources 1, 2, 3, 7, 8 and 15. This work would be of help to the HLAA and in the 
calculations for windfall sites. 

2.12	 The blanket density assumptions of gross and net and 35 dwellings per hectare 
generally, and 50 in town centre areas, may well need further refinement as to their 
suitability in turning land into numbers of housing units. 

2.13	 There is a need for a balance to be maintained between, firstly, the advantages of 
developing brownfield sites and enhancing appearance, and, secondly, the need to 
prevent overdevelopment and town cramming, losing or reducing quality and urban 
character and losing land that could be developed for other necessary uses such as 
open space. 

2.14	 Testing the “uncertain” category sites and barriers to their development will be needed, 
as there is considerable potential for just over 2000 units recorded in 2006. As a 
comparator, the rate of housing completions in the District was running at about 555 per 
annum between 2001 and 2006. If more “uncertain” sites turn into “likely” sites in the 
towns, then there will be less pressure for greenfield extensions to settlements. 

2.15	 Urban potential studies such as this have a considerable number of uses, both now and 
in the future. Studies can inform the LDF and contribute to the new Housing Land 
Availability Assessments (HLAAs), particularly in testing developable sites needed over 
the first five years of the new plans as available, suitable and viable and in considering 
proactive developments to bring sites forward, especially brownfield sites. They can help 
in developing a brownfield strategy as part of the new Area Plans and in work on urban 
regeneration. Because of these recent changes, the likely and uncertain sites of the 
urban potential study will need further testing and evaluation. 
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3.	 INTRODUCTION 

3.1	 National Planning Policy, as prepared by central Government and primarily set out in 
Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) and Planning Policy Guidance (PPGs) is directed at 
the achievement of sustainable development. 

3.2	 Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 (PPG 3) was published in March 2000 and stated the 
Government’s commitment to promoting more sustainable patterns of residential 
development. This is to be achieved in a number of ways, including focussing 
development on urban areas, promoting regeneration, including the development of 
PDLB, reducing greenfield land-take and increasing the density of development. PPG 3 
urged a systematic approach to assessing the development potential of sites and 
buildings. This relates to both determining suitability for development and the sequence 
in which development should take place. In particular the undertaking of urban capacity 
studies is advocated. 

3.3	 Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) was produced in November 2006 and has now 
superseded PPG3. This new policy statement emphasises the need for a five-year 
supply of deliverable land for housing (deliverable meaning available, suitable and 
achievable) and identify a further supply of specific, developable sites for a further five 
and where possible ten years’ supply. 

3.4	 Government guidance is acknowledged in the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East 
Midlands (RSS 8), which was adopted in March 2006 and largely supersedes the 
Northamptonshire Structure Plan. It also takes into account guidance contained in the 
Milton Keynes and South Midlands (MKSM) Sub-Regional Strategy. 

3.5	 The RSS sets out a sequential approach for the identification of land for development, 
focussing housing and development generally on urban areas. This is intended to give 
priority to the development of PDLB within urban areas, followed by other land within the 
urban area, then land adjoining the urban area, and, finally, other locations, with a 
preference for the development of PDLB at each level. Land selected should comprise 
sites which are, or will be, well served by public transport. In assessing the suitability of 
land for development in accordance with this approach, the RSS incorporates 
sustainability criteria, including those concerned with the practicalities of development. 

3.6	 Changes in legislation have resulted in the introduction of LDFs, to be prepared by local 
planning authorities, within the framework of policies set out in the RSS. LDFs comprise 
a package of planning policy documents, which in East Northamptonshire, will comprise: 

• The North Northamptonshire Core Spatial Strategy 

• The Rural North, Oundle and Thrapston Plan 

•	 The Three Towns Plan (Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough, Rushden and related 
villages) 

• The Raunds Area Plan (including Hargrave, Ringstead and Stanwick) 

• Developer Contributions: Supplementary Planning Document 
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4.	 HOUSING COMPLETIONS AND THE REGIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

4.1	 The RSS for the East Midlands (RSS 8) sets a target of 9,400 new dwellings in East 
Northamptonshire over the period 2001-2021, with 5,200 homes for the period 2001
2011 and 4,200 for 2011 -2021. Emerging policy will need to contribute to the attainment 
of these targets. As at 31st March 2006, 6,574 dwellings remain to be completed over 
the remaining fifteen years, equating to an average of about 438 a year, while 
outstanding commitments (i.e. dwellings under construction, or with the benefit of 
planning permission, but yet to be started) total 1,990, although it is likely that a small 
proportion of the latter category will not be implemented. 

