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P”/‘/Z"-ti'i Qwh«a Appendic’
‘Garford Parish Meeting ' .
4 Dairy Meadow, Garford OX13 5PH

Mr Martin Deans

Planning Services

Vale of White Horse District Council
Abbey House '
Abbey Close
Abingdon ‘
0X14 3JE

29th July 2011

Dear Mr Deans,

Planning Application GAR/21615 — Erection of new crematorium together with
associated works '

On 4™ July, a public meeting was held in Garford village hall, the purpose of which
was to solicit the views of the residents with respect to the above planning
application.  Although not formally counted, the number of attendees was
unprecedented, estimated to be in excess of sixty. Councillors Matthew Barber and
lain Brown also kindly attended.

The unanimous view of the meeting was that of objection to the above proposal.
Attachments A, B and C provide details of the concerns raised by the proposal and its
supporting documentation. The following is a précis of those concerns:

1. Conflict with fundamental planning policies at both local and central
goveriment level (Attachment A)

1.1 .Planning Policy Statement {PPS} 1 - The proposal is contrary to requirements
for sustainable development as set out in aforementioned PPS in that this
development will encourage additional travel by car as opposed to reducing it.
There are no realistic alternative means of travel to the location.

1.2  Planning Policy Statement (PPS} 7 - The proposal is contrary to the
requirements of sustainable development in rural areas. The requirements for PPS 7
are that development in rural areas should be focused on or adjacent to existing
urban areas. :

1.3  The Vale of White Horse District Council Local Plan Inspectors Report
(February 2006} - The Inspector’s report stated that there was “...no need to allocate
land for a new crematorium at Marcham or anywhere else in this plan”. The report
alsa states “should the situation change .... | am satisfied that the application of the
criteria in Policy CF2, and other relevant plan policies, would enable an appropriate
site search to be undertaken ..” Not only has there been a reduction in

Garford Parish Meeting Ref: GAR/21615 29/07/2011 1/5



crematorium usage since the aforementioned' statement, there has been no site
search carried out in accordance with the District Council’s policies.

1.4  The Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 (June 2006) Policy CF2 - The
proposed development is contrary to many aspects of the aforementioned policy in
that it is in an unsustainable location and remote from any settiement or any existing
buildings.

1.5  The Vale of White Horse local plan 2011 {June 2006) G51 — The policy GS1
seeks to limit all development in open countryside. In exceptional circumstances the
policy does permit some development, to meet local needs. However, there is no
local need. A crematorium is designed to meet a regional (as opposed to parish or
aven district) need, significantly beyond the scope permitted by the aforementioned
policy.

1.6 The Vale of White Horse District Council Statement of Community
Involvement (SC1 2009) — There is a requirement by the Council for developers to
consult widely in respect of major developments. This major planning application
has not been the subject of any pre-application consultation with any stakeholders
or community.

2. Concerns regarding increase of traffic in the locality and, in particular, accident
rate on the A338 :

The Transport Assessment document discusses an analysis of accidents occurring
500m in either direction of the proposed site over the recent three year period and
concludes that “The introduction of the crematorium and technically sound access
arrangement ... would not impact materially on the accidents that are likely to
occur.”

Both the analysis and the conclusion are flawed. The issue requiring consideration is
whether the addition of junction 200m north of the blind bends at Venn Mili is likely
to impact on the accident rate at this locality. A historical review of the accident rate
at the locality of the site prior to the proposed development is irrelevant. The
overwhelming majority of accidents occurring on the A338 take place at junctions.
An analysis of the Personal Injury Accident (PIA) data for the A338 between Venn
Milt and the A420 roundabout {source: Oxfordshire CC) for the past ten years shows
that there have been 38 accidents involving 72 vehicles, with 66 casualties and 2
~ fatalities, almost all of which occurred at unmanaged junctions (Attachment B). The
number of unreported accidents is likely to be considerably greater. It seems highly
probable that the addition of a further, reasonably busy junction at this location

would impact significantly on the accidents that are likely to occur, especially when

drivers are feeling both reflective and under pressure to join or maintain a cortege.
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3. Impact on the vista and the significant likely resulting harm to the countryside

