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WHY PLAN NOT SOUND MODIFICATIONS HEARINGS HEARING SESSIONS
Charnwood Borough Council adopted Sileby Neighbourhood plan in January 2020. The developments identified for Sileby 
in this document does not follow what was identified in the plan - these are HA53,HA54,HA55, HA56,HA57,HA58. There is a 
lack of co-operation with Sileby Parish Council and other local stakeholders in planning development and as all large scale 
planning applications over the last 10 years in Sileby have been passed by Charnwood BC even when they have been taken 
to appeal by the Parish Council. CBC know that local parish councils do not have the resources to take planning decisions to 
judicial review so therefore I feel CBC does not meet its duty to co-operate. Charnwood Borough Council have appeared to 
have developed very close relationships with planning developers and land management companies. This shows a lack of 

transparency in the lanning process with concerns that co-operation is encouraged and offered to those with influence and 
money while local residents views and opinions are not taken into account. I feel that consultation and co-operation in 

terms of contributing to this plan are very difficult to undertake. There are limited forms of engagement with this, lack of 
accessible information, and a restrictive options to contribute. I feel that therefore CBC does not meet its Equality 

responsibilities to provide a variety of methods and engagements to contribute towards this consultation. This leaves a 
feeling that actually the way the consultation has been produced has been done in a manner to discourage contributions 

and make this very hard for local residents to navigate through. 

I would like the following representations to be removed from the Local Plan- - HA53 - Barnards Drive Sileby - 228 houses -HA54 - Homefield 
Road - 55 houses -HA55 - The Maltings HA56 - Kendal Road - 24 houses HA57 - Charles street -11 houses HA58 - King Street 14 houses Theses 
developments are not included within Sileby Neighbourhood plan. Sileby has had significant housing developments over the last 10 years, with 

6 large developments equating to over 800 dwellings. Each of these developments have contributed the statutory amount of social housing. 
Therefore I feel Sileby has contributed to its share of provision of this type of housing. The applications which have been passed by Charnwood 

Brough Council so far have showed a lack of co-ordinated approach to planning and have been adhoc and have appeared to not take into 
account other developments which have been passed and the impact and implications from these. The infrastructures and facilities in Sileby 

have not been developed alongside the increase in housing and the resulting traffic from this. The roads and parking , particularly around the 
small village centre roads is very problematic and dangerous. There are high volumes of lorries, delivery trucks and cars moving around the small 

roads of the village, without taking into account any of the weight restrictions on roads. Sileby has experienced significant flooding issues not 
only on the incoming roads to the village but also in properties in the village centre. The increase in housing and traffic has made this 

significantly more problematic and again the village has not been given any resources or infrastructure developments to help manage this for 
not only local residents but also businesses. The amenities in Sileby have also not been developed in line with the housing developments. There 

has been no significant developments and support to local schools, doctors and other facilities. HA54 - this development is specifically for a 
stand alone social housing development. I strongly disagree with this type of development and feel that social housing should be integrated 

within all planning developments. I feel it is detrimental to the residents of these developments as they will be identified by where they live and 
do not feel this type of development adds cohesion to the environment. This type of development has been discouraged since the 1980's due to 
the negative impact of grouping together families and individuals who may have similar difficulties and the dynamics of this in the community. I 

feel that this type of development will also need additional resources to the police, school and other stakeholders to manage the cohort of 
people and families that may be suitable for this. 
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