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WHY PLAN NOT SOUND MODIFICATIONS HEARINGS HEARING SESSIONS
The consultation process is flawed and undemocratic:

1. The draft consultation in November 2019, on which this local plan is based was, in our opinion, poorly publicised with regard to its importance.  Although 
supposedly a 6 week consultation, within Loughborough, information was displayed at the council offices for less than 2 weeks via exhibition boards and for only 

one afternoon with officers present to help explain the display to the public at the town hall.  Notice was given to people who had previously registered interest or 
had given representations regarding the previous local plan, but not to other members of the public.  The general population of Charnwood was therefore not 

adequately informed of what was happening or allowed to assess the potential impact on them of this significant development. Indeed, having so recently agreed a 
local plan, it seemed strange that this new draft should be presented so quickly, reversing many of the decisions and protections of our green areas previously 

fought for and agreed. The process therefore did not allow for adequate consultation.

2. The nature of this consultation, set as it is during the ongoing Covid-19 outbreak has meant that documents are expected to be accessed largely online.  Not all 
inhabitants of the borough are either computer literate or indeed have access to the internet or the technology to print-out or view the documents.  With many 

documents in excess of 100 pages long before appendices, it is unreasonable to expect the general population to be able to absorb the necessary information to 
comment effectively.  The use of Facebook to publicise the consultation is deficient as many people do not use social media. The two public events conducted via 

zoom were less than 2 weeks apart so that those on holiday, such as us, will have missed both, which is a flaw for any consultation process.  Anecdotally a 
neighbour who did attend and put forward questions, found that no answers were given and that any queries on the night were not responded to.  This was not a 

consultation in any true meaning of the word.
 

3. These documents are unwieldy, difficult to view on a screen as a whole and side by side.  As an example, one cannot see the map and the documents explaining 
proposals and their implications at the same time.  The documents are also difficult to navigate.  By clicking an embedded link to explore a point being made, it is 

then difficult to find the previous page.  The bulk of the documentation is also off-putting and not accessible.  This does not allow for adequate consultation.

4. Topic papers have been added during the consultation period so have not been available for the whole consultation. 

5. This consultation is about process.  Most comments submitted will be made about the contents of the plan itself, which shows the inadequacy of any previous 
draft consultation. It feels like local voices have not been listened to and indeed when the draft plan says that no changes will be made to the draft regardless of 

the comments made, it feels like a pointless exercise which is designed to discourage engagement.  

The consultation should have included public meetings with power point and other presentations 
to explain to people the implications of the plan and to allow proper addressing of issues and 

questions

The consultation should be over a longer period given the volume and detailed documents 
involved

The consultation should be revisited in light of the effects of the pandemic which have changed 
how local people use the land and the demand for town centre services and local transport.

No
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Use of out of date supporting 
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Charnwood Retail and Town Centre 
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2007



WHY PLAN NOT SOUND MODIFICATIONS HEARINGS HEARING SESSIONS
The essence of the plan is unsound for a variety of reasons:

1. Loughborough is a university town.  Studies have shown that the population growth projections for university towns such as Coventry have been 
inaccurate and wildly exaggerated.  We would hope that local projections are double checked.  A 10% buffer has already been needlessly added 

representing over 1700 homes. Without this unnecessary buffer of 1700 homes, several green field sites could be saved. 

2. The local plan talks about the numbers of completed houses available being lower than needed.  However, whilst planning for a substantial number of 
houses has been available for the allocated site at Garendon Park in the 2011-28 plan, the developers appear to have done nothing to move on building 

there.  We recognise for the previous local strategy, that the developers preferred option was always to build to the South and West of Loughborough on 
the important greenfield area which acts a protective buffer to the Outwoods, which is a site of special scientific interest.  This area was rejected in the 
2011-28 plan under local consensus.  The Garendon area was designated for housing.  The latest consultation gives no indication of phasing and it is 

therefore possible that the productive arable fields could be built on before the areas already designated for housing such as Garendon Park.