4.2	 Table 1 shows the overall distribution of completions and commitments but with no 
allowance for lapses of planning permissions. Over the period 2001–2006, annual 
average lapses have been 3% of the outstanding planning permissions in each year. 
Therefore an allowance of 3% lapses per year for the next five years is built into Tables 2 
and 3 below. 

Table 1: East Northamptonshire Distribution of Completions and Commitments 
Settlement Completions 

2001-2006 
Under 

Construction 
2006 

Outstanding 
permissions not 

started 2006 

Total Balance of RSS 
requirement 
2006 - 2021 

Higham Ferrers 466 59 205 730 
Irthlingborough 469 49 115 635 
Oundle 137 21 47 205 
Raunds 110 38 84 232 
Rushden 1,008 183 666 1,857 
Thrapston 353 36 206 595 
Urban Total 2,543 386 1,323 4,252 
Rural Total 283 81 200 564 
District Total 2,826 467 1,523 4,816 4,457 

4.3	 Table 2 below shows that of the 9,400 dwellings to be provided over the period 2001 to 
2021, 6,574 dwellings remain to be completed over the remaining fifteen years, equating 
to an average of 438 dwellings a year. Over the period 2001 to 2006 the build rate in the 
District exceeded this, with an average of 565 completions per year over the period. 
Table 2 indicates that extant commitments at 2006 are sufficient to provide a supply of 
housing land, equivalent to 4.05 years. However, if the RSS requirement for higher 
completions in the period 2001 to 2011 is considered, Table 3 shows that 2,374 
dwellings remain to be completed over the ten years, equating to an average of 475 per 
year, with extant commitments providing a supply of housing land, equating to 3.74 
years. 

Table 2: East Northamptonshire Housing Land Requirement 2001 – 2021 and Supply as 
at 31 March 2006 – Residual Method 

(a) RSS Requirement 2001-2021 9,400 
(b) Completions 2001-2006 2,826 
(c) Residual Amount (a-b) 6,574 
(d) Remaining RSS period up to 2021 15 years 
(e) Annual average completions required (c/d) 438 
(f) Five Year Supply (5 x e) 2,190 
(g) Outstanding Commitments inc. under construction as at 31st March 2006 1,990 
(h) Outstanding Commitments less lapsings as at 31st March 2006 1,775 
(i) Current Number of Years’ Supply (h/e) 4.05 
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Table 3: East Northamptonshire Housing Land Requirement 2001 – 2011 and Supply as 
at 31 March 2006 – Residual Method (RSS higher rate of completions) 

(a) RSS Requirement 2001-2011 5,200 
(b) Completions 2001-2006 2,826 
(c) Residual Amount (a-b) 2,374 
(d) Remaining RSS period up to 2011 5 years 
(e) Annual average completions required (c/d) 475 
(f) Five Year Supply (5 x e) 2,375 
(g) Outstanding Commitments inc. under construction as at 31st March 2006 1,990 
(h) Outstanding Commitments less lapsings as at 31st March 2006 1,775 
(i) Current Number of Years’ Supply (h/e) 3.74 

4.4 Table 4 provides a likely scenario for the attainment of the strategic housing requirement, 
based on the completion and commitment record. 

