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APPENDIX 1 – METHODOLOGY USED FOR 2002 URBAN POTENTIAL STUDY 

1.	 THE POTENTIAL OF URBAN AREAS 

1.1	 Urban capacity studies are central to assessing the extent to which housing requirements 
can be met within urban areas. Guidance suggests that urban capacity studies should 
thoroughly explore the maximum capacity for development within urban areas, and 
should not be confined to identifying only the housing needed to satisfy current strategic 
housing need. However, it should be stressed that urban capacity studies are not policy 
documents, in that they are not intended to provide guidance on what should be 
permitted. Rather, they are intended to inform the preparation of planning policy, for the 
release of sites for housing in accordance with the sequential approach, as referred to 
earlier. 

1.2	 The Council considers that the term “urban capacity” implies that such studies are solely 
concerned with making the maximum use of land for housing, and that a more rounded 
approach is required when planning for future land uses in the six towns. This is in order 
for housing needs to be balanced with other development and conservation objectives. 
Planning policy can then be prepared in the light of the study findings, tempered by other 
considerations. 

1.3	 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 PPG 
3, 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. The findings of the study were 
published for consultation in November 2002, in a document entitled “East 
Northamptonshire – Initial Urban Potential Study”. The initial 2002 “Urban Potential 
Study” has been used as background evidence to feed into related work on Open Space 
and Recreation, Employment Land Review and Town Centre Master Plans. 

1.4	 The identification of a site in this Urban 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 at this 
initial stage may in any case require re-assessment following consultation and 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. 

2.	 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE URBAN POTENTIAL STUDY 

2.1	 In order to guide the preparation of the study a number of broad aims and more detailed 
objectives were drafted, as follows: 

Aims 

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

•	 To identify the capacity for new development and redevelopment within the urban 
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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Objectives 

•	 To identify how much additional housing could theoretically be accommodated 
within the existing urban areas over the period up to 2021 and whether there is 
further scope beyond that date. 

•	 To identify how much of the additional housing requirement may need to be 
accommodated in urban extensions and other land not adjacent to the urban 
areas. 

•	 To identify how much of the additional housing requirement can be 
accommodated through the redevelopment of PDLB. 

•	 To investigate 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. 

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

•	 To identify the extent to which other uses may need to be accommodated by 
urban 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. 

3.	 AREAS COVERED 

3.1	 The study was concerned with land and buildings within the boundaries of the six towns, 
defined as Urban Areas in RSS 8 - Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough, Oundle, Raunds, 
Rushden and Thrapston. 

3.2	 Of the six towns, Rushden, Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough and Raunds are closely 
related and share a similar industrial character. The smaller market towns of Oundle and 
Thrapston are less industrialised and more freestanding, performing a “rural service 
centre” role to outlying villages. The respective populations of the six towns are shown in 
Table 9. Collectively they account for over 70% of the total population of East 
Northamptonshire. 

3.3	 While this study is concerned with land and buildings within the six towns, it should not 
be assumed that similar sites do not exist within many of the villages. These may be 
suitable for housing development within the context of the guidance provided by PPG 3 
and the sequential approach. As such they could contribute to the achievement of the 
strategic housing requirement. A separate assessment of this potential is currently being 
undertaken. 
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Table 21: East Northamptonshire Urban Population Distribution 

Town 2001 Census Population Estimate 2006* 
No. % No. % 

Higham Ferrers 6,086 10.59 7,204 11.33 
Irthlingborough 7,033 12.24 8,159 12.84 
Oundle 5,345 9.30 5,674 8.93 
Raunds 8,275 14.41 8,539 13.44 
Rushden 25,849 45.00 28,268 44.48 
Thrapston 4,855 8.45 5,702 8.97 
Total 57,443 63,546 

*Note: Estimate based on annual housing completions. 

4.	 SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES 

4.1	 The first stage of the study was to define the extent of the areas to be covered. The 
settlement boundaries have been delineated tightly for the purposes of this study, to 
reflect the main built-up part of each town and land with the benefit of an extant planning 
permission, to include both PDLB and greenfield sites. They are shown on the maps in 
the main report. Boundaries are drawn along the peripheral curtilages of the property, 
except where this is extensive, in which case the area most immediately related to built 
development has been included (e.g. the essential garden area). Peripheral playing 
fields have been excluded, including school playing fields. In the case of the latter the 
boundaries have been delineated to include the school building complex and immediate 
open land within the curtilages. The boundaries as initially delineated in 2002 are 
amended as necessary to include new development and land granted planning 
permission over the preceding year. 

4.2	 Land on the periphery of the urban area has been included if it is: 

a)	 small in scale relative to its surroundings 
b)	 well related to the urban area (existing or committed) 
c)	 clearly distinct from the countryside physically and visually 
d)	 bounded by compatible development (existing or committed) 
e)	 bounded by existing or committed development on all sides but one, which should 

be adjoined by a road (or other strong and distinct physical feature) and 
f)	 where it is unlikely to be of any beneficial use as open land, including for 

agriculture 

4.3	 Exceptionally, land that does not meet (e) above has been included, where the unique 
appearance of the land and its relationship to adjacent development is such as to 
consider it a logical and potentially beneficial extension and it is small in scale relative to 
its surroundings. 