3.1 Landscape Setting _

The proposed site is located in the Lowland Vale, an area made distinctive by its rural
appearance of a patchwork of fields, farms and villages. The long views over the
Lowland Vale from the Ridgeway are an essential part of the landscape quality of the
district. ‘ a

The design and landscaping of the proposed crematorium is completely out of
keeping with the rest of the Lowland Vale, bringing a suburban landscape and an
industrial building to a very rural setting. Both near and fong views will be harmed
should the development go ahead. This is contrary to Policy NE9 of the adopted
Local Plan. ,

In the Cornish appeal decision submitted by the applicant, the Inspector
acknowledged that by allowing a crematorium to be developed in open countryside,
‘significant resulting harm to the countryside’ would be caused. There is no
compelling reason in this case why such harm needs to be caused to the most rural
part of the Vale,

3.2 Proximity to Venn Mill

Venn Mill is a Grade 2 Listed Building originating back to the 16" Century. It is an
important feature in the landscape and its distinctive isolated position makes it a
local landmark. .

The building of a structure so out of keeping, so close to its proximity, will have a
detrimental effect on the setting of this Listed Building. The scale, design and
landscaping of the proposed crematorium do not respect the setting of Venn MIll
and is therefore contrary to Policy HES.

4. lack of rigour and substance with respect to the Needs Analysis and its
speculative and non-inclusive nature (Attachment C contains a detailed review
of this document).

e The relatively superficial document entitled “Crematorium Needs Analysis”
provides no conclusive evidence of either quantitative or qualitative needs, being
based on statistical data including ONS projections, unsubstantiated assumptions
and suppositions, and a cursory discussion of a canvassing exercise involving a
small number of Undertakers. It is interesting to note that four of the five
funeral director supporting contributions on the VoWH website, from different
locations well outside the area {Carterton, Faringdon and Didcot), have identica!
wording. - '

e The claims of need are in direct contradiction with the views of the independent
Planning Inspector’'s 2006 report on the Vale of White Horse focal plan (1.3
above), where both need and requirement to allocate land for a crematorium in
the district is categorically rejected.
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No account has been taken of margins of error in respect of the Needs Analysis
calculations, especially in view of thé fact that it is based largely on ONS
projections, which are extrapolations of historical data and not forecasts, and
other questionable assumptions and suppositions.

It seems inappropriate that the Needs Analysis was drafted for and on behalf of
the developer, without the engagement, or even the consuitation, of the local
Council, as is required by the Local Development Framework (LDF} document
and seems, as such, commercially specuiatlve

The applicant has attempted to establish parallels with the crematorium
development at Treswithian Downs in Cornwall. However, this application
shares none of the fundamental arguments that supported Treswathnan Downs,
in particular:

- The need in Cornwall was both acute and undisputed

- A population growth of 20 — 35% was forecast for the area

- The peninsular land geography, widely dispersed population, and

demographics are completely different to that of the Vale of White Horse

Despite all the supporting arguments of the Treswithian Downs development,
“ .significant resulting harm to the countryside..” was acknowledged by the
Independent Planning Inspector who eventually allowed the appeal.

Lack of rigour and substance with respect to Site Selection process and its non-
inciusive nature (Attachment C)

It seems inappropriate that the site selection process has been conducted
without the engagement, or even the consultation, of the local Council, as is

required by the LDF. It seem most unlikely that an impartial and exhaustive

investigation carried out with sufficient rigour and depth and in association with
the local Council would have drawn the same conclusions, and furthermore
probable that the proposed site has been summarily selected due to its
availability and low cost

Other than its availability and low cost, the land selected has little to recommend
it as asite for a new crematorium, not least of all:
-~ Access, especially by public transport
- Close proximity to a busy main road, with contemplative garden areas
immediately adjacent to the A338
- Disregard for the views of the local Highways Officer
~  Size; despite the claims of the application documents, the site is barely
large enough for a crematorium, by the applicant’s own definition
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6. Validity of statements made in the Transport Assessment (Attachment C)