Table 4: Housing Provision in East Northamptonshire* 

Supply Requirement 
(less supply) 

1. Total Requirement (RSS 8) - 9,400 
2. Completions 2,826 6,574 
3. Under Construction 467 6,107 
4. Commitments net of 3% annual lapse rate 1,775 4,332 
5. Urban potential windfall and allocations 972 3360 
6. Green field urban extensions 2828 532 
7. Total Supply 8868 (532) 

*does not include small urban potential sites (for which a windfall allowance must be made from the 
assessed supply of 587) or rural windfalls (allowance of 432 can be made based on past rates) 
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5.	 URBAN POTENTIAL SURVEY AND ANALYSIS 2002- 2006 

5.1	 In 2002 the District Council undertook the “East Northamptonshire Urban Potential 
Study”, focussing on the built up areas of Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough, Oundle, 
Raunds, Rushden and Thrapston. It sought to identify the potential to use land more 
efficiently, convert buildings into housing use, or re-use brownfield land for new housing, 
over the period up to 2021. The findings of the study were published for consultation in 
November 2002, in a document entitled “East Northamptonshire – Initial Urban Potential 
Study”. 

5.2	 This study was based on the draft methodology, which took into account the guidance in 
PPG 3 and the accompanying best practice guide entitled “Tapping the Potential”, as well 
as guidance published by the East Midlands Region Local Government Association. In 
undertaking the study, the Council adopted the definition of PDLB set out in Annex C of 
PPG 3. 

5.3	 The survey consisted of a comprehensive street by street assessment of the scope for 
additional housing within the defined urban boundary of the six towns. 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”. 

5.4	 An assessment was also made of the probability of development taking place over the 
next fifteen to twenty years. 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 plan period. Other sites 
were still in use, for example factories and other commercial buildings, and areas of 
“backland” made up of several large gardens. The availability of such sites for 
development is “uncertain” and they were grouped accordingly, although many could be 
proposed for development over the next fifteen to twenty years. 

5.5	 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, while some were well-used car parks in the smaller towns where there was no 
alternative provision. 

5.6	 The number of dwellings that could be provided on sites identified in the study was 
calculated by multiplying the net site area by a density of either 35 dwellings per hectare 
(dph), or 50 dph if located in the central area of a town. These, it was considered, 
represented realistic averages for development, to provide a reasonable assessment of 
potential. Government policy seeks to avoid development below 30 dph. 

5.7	 In addition to assessing the potential for housing, the opportunity was taken to consider 
the scope for employment-related development in terms of “B” Class uses as defined by 
the Town and Country Planning Use Classes Order. The results of this exercise were 
summarised in the 2002 baseline study pages 23 and 24, but were used to inform a 
separate study, entitled the “Employment Land Review”, which was completed in 
November 2006. 
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5.8	 The Council commissioned a study of the market context and development viability of the 
sites identified in the 2002 report. This considered residential land values and build costs 
at the time and the costs associated with new development sites, such as the provision 
of developer contributions towards affordable housing and infrastructure. Broadly, the 
study found that around 85% of the sites identified in the 2002 report would be viable for 
housing development in the course of the period up to 2021 (Entec report; “Urban 
Potential Study; Market Context and Development Viability Study”, March 2003). 

5.9	 In accordance with Government advice, the Urban Potential Study has subsequently 
been reviewed on an annual basis, the most recent being as at 31st March 2006. This 
has enabled the following to be taken into account: comments received from the 
consultation exercise in early 2003 on the initial Study, the latest information available on 
land with planning permission, and good practice from other local authorities. As a 
consequence, an up-to-date and relevant assessment of potential for development within 
urban areas has been maintained. 

5.10	 The study and the reviews showed that there were many sites with potential for 
development and redevelopment. Much of this potential was on PDLB, particularly in the 
older parts of the more “industrial” towns, e.g. old factories within terraced streets that 
give rise to nuisance and environmental problems. 

5.11	 In 2002, of the 4,826 total potential units, 2,451 were “likely” (51%). In 2006 the potential 
units were 3,854, of which 1,731 were “likely” (45%). At both dates, “large” sites 
accounted for the majority of potential. The difference in the figures is largely due to the 
fact that many sites included in the 2002 study now have planning permission for 
development, confirming the original identification of their potential and the viability of 
developing them within the period up to 2021. 