4.4	 The boundaries indicate the main built-up area as it currently exists (or is committed 
through an extant planning permission). This study does not make land use proposals 
and the definition of boundaries within this document is without prejudice to the 
determination of any planning applications that may be submitted or to decisions taken 
on the content of development plan documents. 
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5.	 SITE IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS 

Survey 

5.1	 A comprehensive site survey was carried out to identify sites within the settlement 
boundaries of the six towns, whether PDLB or greenfield, considered capable of 
accommodating one or more dwellings. As such, no specific size limit was applied. 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. 

5.2	 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, with photographs of the 
site and its surroundings taken wherever possible. The balance of the available 
information needed e.g. the presence of constraints, relevant planning history, ownership 
and access to facilities was, if the site had not already been discounted, entered as a 
“desk top” exercise. This information has been stored electronically, although links 
between each format are yet to be completed. Summary information for each site has 
been recorded in a spreadsheet format to enable analysis of the results, details of which 
can be made available upon request. 

5.3	 The typology of sources suggested in “Tapping the Potential” has been used and 
expanded upon to categorise the sources of development potential in the six towns in 
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 

5.4	 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. 

5.5	 It was recognised for some sites that the amount of land available for housing (i.e. the 
net area) would be less than the gross site area (e.g. where the amount of landscaping, 
open space, or highway infrastructure required would be greater than is normally the 
case for such a development). This is recognised in the definition of net site area in PPG 
3. If a difference existed between the gross and net site area the density figure was 
applied to the latter. 
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5.6	 Based on guidance given in “Tapping the Potential” and experience in the District, it is 
considered that the gross and net site areas will vary according to the size of the site as 
defined in page 9 of the 2002 report. 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 adopted, based on what has been achieved by recent developments. However, 
it was recognised that these recent developments were not fully representative of the 
range of large sites identified in the study, for many of which the gross and net figure, as 
defined in PPG 3, would be much closer, if not the same. As a consequence the gross to 
net ratios may need to be amended in the light of future experience. 

Density of Development 

5.7	 Policy H6 of the Northamptonshire Structure Plan specifies a net minimum residential 
density of 35 dph on all housing sites, while PPG 3 requires planning authorities to 
“encourage development which makes more efficient use of land, between 30 and 50 
dph net”. This guidance was used to establish the densities to be applied to the sites 
identified by the survey. In and adjacent to town centres it was assumed that a net 
density of 50 dph would be appropriate, in part due to the fact that higher rise 
accommodation is more commonplace. Elsewhere a net density of 35 dph was 
considered appropriate. 

Small and Large Sites 

5.8	 In order to assist with the future provision for housing, principally in terms of making 
allowances and specific land allocations, it was considered appropriate to draw a 
distinction between small and large sites. Having regard to Government definitions it 
was decided that small sites should comprise those able to accommodate fewer than ten 
dwellings and large sites those suitable for ten or more. As a consequence the size 
threshold between small and large sites in and adjacent to town centres at a density of 
50 dph is 0.2 hectares and elsewhere at a density of 35 dph is 0.28 hectares. However, 
where buildings of several storeys, with potential for conversion were concerned, 
consideration was given to whether they could accommodate ten units or more, 
irrespective of the site area. 

5.9	 Larger sites often have a particular potential for sustainable development, and this study 
will be especially useful in uncovering the capacity for such development and the scope 
for allocating specific sites for housing development in the Rural North, Oundle and 
Thrapston Plan, the Three Towns Plan and the Raunds Area Plan. 

5.10	 For small sites, both the amount of potential identified and past rates of development on 
such sites, can be used to calculate a “small sites allowance” for each town, as part of 
the “windfall” allowance, to be included in Plans. 

5.11	 It should be noted that some small sites, within or on the edge of town centre areas, were 
excluded from the overall stock of such sites, because of their potential for mixed or non-
housing use, the redevelopment and/or environmental improvement of which could 
support centres and assist with regeneration. These were referred to as “Opportunity 
Sites” requiring comprehensive examination in terms of their potential for economic, 
social and environmental initiatives. These sites are shown on the maps included in the 
main report. It is recognised, however, that these sites may have potential for some 
housing development and a separate Table is therefore included in this report for 
completeness. 
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Level of Constraint 

5.12	 All sites identified were assessed in terms of their likely availability for development over 
the period to 2021. The likelihood of development was based on known environmental 
and development constraints, as detailed on the site survey form, ownership where 
known and whether the site was in use. The following categorisation has been devised: 

•	 Likely 

•	 Uncertain 

•	 Discounted 

5.13	 The “Likely” category included large and small sites with no overriding environmental or 
development constraints and the site: 

•	 Was either unused e.g. vacant or derelict; or 

•	 Was within the curtilage of an existing residential use; or 

•	 Had received planning permission since the base date of 31 March but was not 
yet included in the survey of commitments; or 

•	 Was the subject of known landowner and/or developer interest for development 
e.g. a planning application for housing development was awaiting determination. 