3. Whilst the plan declares that 5 new primary schools will be built, there is little or no provision for secondary school expansion, for health centres and 
public buildings for Youth Clubs, community groups, religious organisations, etc. Without understanding why this is, how is it possible for comments to 

be made during a consultation process? 

4. Charnwood should be a green borough.  There is nothing in this plan to insist that new homes will be built in a sustainable way, to the most modern 
standards, with non-gas heating and with use of brown water for example.

5. The Charnwood Retail and Town Centre Study which is a feed in document for this local plan was completed in 2018.  Changes to the retail 
environment caused by the pandemic have not been incorporated nor has any assessment been made to account for changes to planning assumptions 

needed as a result. 

Population growth statistics need to be revisited in light of successful representations made by 
other university towns.

Parking and retail plans need to be revisited especially in the light of post-pandemic needs

Schooling and other social needs should be considered again.  New schools are based out in the 
villages: Where are the children from the 1000+ additional houses to the South of Loughborough 

to be schooled? 

All new build houses need to be as environmentally friendly as possible with heat pumps/solar 
panels/ top range insulation/brown water collection tanks for toilets etc and electric car charging 

points as standard. 

No
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environmental reporting
Policies Map 1 Charnwood Local Plan



WHICH TABLE WHY PLAN NOT SOUND MODIFICATIONS HEARINGS HEARING SESSIONS
Table 3 at 4.24 in the Ecological Assessment 

report
Unclear maps and ecological reporting:

1. The plan as presented is very vague.  We are extremely worried that the proposed zones do not take account of public footpaths which 
have been so widely used during the pandemic, that the assumptions made in the draft to this plan in 2019 are out- dated.  The fields at 

HA17, which have been allocated as housing zones are nesting sites for red-listed birds such as sky larks and yellowhammers as well as for 
bats. These fields are the heart and lungs of the town of Loughborough and are being treated with little care. The Ecological Assessment 

report is largely based on an outdated survey from 2011; the author admits on page 21 that there was insufficient time to walk the fields to 
assess the hedgerows properly and that aerial surveys were used because Charnwood has so many hedgerows.  We do not feel their assertion 

that “it is reasonable to assume that important hedgerows can be retained and buffered in housing schemes” by developers is valid. The 
report consistently refers to PSH106 Nanpantan Grange (eg Table 3 at 4.24), which is not shown on any of the maps in the current draft plan 
and appears to reference the 3000 house proposed development rejected in the 2011-2028 local plan. Section 4 draws attention to some of 

the defects in this report as a brief walk on each site is not adequate to assess any site.  What can be evidenced changes from season to 
season and according to weather conditions.  After a recent mowing of a hay field, it is highly unlikely that the nesting sky-larks will still be 

singing. And local flood risks cannot be properly assessed during a dry Spring. 

2. The maps do not show what is planned to be built in each area or where access is likely to be to each site.  For example, HA17 is bounded 
by what is described as protected green space which is not really protected if a road runs through it.  HA17 is a large area of what is currently 
two productive arable fields.  The housing within the allocation is shoe-horned into one corner representing less than one third of these fields, 

suggesting that this is a disingenuous way to subsequently increase the number of houses. Local residents have been walking the edges of 
these fields for over 20 years, so that by usage and custom they are footpaths and any development would require roads to be built across 
theses footpaths.  This again indicates a lack of understanding of local needs.  Without knowing how these designated housing areas are to 

be accessed, it is impossible to comment fully on the proposals so this is an  inadequate consultation process.

3. The burial space on the plan does not show the buffer zone which was originally part of the council’s plans and on which local people 
commented in choosing the site.

Access points to designated housing areas need to be outlined and defined

references to the correct housing allocations on the current plan should be clearer.  The Ecological 
report uses defunct references so is very confusing

No