5.12	 It is not possible to predict with precision the amount of the identified potential that will be 
realised. The study nevertheless shows that a substantial potential exists for housing 
within urban areas, and it is reasonable to expect it to make a substantial contribution 
towards the satisfaction of the housing requirement and thereby provide an opportunity 
for a more sustainable pattern of development. 

5.13	 The study will comprise an important tool in the formulation of policy, including the 
drafting of policies to guide the form and design of development. Specific housing 
allocations in forthcoming Area Plans (formal “development plan documents”) may well 
include many of the large sites identified as “likely” to be developed, while much of the 
balance will help to calculate the amount of “windfall” sites. In conjunction with the 
related Employment Land Review, Open Space and Recreation Assessment and town 
centre master plans, the study will assist with the identification of sites to be protected 
from development, or identified for non- residential uses. 

5.14	 Recent Government guidance requires urban capacity studies to form part of a wider 
approach to development and land monitoring. This 2006 study will therefore be 
reviewed as part of the new requirement for HLAAs. It will also inform a “brownfield” 
strategy, as part of the new Area Plans and related work on urban (particularly town 
centre) regeneration. 
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5.15	 The use of PDLB in urban areas should reduce the proportion of development taking 
place on greenfield sites, particularly those comprising urban extensions. In addition, the 
appearance and character of the countryside and the setting of settlements should be 
subject to less change, while agricultural land and the rural environment generally should 
be better safeguarded. 

5.16	 Furthermore, the concentration of growth within towns will help ensure a more efficient 
and effective use of resources including under-utilised land, revitalise urban areas and 
enhance their appearance, 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 town cramming. 

5.17	 Table 5 below shows the housing potential for “likely” and “uncertain” land for each town. 

Table 5 : East Northamptonshire Summary of Urban Potential at 31 March 2006 

Settlement Total “Likely” Total “Uncertain” Overall Total 

Higham Ferrers 55 179 234 
Irthlingborough 467 239 706 
Oundle 348 236 584 
Raunds 78 399 477 
Rushden 614 843 1,457 
Thrapston 169 227 396 
Total 1,731 2,123 3,854 

5.18	 Appendix 1 details more fully the methodology used for the baseline 2002 urban potential 
study, looking at: 

(i) The potential of urban areas 
(ii) Aims and objectives of the urban potential study 
(iii) Areas covered 
(iv) Defining settlement boundaries 
(v) Survey and categorising sources of development potential 
(vi) Size of sites, net and gross areas and applying densities 
(vii) Defining large and small sites 
(viii) Method of review 
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6.	 FINDINGS BY SOURCES OF POTENTIAL AND ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN 
SOURCES 2002-06 

6.1	 A full review of changes within and between the fifteen sources for potential urban 
housing land is shown in Appendix 2. Table 22, also in Appendix 2, shows 2002 and 
2006 totals by sources and sub-divided into “likely” and “uncertain” sites. 
Some of the important findings were: 

•	 In total potential for both 2002 and 2006, two sources, namely sources 13, 
(redevelopment of areas with an existing non-residential use) and 5 (intensification of 
existing housing areas) dominated, providing over half the potential. Source 13 
contributed 36% (1,732 out of 4,826) in 2002 and 44% (1,687 out of 3,854) in 2006 
followed by source 5 (21% in 2002 and 24% in 2006). 

. 

•	 Sources 4, 5, 10, 11 and 13 made particularly significant contributions to the “likely” 
category in both 2002 and 2006. 

•	 For “likely” sites in 2002, sources 4 (previously developed vacant and derelict land and 
buildings), 5 (intensification of existing housing areas), and 15 (review of densities on 
planning permissions for housing development) provided two-thirds of the “likely” land. 
By 2006, the top three categories were 5, 11 (vacant land not previously developed) and 
13, contributing nearly 80% of the total likely land. In 2002, source 15 (review of 
densities on planning permissions for housing development) was significant but was 
assessed at zero for 2006. 