5.14	 The “Uncertain” category included large and small sites with major environmental, 
development or planning constraints; or where there was an existing non-residential use, 
even if it seemed marginal: for example where part of the premises was used for storage 
and the rest unused. 

5.15	 Discounted sites comprised those large sites where there were over-riding constraints, 
based on current use, physical conditions, historical or landscape features and the likely 
viability of development in current market conditions. This category included all large 
areas of playing field, public open space, parks and well-used allotments. It also 
included well-used car parks available to the general public, irrespective of whether they 
were in public ownership (apart from in Rushden, where the Town Centre Master Plan 
has demonstrated that there are various opportunities to rationalise the provision), 
ancient monuments, county wildlife sites, gardens with a large number of preserved 
trees, and large areas of floodplain. 

5.16	 The maps in the main report show all the large sites according to whether they have 
been categorised as “Likely” or “Uncertain”, as well as those which have been 
“discounted”. The maps also show large sites with outstanding planning permissions. 
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Review 

5.17	 While the initial survey was undertaken in 2002, it is has now been updated to 31st 
March 2006. Data for 2002 excluded figures for “discounted” and “opportunity” sites, 
although the latter comprising a few small sites has been included. The 2006 review 
provides the latest assessment of the potential contribution which could be expected 
from the development of land and buildings within urban areas. The stock of identified 
sites has been updated, resulting in some limited change to the overall stock. This 
update included: 

•	 Deleting sites granted planning permission, subsequently classified as 
commitments, commencements, or completions 

•	 Changing the classification of sites e.g. from “Uncertain” to “Likely”, or vice versa 

•	 Adding sites formerly with planning permission, which have now lapsed, and 

•	 Adding new potential that has emerged. 

•	 Other changes considered appropriate 
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APPENDIX 2 - FINDINGS BY SOURCES OF POTENTIAL AND ANALYSIS OF 
CHANGES IN SOURCES BETWEEN 2002-6 

1.	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 Table 22 (below) gives an overview of changes in the sources of potential between 2002 
and 2006, using the 15 categories as defined in Appendix 4. This shows the importance 
of sources 13, 5 and 15 contributing two-thirds of potential in 2002. In 2006, two sources, 
13 and 5 contributed two thirds of the potential. 

1.2	 The Table also shows how different sources contribute to likely and uncertain sites in 
2002 and 2006. 

Table 22 Sources of potential in 2002 and 2006 (six towns) 

2002 

Source “Likely” “Uncertain” TOTAL 

2006 

“Likely” “Uncertain” TOTAL 

1 n/a n/a - n/a 30 30 

2 n/a n/a - n/a 20 20 

3 n/a n/a - n/a n/a -

4 331 29 360 165 51 216 

5 728 303 1,031 603 330 933 

6 - - - Insignificant Insignificant 

7 0 109 109 2 137 139 

8 1 16 17 0 24 24 

9 19 0 19 19 0 19 

10 174 0 174 145 0 145 

11 293 25 318 266 25 291 

12 109 103 212 0 103 103 

13 270 1462 1,732 523 1,164 1687 

14 2 328 330 8 289 297 

15 524 0 524 0 0 0 

TOTAL 4,826 3,854 
* N.B. Sources 1, 2, 3 above are assumed totals based on past rates of change.


They have not been used as contributors to this or other tables.


2.	 SUB-DIVISION OF EXISTING DWELLINGS (PDLB) 

2.1	 The street survey highlighted some properties that appeared large enough for sub
division to provide additional dwellings. However, in the absence of a detailed 
assessment of potential, it is difficult to ascertain the likelihood of such property coming 
available now and in the future, the prospect of competing uses emerging and the 
number of units that could be created. 

2.2	 The East Northamptonshire Housing Needs Survey 2004 revealed that 6,978 households 
in the District, out of a total 33,230, equivalent to 21%, are considered to be under-
occupying i.e. there is considered to be more than one spare bedroom per household. 
However, it should be remembered that the figures relate to the whole District, not just 
the urban areas. 
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2.3	 Some local authorities consider that dwellings with seven or more rooms have potential 
for sub-division. If this is applied to the results of the 2001 Census for East 
Northamptonshire, 4,794 could be capable of being sub-divided in the urban areas. 
Work by the North of England Regional Planning Body suggests that half of this potential 
should be retained as single dwellings and that just 10% of the residual would be granted 
planning permission for sub-division. This would yield a potential net increase of 240 
units in the District, if each dwelling was divided into two (i.e. the minimum possible), 
equating to an annual average of 12 per year over the twenty year period 2001 – 2021. 
However, over the period 1st April 2001– 31st March 2004 only six additional dwellings 
have been provided from this source. 

2.4	 At this stage it would be very difficult to state with any reasonable degree of certainty the 
contribution development from this source will make. However, notwithstanding this 
uncertainty it is recognised that sub-division may well be a more significant source of 
housing supply in the future. While the District is not an area traditionally associated with 
sub-division (e.g. there is not a student accommodation market), changes in the housing 
market, arising from a substantial and seemingly growing need for affordable 
accommodation, the continued decline in household size and an ageing population, 
would suggest that some allowance could be made. 

