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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared on behalf of our client Orbit Homes (2020) Limited (henceforth 

‘Orbit Homes’) in response to Matter 11 of the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions for Discussion 

at the Examination Hearings for Stage 2 of the examination of the East Cambridgeshire Local Plan 

(ED033). This Statement is intended to assist the Inspector’s consideration of the soundness of the Plan 

and aid discussion at the examination hearing session for Matter 11 on Wednesday 19th September 2018. 

  

2.0 MATTER 17 – DELIVERING A WIDE CHOICE OF HIGH QUALITY 

HOMES  

 

Question 44. What is the evidence in relation to the viability of deliverable 

affordable housing as part of market housing? Is the differentiation between 

the 30% affordable housing for all of the district, other than Soham and 

Littleport at 20%, justified by viability assessments? Is the wording of this 

element of the policy effective? 

 

2.1 Orbit Homes is the market housing arm of Orbit Group; a Registered Social Provider with over 50 years’ 

experience as one of the largest housing groups in the UK and managing approximately 40,000 affordable 

homes across the Midlands, East and South of England including family homes, sheltered apartments, 

mobility homes and first-time buyer properties. With Government subsidy for the provision of affordable 

housing dwindling, Orbit took the decision 8 years ago to establish a market housing arm of the business 

with the sole intention of delivering profits from sales revenues from market housing to re-invest into the 

business to provide further affordable housing and thereby replace public subsidy.  

 

2.2 As an experienced market house builder and Registered Social Provider with a site in the local area, Orbit 

has a unique understanding of the viability of affordable housing delivery locally. Orbit Homes have 

reviewed the Local Plan Viability Assessment Final Report (October 2017) and consider its 

recommendation regarding a 20% affordable housing requirement in Soham to be challenging but realistic 

and that it would encourage the security /regularity of provision in an area that has suffered from poor 

delivery on allocated housing sites from the Local Plan 2015. The appropriateness of 20% as a 

requirement for Soham is borne out by Orbit Homes’ own viability assessment for land south of Blackberry 

Lane, Soham which, although not submitted due to the emerging Local Plan reducing the requirement to 

20%, demonstrated that anything above 20% would represent a constraint to site’s viable delivery.  



East Cambridgeshire Local Plan Examination                                                                           Hearing Statement – Matter 11 

Orbit Homes (2020) Limited 

                      

 

 Page 3 of 4 

 

 

Question 48. What is the justification to require all homes housing within the 

district to be built to regulations Part M (vol 1) Category 2? Is there a 

quantified need and how does this requirement impact on the viability of 

housing and its deliverability? Is the policy effective and consistent with 

national policy? 

 

2.3 The evidence provided by the Council in relation to the need for all homes to be built to part M4(2) is set 

out in section 2 of Policy LP6 – Meeting Local Housing Needs (November 2017) (PS.EVR6). This section 

outlines a number of national trends and concerns with regard to an ageing population which will lead to 

an increasing number of people requiring more accessible homes. However it is only in the final paragraph 

that the Council provides any justification – that it has an increasingly elderly population – as to why all 

homes in East Cambridgeshire should be built to the lower optional standard.  

 

2.4 When considering the application of this optional standard the Government have been clear that it must 

be based on need within that area. This is set out in paragraph 56-007 of PPG. The Government have 

considered the national evidence as set out by the Council and considered that this is insufficient to 

require all new homes to be built to this standard. It is considered it acceptable that Part M4(1) would 

provide the necessary level of accessibility for the majority of households, including those containing older 

people. It must also be remembered that Part M4(1) provides a significant improvement in accessibility 

compared to much of the existing housing stock within East Cambridgeshire built prior to the latest 

mandatory Building Regulations.  

 

2.5 With regard to the need for the higher accessibility standard the Council consider all people over 65 will 

require an accessible home. However, only a minority of those over 65 will require a home that is more 

accessible than the part M4(1). Using census data on Long term Health and disability 22% of East 

Cambridgeshire’s population over 65 will have their day to day activities limited a lot by health or disability. 

A significant proportion of these people will also be in specialist accommodation that is purpose built to 

meet the needs of older people or will seek to have their current home adapted to meet their needs. Such 

information would have been available had the Council looked in more detail at the need in relation to 

the existing housing stock and tenure as is required by PPG. It is likely that the needs for homes built to 

part M4(2) will be significantly less than the level being proposed by the Council. As such we do not 

consider the Council to have provided the evidence on needs to justify all new homes being built to this 

higher optional standard.  

 

2.6 In addition the blanket requirement for category 2 dwellings that this policy does not take into account 
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site specific factors such as vulnerability to flooding and site topography which may make the 

implementation of M4(2) either impractical or impossible. It is essential that this is recognised in the local 

plan to ensure consistency with paragraph 56-008 of PPG. 

 

Question 49. What is the justification for the 100 dwelling plus threshold set 

for self-build housing? Is such an approach justified, effective and consistent 

with national policy? What are the practical implications? Is the wording 

effective? 
 

2.7 We are also concerned that the Council is placing the entire burden of meeting their duty to support self-

builders onto the development industry. The government in PPG sets out that the Council must look at 

their own land and the encouragement of land owners to provide land for self-builders rather than the 

blanket policy on all sites over 100 units which is wholly unjustified and unreasonable. 

 

2.8 There is no justification within the Council’s evidence base for this level of demand for self-build housing. 

The Council’s monitoring report indicates that at present there 60 people on part 1 of their self-build 

housing register. However, none of these people meet the local eligibility test with no-one registered on 

part 2 of the register. So, whilst there may be some demand for self-building in East Cambridgeshire it is 

not from within its current resident population or work force. To therefore suggest that there is a need 

for 5% of all homes built on sites over 100 units to be self-build is not supported by the evidence. 

 