•	 Sources 1 (sub-division of existing dwellings), 2 ( flats over commercial uses), 3 ( vacant 
dwellings), 6 (redevelopment of existing houses), 7 ( redevelopment of car parks), 8 
(conversion of commercial building) and 9 ( review of local plan housing allocations) 
made very small contributions to the “likely” land, although for “uncertain” land, source 7 
provided 109 units in 2002 and 137 in 2006. 

•	 For “uncertain” land in 2006, source 13 (redevelopment of areas with an existing non
residential use) provided 55% (1,164 out of 2,123 units), with source 5 contributing a 
further 16 %( 330 units) and 14 some 14 % (289 units). 

6.2	 Table 22 (in Appendix 2) also shows the following: 

•	 In general terms, potential land declined by source type especially for sources 4, 5, 12, 
13 and 15.There were small increases for sources 7, and 8. 

•	 For “likely” sites, there were declines in most categories, especially from sources 4, 5, 12 
and 15. Source 13 showed a sharp increase in “likely” units between 2002 - 2006, 
caused by re-classification of one site in Irthlingborough from “uncertain” to “likely”. 

•	 The decline in the “likely” totals between 2002 and 2006 in potential from source 4 in the 
industrial towns. 

•	 The relative stability of totals for source 11 between 2002-2006 and the importance of 
Oundle in this category ( Table 30) 
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7.	 OPPORTUNITY SITES: POTENTIAL IF SOLELY DEVELOPED FOR HOUSING 
(2006) 

7.1	 The 2002 survey report identified “opportunity sites” with a star notation on the maps 
appended. These were small sites within, or at the edge of, the town centre areas which 
were excluded from the overall stock of small sites because of their potential for mixed 
use or for uses other than housing. These need further examination, as stated in the 
“Initial Urban Potential Study” of November 2002, page 9. 

7.2	 Table 6 below shows a calculation of potential for opportunity sites cross-referenced by 
source. These are all included in the “uncertain” category. 

Table 6 Opportunity sites by source 

Source 

Town 4 5 7 13 

Higham Ferrers 0 5 12 16 

Irthlingborough 0 0 0 0 

Oundle 0 0 0 0 

Raunds 0 0 0 17 

Rushden 22 6 4 35 

Thrapston 0 0 0 5 

Total 22 11 16 73 

8.	 OVERALL SUMMARIES TABLES (2006) AND BROAD CONCLUSIONS 

8.1	 Tables 7, 8 and 9 below give information on the potential of “likely” and “uncertain” land 
and the potential from different sources for both small and large sites, and the brownfield 
potential of sites by size and likelihood of development. 

8.2	 With regard to the overall position, the following broad conclusions can be drawn from 
the tables below: 

•	 The amount of land and buildings identified as possible sources (both “likely” and 
“uncertain”) of future housing development is substantial for both 2002 and 2006, 
although the totals for 2006 have fallen by 20% from the 2002 figure (4,826 compared 
with 3,854 housing units). 

•	 Of this potential, the proportion in the “likely” and “uncertain” categories are similar for 
2002 (51%: 49%) but the “uncertain” sites took a greater share by 2006 (45%: 55%). 
This is not surprising and helps to justify the 2002 study’s categorising of sites into 
“likely” and “uncertain”. However, if the proportion of “uncertain” sites continues to 
increase, then achieving the rate of housing completions required within the existing 
urban areas will become more demanding. 

•	 In 2002, large sites contributed 51% of the total potential, but this had increased to 62% 
by 2006. 

•	 Of the “likely” sites, large sites contributed 76% of the total potential in 2002 but only 
66% by 2006. 

•	 When looking at small sites, their yield in terms of the number of units was very similar in 
2002 and 2006 both for “likely” sites and “uncertain” sites. 
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•	 Sources 4, 5, 10, 11 and 13 in the “likely” category make a particularly significant 
contribution to potential in both 2002 and 2006, while source 15 was important in the 
former. 