2.5	 Based on recent experience a total provision of about 30 additional dwellings over the 
remaining fifteen years to 2021 would seem probable. However, it would also seem 
appropriate to acknowledge the prospect of this source becoming a greater contributor in 
the future, particularly if there are a significant number of sub-divisions creating more 
than one additional dwelling. The creation of a total of about 100 net additional units in 
the six towns over the remaining fifteen years to 2021 i.e. an average of about seven per 
year, could be possible. 

3.	 FLATS OVER COMMERCIAL USES (PDLB) 

3.1	 The upper floors of shops and other commercial premises in the defined shopping areas 
of each town were the subjects of a separate survey in July 2004. Each property was 
viewed externally and, where possible, entered and discussion undertaken with the 
owner or occupier. Potential has been based on the number of vacant and underused 
floors and discounted according to availability and competing uses. The survey revealed 
vacant upper floors sufficient to accommodate about 43 residential units. “Tapping the 
Potential” suggests that between 25% and 40% of the supply is likely to come forward. If 
the capacity identified is discounted accordingly then between 20 and 25 units could be 
provided over the period 2006-2021, as detailed in Table 23 below. 

3.2	 Notwithstanding the above, records of new planning permissions show no gains from this 
source since 1996. However, the creation of a single dwelling unit above a shop is 
“permitted development” and therefore planning records will not necessarily reveal any 
additional units that have been created. Further research needs to be undertaken to 
ascertain the extent to which the provision of flats above commercial premises has 
contributed and could contribute to meeting the housing requirement and could be 
extended to shops and other commercial premises outside defined shopping areas. 
Pending this work being undertaken it would seem reasonable to expect some modest 
provision from this source, given the initiatives to promote the provision of such 
accommodation, the changes in the housing market, a substantial and seemingly 
growing need for affordable housing, the continued decline in household size and the 
efforts being made to revitalise town centres. 
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Table 23: Potential for Dwellings over Commercial Premises 1st April 2006 – 
31st March 2021 

Town Vacant Upper 
Floors Dwellings 

Equivalent 

25% Discount 
(rounded) 

40% Discount 
(rounded) 

Higham Ferrers 2 2 1 
Irthlingborough 6 5 4 
Oundle 4 3 2 
Raunds 7 5 4 
Rushden 11 8 7 
Thrapston 3 2 2 
Total 33 25 20 

4. VACANT DWELLINGS (PDLB) 

4.1 According to “Tapping the Potential”, various studies have suggested that the capacity 
from empty homes should be based upon the extent to which local vacancy rates exceed 
national or local averages. The national average vacancy rate in 2005 was 3.1%, which 
slightly exceeds the rate for the District (3.0%). Consequently no potential has been 
identified from this source. However, analysis on a town by town basis may reveal that 
some towns have vacancy rates which exceed the national and/or local average and that 
some modest potential may therefore exist. 

4.2 While no allowance has been made for the reoccupation of empty dwellings, some 
potential could arise from the redevelopment of vacant units. This has been recorded 
elsewhere i.e. under the PDLB category for areas of existing mixed land uses and the 
“redevelopment of existing housing” category for residential areas. 

5. PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED VACANT AND DERELICT LAND AND 
BUILDINGS (PDLB) 

5.1 The survey identified a variety of sites from this source. In some instances land e.g. old 
quarries, had regenerated sufficiently for it to be excluded from this category in 
accordance with the definition of PDLB in PPG 3. As a consequence, such land has 
been included within the “vacant land not previously developed” category i.e. “greenfield”. 

5.2 In 2002 much of the potential in this category was identified in the towns in the south of 
the District (Rushden, Higham Ferrers, Irthlingborough and Raunds), with their industrial 
heritage, which has left a legacy of small derelict sites, or vacant buildings. These are 
often related to leather-working and boot and shoe manufacturing. Over the last fifteen 
years, many have been either converted or re-developed for housing, but some remain 
as a result of more recent vacancies, due to either closure or relocation of the firms 
involved. Although potential from this source was smaller in Thrapston and Oundle, 
there were still some vacant and derelict sites in evidence. By 2006 the potential 
contribution from this source had declined significantly, with Rushden, and to a lesser 
extent Irthlingborough, the major contributors. 
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Table 24: Potential from previously developed vacant and derelict land and buildings 
(Source 4) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Irthlingborough 39 18 21 14 0 14 
Oundle 8 8 0 21 4 17 
Raunds 1 1 0 7 7 0 
Rushden 116 29 87 0 0 0 
Thrapston 0 0 0 9 9 0 
Total 165 57 108 51 20 31 

6.	 INTENSIFICATION OF EXISTING HOUSING AREAS (PRIMARILY PDLB) 

6.1	 This source includes domestic gardens, areas of “backland” and garage courts. These 
sites were recorded as PDLB, in accordance with the national definition, although in a 
minority of cases “backland” may be “greenfield”. In terms of development constraints, 
many of these sites were categorised as “Likely” to come forward for development. 
Ownership was considered the most common constraint to development e.g. areas of 
“backland” are often in multiple ownership. With regard to garage courts, those in public, 
or housing association, ownership were considered most likely to come forward for 
development, whereas those in private ownership were considered “Uncertain”. 

6.2	 Some sites were considered to have potential under more than one source; for example 
a large house with an extensive garden might be suitable for both sub-division and 
“infilling”, or indeed comprehensive redevelopment, which has often been the case in the 
past. In such cases the potential was sub-divided and allocated to the most appropriate 
source. 

6.3	 Potential from this source experienced some decline between 2002 and 2006. However, 
it remains substantial. To some extent its distribution reflected the relative size of the 
towns at both dates, although the substantial proportion at Oundle should be noted. 

Table 25: Potential from intensification of existing housing areas (Source 5) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 47 47 0 30 30 0 
Irthlingborough 61 61 0 50 24 26 
Oundle 133 110 23 10 10 0 
Raunds 70 70 0 101 19 82 
Rushden 261 138 123 93 49 44 
Thrapston 31 31 0 46 17 29 
Total 603 457 146 330 149 181 
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7. REDEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING HOUSING (PDLB) 

7.1 While redevelopment of existing housing areas can provide a net increase in the dwelling 
stock, it was considered, in both 2002 and 2006, that there were no significant areas 
where redevelopment was likely to be necessary or desirable. 

7.2 Notwithstanding this, a few dwellings within small mixed areas of land use, comprising 
buildings in a poor state of repair and/or vacant, exhibited some potential and were 
included in the PDLB category. 

8. REDEVELOPMENT OF CAR PARKS (PDLB) 

8.1 This category includes car parks available to the general public considered to have 
potential for housing development, separately or in association with other land. Such car 
parks can be provided by the public or the private sector, but customer parking is 
excluded. The need for car parks now and in the future was an important factor in the 
assessment of potential and resulted in some areas being discounted. 

8.2 In terms of “Likely” potential this source was of no significance in either 2002 or 2006, 
although overall some potential was considered to exist. 

Table 26: Potential from redevelopment of car parks (Source 7) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
0capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 5 5 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 43 43 0 
Raunds 0 0 0 4 4 0 
Rushden 2 2 0 82 11 71 
Thrapston 0 0 0 3 3 0 
Total 2 2 0 137 66 71 

9.	 CONVERSION OF COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS (PDLB) 

9.1	 Many commercial and industrial buildings cease to be suitable for their purpose. Some 
may be suitable for redevelopment, and where this was considered the case they were 
categorised as either PDLB or “redevelopment of areas with an existing non-residential 
use”. However, others were considered to be suited to residential conversion, especially 
those which form part of the District’s commercial and industrial heritage. Such buildings 
are often of special character and appeal, which can, with careful design, be retained in a 
residential conversion. Many such buildings have already been converted to flats, 
particularly in Rushden, and potential was considered to exist for this to be a limited 
source in the future. Vacant premises suitable for conversion were included in the 
category PDLB. Those in use were included under this source, but with “Uncertain” 
potential, even if their present use appeared to be marginal e.g. small scale storage, or if 
the premises were obviously under-used. 
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Table 27: Potential for conversion of commercial buildings (Source 8) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 12 12 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Raunds 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rushden 0 0 0 9 0 9 
Thrapston 0 0 0 2 2 0 
Total 0 0 0 24 15 9 

10.	 REVIEW OF LOCAL PLAN HOUSING ALLOCATIONS (PDLB AND 
GREENFIELD) 

10.1	 The majority of the housing allocations for the six towns in the adopted Local Plan have 
either been developed, or have detailed planning permission. As a consequence these 
sites were included within settlement boundaries and not considered to have any 
potential under this source. Uncommitted allocations (i.e. without planning permission), 
primarily comprise peripheral greenfield sites. Where this was the case they were 
excluded from the settlement boundaries and not considered to be urban potential sites. 
Their suitability for development will be re-assessed as part of the preparation of the 
LDF. Part of allocation TH1-B at Huntingdon Road, Thrapston, on which there were 
several buildings until the late 1990s, was considered the only exception. 

Table 28: Potential from review of housing allocations (Source 9) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Raunds 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rushden 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Thrapston 19 0 19 0 0 0 
Total 19 0 19 0 0 0 

11.	 REVIEW OF OTHER LOCAL PLAN ALLOCATIONS (PDLB AND 
GREENFIELD) 

11.1	 As with housing, most of the land allocated for employment, or other development, 
already has the benefit of planning permission. “Uncommitted” sites are mainly 
peripheral, located beyond the settlement boundaries and as a consequence, not 
assessed. The only sites within settlement boundaries are in Rushden and Thrapston. 
Whilst they could be developed solely for housing, this may not be the best use. The 
future of these areas should be addressed by the LDF. The potential from this source 
was nevertheless considered to be significant. 

East Northamptonshire Urban Potential Study 2002 - 2006 
Volume 2 Appendices Page xv 



Table 29: Potential from review of other allocations (Source 10) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Raunds 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rushden 103 0 103 0 0 0 
Thrapston 42 0 42 0 0 0 
Total 145 0 145 0 0 0 

12.	 VACANT LAND NOT PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED (GREENFIELD) 

12.1	 This source includes land within settlements, which are vacant and do not seem to have 
been developed, although often bounded by development. In addition it includes areas 
of developed land that have regenerated sufficiently for them to be now defined as 
“greenfield” in accordance with the guidance in PPG 3. 