•	 Sources 5, 7, 12, 13 and 14 in the “uncertain” category make significant contributions to 
potential in both 2002 and 2006. Source 13 is the major contributor by a substantial 
margin. 

•	 The potential for development of PDLB, in both the “likely” and “uncertain” categories, is 
well in excess of that for greenfield in both 2002 and 2006, and this is generally the case 
for large and small sites, with the exception of large “likely” sites in 2002. 

•	 When investigating the sources of “likely” sites, there has been a greater concentration of 
sources contributing in 2006 compared with 2002. In 2002, the top three contributors 
were sources 5, 15 and 4, in that order, contributing nearly two-thirds of the “likely” land. 
By 2006, the top three categories were 5, 13 and 11, contributing 80% of the total. 

•	 In looking at brownfield potential, 80% of the potential land was brownfield (3,061 units 
out of 3,854). When looking at the potential of brownfield sites both by size (small and 
large sites) and by likelihood of development (“likely” and “uncertain”) the percentages 
ranged from 70 (large “likely”) to 93 (small “likely”). 

Table 7 “Likely” sites by size and source 

Source Total Small 
Sites 

Large 
Sites 

4 165 57 108 

5 603 457 146 

7 2 2 0 

8 0 0 0 

9 19 0 19 

10 145 0 145 

11 266 21 245 

12 0 0 0 

13 523 42 481 

14 8 8 0 

TOTAL 1,731 587 1,144 

Table 8 “Uncertain” sites by size and source 

Source Total Small 
Sites 

Large 
Sites 

4 51 20 31 

5 330 149 181 

7 137 66 71 

8 24 15 9 

9 0 0 0 

10 0 0 0 

11 25 15 10 

12 103 0 103 

13 1,164 363 801 

14 289 250 39 

TOTAL 2,123 878 1,245 
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Table 9 Potential PDLB and Greenfield housing units 
by size and likelihood of development 

Units 
PDLB Greenfield 

No. % No. % 
Large” Likely” 1,144 793 69 351 30 
Small ”Likely” 587 540 92 47 7 
Total ”Likely” 1,731 1,333 78 398 22 
Large 
“Uncertain” 1,245 1,075 86 170 14 
Small 
“Uncertain” 878 653 74 225 26 
Total 
“Uncertain” 2,123 1,728 81 395 19 
Total 3,854 3,061 80 793 20 

9.	 TOWN SUMMARIES (2006) TABLES AND BROAD CONCLUSIONS 

9.1	 Tables 10 to 18 below give a comprehensive view of the position for each of the six 
towns in terms of “likely” and “uncertain” sites, and brownfield potential for each town 
divided into large and small. 

9.2	 The following broad conclusions regarding the distribution of potential can be drawn 
from the following Tables: 

•	 Rushden is the major contributor of potential in both the “likely” and “uncertain” 
categories in 2002 and 2006. The contribution of other towns is nevertheless significant 
at both dates. 

•	 In both 2002 and 2006, large sites account for the majority of the potential in the “likely” 
category for each town, with the exception of Raunds, and in 2006, Higham Ferrers. 

•	 Large “likely” sites totalled 1,144 units, of which four towns made contributions (Rushden 
432, Irthlingborough 371, Oundle 214 and Thrapston 127). Higham Ferrers and Raunds 
have none. This will cause pressure on the need for town extensions for those two 
towns. Small “likely” sites (55 units for Higham Ferrers and 78 for Raunds) may help to a 
limited extent. 

•	 In both 2002 and 2006, large sites rather than small sites account for the majority of the 
potential in the “uncertain” category for each town, with the exception of Higham Ferrers. 

•	 The contribution from Higham Ferrers in the “likely” category has declined substantially 
with no large site potential, as a consequence of developments within source 15, while 
that for Irthlingborough has increased, with changes to the categorisation of sites. 

•	 The yield from different sources varies with the characteristics of individual towns, with 
the size of Rushden and the industrial heritage of towns being particularly significant. 

•	 Small site potential in Oundle is significant, particularly in the “likely” category. 

•	 The proportion of potential on PDLB is particularly significant in Irthlingborough, Rushden 
and Thrapston, as it is for Higham Ferrers in 2006. Oundle and Raunds have just under 
two-thirds of total potential classed as brownfield. 
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Table 10 Housing units “Likely” to be developed between 2006 and 2021 on Large 
and Small sites 

Large Sites 
“Likely” (Units) 

Small Sites 
“Likely” (Units) 

Total Potential at 
35/ha (Units) 

% of Total 
Potential 

contributed 
by each town 

Higham Ferrers 0 55 55 3 
Irthlingborough 371 96 467 27 
Oundle 214 134 348 20 
Raunds 0 78 78 5 
Rushden 432 182 614 35 
Thrapston 127 42 169 10 
Total 1144 587 1731 100 

Table 11 Housing units “Uncertain” to be developed between 2006 and 2021 
Large and Small “Uncertain” sites 

on 

Large Sites 
“Uncertain” (Units) 

Small Sites 
“Uncertain” (Units) 

Total Potential 
35/ha (Units) 

at 

Higham Ferrers 50 129 179 
Irthlingborough 134 105 239 
Oundle 119 117 236 
Raunds 276 123 399 
Rushden 545 298 843 
Thrapston 121 106 227 
Total 1245 878 2123 

Brownfield Potential (PDLB) by individual Town


Table 12 Higham Ferrers - 2006 

Category 
Units 

PDLB Greenfield 
No. % No. % 

Large “Likely” 0 0 0 0 0 
Small “Likely” 55 48 87 7 13 
Total “Likely” 55 48 87 7 13 
Large “Uncertain” 50 50 100 0 0 
Small “Uncertain” 129 92 71 37 29 
Total “Uncertain” 179 142 71 37 29 
Total 234 190 81 44 19 
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Table 13 Irthlingborough - 2006 

Category 

Units 
PDLB Greenfield 

No. % No. % 
Large “Likely” 371 357 96 14 4 
Small “Likely” 96 82 85 14 15 
Total “Likely” 467 439 94 28 6 
Large “Uncertain” 134 134 100 0 0 
Small “Uncertain” 105 86 84 19 18 
Total “Uncertain” 239 220 92 19 8 
Total 706 659 93 47 7 

Table 14 Oundle - 2006 

Category 
Units 

PDLB Greenfield 
No. % No. % 

Large “Likely” 214 60 28 154 72 
Small “Likely” 134 131 98 3 2 
Total “Likely” 348 191 55 157 45 
Large “Uncertain” 119 80 67 39 33 
Small “Uncertain” 117 110 94 7 6 
Total “Uncertain” 236 190 81 46 19 
Total 584 381 65 203 35 

Table 15 Raunds - 2006 

Category 
Units 

PDLB Greenfield 
No. % No. % 

Large “Likely” 0 0 0 0 0 
Small “Likely” 78 70 90 8 10 
Total “Likely” 78 70 90 8 3 
Large “Uncertain” 276 163 59 113 41 
Small “Uncertain” 123 70 57 53 43 
Total “Uncertain” 399 233 58 166 42 
Total 477 303 64 174 36 
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Table 16 Rushden - 2006 

Category 
Units 

PDLB Greenfield 
No. % No. % 

Large “Likely” 432 249 58 183 42 
Small “Likely” 182 170 93 12 7 
Total “Likely” 614 419 68 195 32 
Large “Uncertain” 545 527 97 18 3 
Small “Uncertain” 298 228 77 70 23 
Total “Uncertain” 843 755 90 88 10 
Total 1457 1174 81 283 19 

Table 17 Thrapston - 2006 

category 
Units 

PDLB Greenfield 
No. % No. % 

Large “Likely” 127 127 100 0 0 
Small “Likely” 42 41 98 1 2 
Total “Likely” 169 168 99 1 1 
Large “Uncertain” 121 121 100 0 0 
Small “Uncertain” 106 67 63 39 37 
Total “Uncertain” 227 188 83 39 17 
Total 396 356 90 40 10 

9.3	 Table 18 below shows the relative share of each individual town’s total potential units 
split into “likely” and “uncertain” sites at 2006. It also shows each town’s population as a 
percentage of the total population of the six towns. At the end of this main report are 
maps of each town, showing the potential from large sites, both “likely” and “uncertain”. 