12.2	 This source was considered to exhibit substantial “Likely” potential in both 2002 and 
2006. Oundle and Rushden were identified as being the major contributors. 

Table 30: Potential from vacant land not previously developed (Source 11) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Irthlingborough 25 11 14 0 0 0 
Oundle 154 0 154 0 0 0 
Raunds 7 7 0 18 8 10 
Rushden 79 2 77 0 0 0 
Thrapston 1 1 0 6 6 0 
Total 266 21 245 25 15 10 

13.	 REVIEW OF PLANNING PERMISSIONS FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT (PDLB AND GREENFIELD) 

13.1	 Significant areas on the periphery of towns with planning permission for commercial 
development were included within the settlements as committed sites. Permission has 
been renewed more than once on these sites and there was no sign of detailed 
commercial development proposals coming forward, they were seen as a potential 
source for housing, indeed some were suggested for housing development by the 
landowners. 

13.2	 While the potential from this source was considered to have reduced between 2002 and 
2006, and was confined to Raunds at the latter date, it nevertheless remained significant. 

13.3	 The Employment study undertaken by Atkins justified many of the employment sites 
allocated as being suitable and viable. 
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Table 31: Potential from review of planning 
development (Source 12) at 2006 

permissions for non-residential 

“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Raunds 0 0 0 103 0 103 
Rushden 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Thrapston 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 103 0 103 

14.	 REDEVELOPMENT OF AREAS WITH AN EXISTING NON-RESIDENTIAL USE 
(PDLB AND GREENFIELD) 

14.1	 Many sites with a marginal use, or with a use that has been a regular source of housing, 
were identified as having potential for redevelopment, primarily within older mixed-use 
areas of the more industrial towns. Many were considered to be outdated for the 
industrial and commercial processes they accommodated. Furthermore, they were often 
perceived as a source of conflict with surrounding residential uses e.g. as a consequence 
of the volume of heavy vehicle movements they generated. Those suited to conversion 
were included in the “conversion of commercial buildings” category. 

14.2	 Based on past experience it was considered that a significant number of these areas 
could come forward for housing. In part, past development has been a consequence of 
the extant Local Plan, which promotes the re-use and redevelopment of former 
commercial premises for residential use. However, a major loss of industrial and 
commercial premises could be contrary to the maintenance and encouragement of 
complementary mixed uses, which can be important in the pursuit of sustainability. 
Furthermore, such development may lead to pressure for industrial and commercial 
development elsewhere and, if on greenfield sites, this could be contrary to safeguarding 
such land. Further consideration is needed through the preparation of the LDF. 

14.3	 This source of potential also includes open space, consisting of hard standing, or other 
special surfacing for sport or recreation e.g. bowling green, and areas that are ancillary to 
a main built use and within its curtilage e.g. associated car parking or school playing 
fields. Their use for housing could result in the loss of important facilities for the local 
community and adversely affect the character and appearance of an area. 

14.4	 Notwithstanding the above, the potential identified from this source, for both 2002 and 
2006, was considered to be substantial, albeit with the majority categorised as 
“Uncertain”. The significant increase in the likely category between the two dates is 
primarily as a consequence of one large site at Irthlingborough changing categories due 
to ongoing discussions about redevelopment potential. 
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Table 32: Potential from redevelopment of areas with an existing non-residential use 
(Source 13) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham Ferrers 1 1 0 95 45 50 
Irthlingborough 342 6 336 155 61 94 
Oundle 53 16 37 99 36 63 
Raunds 0 0 0 121 40 81 
Rushden 51 9 42 572 151 421 
Thrapston 76 10 66 122 30 92 
Total 523 42 481 1164 363 801 

15.	 GREENFIELD IN EXISTING USE (GREENFIELD) 

15.1	 Sites where open space was the main use e.g. playing fields, parks, recreation grounds, 
play areas, amenity open space and verges were recorded as “greenfield”, even if they 
contained some ancillary buildings. This source includes public and private open space 
sites of all sizes, unless they fall within source 13, due to their ancillary nature and 
location within the curtilage of built development. Housing on these areas could result in 
the loss of important facilities for the local community and adversely affect the character 
and appearance of an area. 

15.2	 This source of potential was spread across the six towns in 2002 and 2006 and was 
considered to be substantial at both dates. However, it was virtually all classified as 
“Uncertain”. 

Table 33: Potential from Greenfield in existing use (Source14) at 2006 

Town 
“Likely” “Uncertain” 
Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Total 
Capacity 

Small Site 
capacity 

Large Site 
capacity 

Higham 
Ferrers 6 6 0 36 36 0 
Irthlingborough 0 0 0 19 19 0 
Oundle 0 0 0 63 24 39 
Raunds 0 0 0 45 45 0 
Rushden 2 2 0 87 87 0 

0 0 0 39 39 0 
Total 8 8 0 289 250 39 

16.	 REVIEW OF DENSITIES ON PLANNING PERMISSIONS FOR HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT 

16.1	 It is considered that sites with the benefit of outline planning permission for housing may 
be a source of potential if densities could be increased. However, this may be difficult to 
achieve unless a renewal of permission is sought, which can be assessed against the 
latest policy guidance, or if there is a willing landowner/developer. It was considered that 
large sites offered the most likely potential, applying the density guidance and the 
principles for calculating net site area referred to earlier. No potential from this source 
was considered to be available for 2006, as it has been superseded by the up-to-date 
position with regard to detailed planning permissions which are currently being 
implemented. Of the potential originally identified in the 2002 study, almost 300 
additional dwellings have been provided or committed. 
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APPENDIX 3 - DISCOUNTING POTENTIAL – TESTING THE ASSESSMENT OF 
CAPACITY 

1.	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 Having estimated an “unconstrained” capacity figure for the base year in 2002 and 2006 
it is necessary to consider how much of this potential is likely to be actually realised, in 
terms of accommodating additional dwellings. 

1.2	 All reasonable steps were taken to ensure the survey provided a reasonably accurate 
assessment of urban potential. However, it was recognised that a proportion of the 
“unconstrained” capacity identified would not come forward for development, by 2021, for 
a number of reasons, such as: 

1.	 Unknown physical and environmental constraints exist or emerge 
2.	 Personal circumstances of landowners or others with an interest in the land 
3.	 Changing conditions in the housing market 
4.	 The existence or emergence of unforeseen competing uses 
5.	 The emergence of development potential elsewhere e.g. urban extensions 
6.	 The viability of development 

1.3	 It was recognised that for most cases it was not possible to address this uncertainty and 
determine whether the “unconstrained” capacity needed to be discounted, and if so by 
what amount. This was primarily because it was not reasonably possible to obtain the 
relevant information, or make accurate predictions about future circumstances. 
However, in terms of the effects of market conditions on the viability of development, 
some further work was undertaken on behalf of the authority by Entec U.K. Ltd, in 
respect of the initial study undertaken in 2002. The consultants’ final report entitled 
“Urban Potential Study: Market Context and Development Viability Study” was published 
in March 2003. The study was based upon the selection of a sample of sites for each of 
the six towns, comprising 50 in total, intended to be representative of the scale of 
potential identified from each of the sources. In assessing the economic viability of sites 
three key data sources i.e. house prices, building costs and land values, were relied 
upon. Reference should be made to the report for further information, particularly the 
conclusions drawn, as follows: 

1.	 The market in East Northamptonshire is very buoyant, producing in the main, 
viable housing development opportunities. 

2.	 Most locations are viable. Where there are problems with viability it is often not 
the location, but rather the mix envisaged. 

3.	 With current site schemes, around 85% of potential should come forward, with 
further scope based on different development mixes. 

4.	 Notwithstanding that issue however, it is the relationship between location and 
mix that ultimately matters. Some locations can accommodate a mix of housing 
balanced towards the more “affordable” end of the market more easily. We do 
not for, example, see any problems with accommodating affordable housing 
development in Oundle. 
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5.	 Because residual land values are much higher in some locations, the District’s 
affordable housing policy needs careful scrutiny and implementation. There is 
much scope for implementing affordable housing targets on sites that currently 
fall below the policy threshold. Commuted sums may be an appropriate policy 
option. 

6.	 In contrast, a great bulk of site schemes is either at local benchmarks or marginal 
to that. These sites cannot support affordable housing without a significant 
change to the “value horizons” of local landowners. This could occur, however, 
with a firmer affordable housing policy. 

7.	 The key to bringing forward all sites within the urban capacity framework lies in 
ensuring that the development mix rewards developer investment in sites. In 
some locations (markedly, areas of Rushden and Raunds), sales values do not 
exceed development costs for more “affordable” dwelling types by a sufficient 
amount to bring sites forward. 

8.	 With larger sites in lower value locations, it may be possible to bolster 
development land values by including a significant proportion of larger housing 
alongside cheaper homes. With smaller sites in these locations, it may be difficult 
to promote PPG 3 type schemes. 

9.	 Commercial land values (offices, light industry and warehousing) are significantly 
below those for housing, meaning that developers are currently more likely to 
want to promote residential use where possible. 

1.4	 While many of the conclusions are more concerned with the affordability of housing, the 
conclusions drawn in 1, 2, 3 and 9 above are of particular interest to the realisation of 
housing development on urban potential sites. 

1.5	 In support of the assessments undertaken, the consultants prepared “exemplar” site 
layouts for six of the sample sites, to demonstrate how they could be developed, and 
reference should again be made to their report. 