Table 18 Relative shares of total potential sites, split into “Likely” sites and 
“Uncertain” sites for individual towns (at 2006), rounded 

“Likely” sites 
% 

“Uncertain” 
sites 

% 

Total potential 
(“Likely” and 
“Uncertain”) 

Population 
share of 

each town 
as a % of 
total six 
towns 

Higham 
Ferrers 

3 8 6 11 

Irthlingborough 27 11 18 13 

Oundle 20 11 15 9 

Raunds 5 19 12 13 

Rushden 35 40 38 44 

Thrapston 10 11 10 9 

TOTALS 100 100 100 100 
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10.	 TYPES OF POTENTIAL FOR EACH TOWN 

10.1	 Table 19 below shows that for large “likely” sites, Irthlingborough has a particularly high 
percentage from this source (52%). It also has a high percentage of all “likely” sites out of 
all its potential. Higham Ferrers has no large “likely” sites and a low percentage of its 
potential from large sites. 

10.2	 Oundle shows nearly 40% of its potential being large and “likely”. 

10.3	 Raunds has no large “likely” sites and a very small percentage of its potential coming 
from “likely” sites (large and small). 

10.4	 Rushden has a more balanced mix with nearly one third of its potential coming from large 
“likely” sites and two thirds of its potential from large sites (likely and uncertain). 

10.5	 Thrapston has two thirds of its potential coming from large sites. 

TABLE 19 “Likely” sites and “Large” sites: characteristics (2006) 

TOWN “Likely” sites as 
% of all sites in 

the town 

Large “Likely” 
sites as % of all 
sites in the town 

Large sites (“Likely” 
and “Uncertain”) as 

% of potential 
Higham 
Ferrers 

24 0 21 

Irthlingborough 66 52 72 
Oundle 60 37 57 
Raunds 17 0 59 
Rushden 42 30 67 
Thrapston 43 33 64 

10.6	 In looking at the mix of sites for each town, Table 20 below shows the potential number 
of units by size (large and small) and by likelihood of development (“likely” or 
“uncertain”). 

Table 20 Total potential (“likely” and “Uncertain”) for the six Towns (at 2006) 

Town “Likely” Likely Uncertain Uncertain Totals 
(Likely 

and 
Uncertain) 

potential of each 
town as % of 6 

towns’ total 
(rounded) 

Large Small Large Small 
Higham Ferrers 0 55 50 129 234 6 
Irthlingborough 371 96 134 105 706 18 
Oundle 214 134 119 117 584 15 
Raunds 0 78 276 123 477 12 
Rushden 432 182 545 298 1,457 38 
Thrapston 127 42 121 106 396 10 
TOTALS 1,144 587 1,245 878 3,854 100 

10.7 Looking at brownfield sites (PDLB), Table 9 shows that there is potential for 3854 units in 
the 6 Towns of which over 3060 (80%) are on brownfield sites. 
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10.8	 Tables 12 to 17 give the figures for each town for potential units and the percentages that 
brownfield contributes. These vary from 93% and 90% for Irthlingborough and Thrapston 
to 65% and 63% for Oundle and Raunds. 

10.9	 The maps included at the end of this main report show the large sites (“likely” and 
“uncertain”) and the “opportunity” sites for each town for 2006. Particularly noticeable 
are the two large” likely” extension sites on the western side of Irthlingborough, the 
absence of large “likely” sites in Raunds and Higham Ferrers, the cluster of large 
“uncertain” sites in and around the town centre and north of the town centre in Rushden, 
the large “likely” site to the south-east of Oundle town centre and the “likely” sites on the 
west side of Thrapston. 
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Maps of the Six Towns
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