1.6	 While it is not possible to precisely assess the extent to which the conclusions drawn by 
the consultants of the initial urban potential stock remain applicable to the urban potential 
identified as at 31st March 2006, without a reappraisal, it should be noted that only three 
years have elapsed since the receipt of the consultants’ final report. Over this time 
factors pertaining to the appraisal are not considered to have changed sufficiently to 
suggest its general conclusions could not be applied to the latest assessment of 
potential. In particular, while there have been some changes in the local housing market, 
conditions are still relatively buoyant. Furthermore, while the scale of potential, as at 
31st March 2006, is less, its spread across the towns and sources of potential is still 
broadly comparable, as is the number of sites in each category. As a consequence it is 
considered that the consultants’ conclusions can still be usefully applied to the identified 
potential for 1st April 2006 and in so doing contribute to providing the broad assessment 
which is sought. In terms of development viability it is therefore considered that it would 
be reasonable to expect a considerable proportion of the urban potential, as initially 
identified in 2002 and as revised for 2006, to materialise. 
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1.7	 Notwithstanding issues of development viability, this, as stated above, is only one area of 
potential uncertainty and others are much more difficult, if not impossible to resolve. As 
a consequence it is not possible to be precise about the amount of potential that will be 
realised. Nevertheless, it is considered that a substantial amount of residential 
development is likely to be accommodated on the identified sites, or similar. By definition 
it is probable that those sites identified as “Likely” will make the most significant 
contribution, although some development on those considered “Uncertain” should not be 
precluded. Given that the strategic housing requirement relates to the period to 2021 i.e. 
sixteen years, it is reasonable to expect that much of this potential would be realised by 
the end date, while a substantial proportion could be achieved by 2011. It is worth noting 
that even if a “very” modest 50% of “Likely” potential and 25% of “Uncertain” potential as 
at 31st March 2006 is realised, this would account for some 1,500 dwellings, which if 
added to completions since 2001 and extant commitments would account for more than 
60% of the strategic requirement to 2021. 

1.8	 This expectation is based to a large extent on: 

•	 The likelihood of a proactive planning policy regime being included in the Local 
Development Framework for the District and its subsequent implementation, 
together with the pursuit of a similar approach pending the preparation of the 
LDF. 

Policy will need to promote an urban focus for development and prioritise the use 
of PDLB, to accord with national planning guidance and ensure sustainable 
housing development. This in particular should be reflected in urban housing 
allocations and allowances and aim to “frontload” the development of PDLB within 
urban areas. 

•	 The application of a “gross to net” site area ratio of 85% by the study, for sites of 
ten or more dwellings, may prove to be excessive. 

Many of the sites, while classified as large, for ten or more dwellings, are still 
relatively small and in many cases the “gross” and “net” site areas will be closer, 
or indeed the same. As such a greater yield could be anticipated for sites where 
this is the case. 

•	 The absence of an allowance for contributions from all urban potential sources 
i.e. sources 1, 2 and 3. However Appendix 2 gives estimates for these potential 
sources. 

Although it is recognised that any contribution from each of these sources is likely 
to be at best, small as table 22 shows, cumulatively it may well be more. 

•	 The significant number of sites identified in the study as at 2002 and since, which 
have become committed over the period 2002-3 to 2005-6. 

•	 The significant number of housing completions on small sites. 
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•	 The strong commitment and build rate in the District suggesting a strong housing 
market. 

Since 2001, commitment and build rates in the District have averaged around 540 
dwellings respectively per annum, with 467 dwellings under construction 
committed in 2005-06, suggesting a strong demand for housing land, which is 
likely to be maintained and result in development opportunities being thoroughly 
explored. This will contribute to bringing urban potential sites forward for 
development. 

•	 The likelihood that sites not identified by the survey will come forward and be 
permitted for development. 
When the survey was undertaken it was not possible to identify all potential for 
development which may subsequently materialise, and this has been borne out by 
experience. While it is likely that some of the identified potential will not come 
forward for housing development, for a range of reasons, this will at least to some 
extent be offset by the realisation of potential on sites not identified. 

•	 The proportion of sites identified in the study, comprising PLDB, equating to about 
80% of the potential dwelling contribution from sites classified as “Likely” and 
“Uncertain”. 

Proposals for the development of such sites are in general likely to receive more 
favourable consideration, in accordance with emerging and extant planning 
policy. This is demonstrated by the proportion of housing development that has 
utilised PDLB, equating to 78.5% of new dwellings in 2002-03, 68% in 2003-04, 
59% in 2004-05, and 76% in 2005-06. 

•	 The expressions of interest made for the development of land identified in the 
study. 

General pre-application enquiries and discussions suggest the prospects for the 
development of such sites, including substantial areas of PLDB, are relatively 
high. 

2.	 NEXT STEPS 

2.1	 The findings of this and subsequent reviews of the Urban Potential Study will be used to 
inform the content of the LDF for the District in terms of the “allocations” and 
“allowances” to be made for residential development within urban areas and that which 
will need to be accommodated elsewhere, including urban extensions and development 
at village locations. In the meantime, while it is not possible to be precise about the scale 
of potential that could be achieved in the short term, it is considered that, with extant 
commitments, it will be sufficient to ensure a satisfactory supply of housing land. 
Performance will nevertheless need to be closely monitored and appropriate policy 
adjustments made, in accordance with the principles of “plan, monitor and manage”. 
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APPENDIX 4: POTENTIAL SOURCES OR CAPACITY 

The 15 sources of capacity 

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

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

East Northamptonshire Urban Potential Study 2002 - 2006 
Volume 2 Appendices Page xxiii 