» The conclusion that the proposal would reduce car borne traffic and distances
travelled, and is therefore a sustainable development, is fundamentally flawed in
that most mourners do not travel from the location of the Undertaker, only the
immediate family do so in most cases. Most other vehicles arrive from locations
randomly dispersed around the UK, as is well known by anyone who has
attended funerals. The overall effect on distances travelled per service would be
negligible. '

s - The assumption regarding car sharing does not stand up to scrutiny, even by the
applicant’s own data. '

« Again, the views of the local Highways Officer have been cavalierly disregarded.

Given the above, it seems most likely that the documentation supporting this
application is not the balanced conclusion of rigorous, impartial research and
analysis, but has been selectively drafted with the express aim of justifying a pre-
determined outcome.

. For the reasons given above, Garford Village Meeting would respectfully urge Vale of
White Horse District Council to refuse this application. ‘

Yours sincerely,

3 enclosures
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Attachment A

Ref: 11/01281/FUL - GARFORD CREMATORIUM SITE

Location

We consider the location of the proposed development to be completely inappropriate.
As referred to in Para.4.4 of the Planning Statement submitted with the application,
Pianning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Sustainable Development states that development
should be encouraged that reduces the need to travel by private car.

PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas states that development should be
focused in or adjacent to existing urban areas (see Para.4.5 of Planning Statement).

The application site is in a remote location, approximately 5km from the nearest town of
Abingdon and approximately 8km from Wantage. We consider that locating the
development adjacent o the built-up area of Abingdon or Wantage would be a much
more appropriate location, making it far more accessible, particularly by modes of

. transport other than the private car.

We disagree with the applicant’s assertion in Para.4.10 of the Planning Statement that
there is a clear and justified need for a setting remote from the built-up area. It is
possibie to create a pleasant setting for such a facility on the edge of a built-up area with

appropriate landscaping as proven at Oxford Crematorium, which is adjacent to the built-
up area.

Open Countryside

The site is in the open countryside. The Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 (June
2006) states (Policy CF2):

‘Davelopment which is proposed in connection with the provision of new services and
facilities for the social well-being of local communities, including extensions to and

changes in the use of existing buildings, will be permitted where the following criteria are
met:

i) the proposal conforms with the general policies for development in the plan and
in particufar maximises as far as is possible access for all;
if) any proposal for a new building is within the built-up area of a settlement or

within or adjacent to a group of existing buildings prowdmg for such uses and is
not within the Green Belt outside a village area defined in Policy GS3 or outside
a major developed site defined in Policy GS4;

fif) any extension will not have an adverse effect on the character or setting of the
existing building or its surroundings, or significantly alter the character and scale
of the existing activity so as to cause harm o the local environment; and

Exceptionally, development of a small scale community facility adjacent to the built-up
area of a settlement will be permitted:

a) where it meets a clearly identified focal need that cannot be met in any other

way; and
b)  itis not within the Green Belt oulside a village area defined in Policy GS3.”
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As stated above, the location of the development clearly does not comply with point (i) of
Policy CF2 in that it is in an unsustainable location. The site is remote from any
settlement or any existing buildings and therefore does not comply with point (ii). The
development wili also significantly alter the character of the location environment by
building on a relatively flat, open greenfield site.

Policy CF2 also states that there are exceptional circumstances where such a facility
may be permitted adjacent to the built-up area of a settlement, However, this site is not
adjacent to a settlement.

Additionaily, the Local Plan Inspectors Report (February 2006) states “/ see no need to
allocate land for a new crematorium at Marcham or anywhere else in this plan. Should
this situation change in the near future | am satisfied that the application of the criteria in
Policy CF2, and other relevant plan policies, would enable an appropriate site search to
be undertaken....” Demand would appear to have decreased since this statement, so
there is no clear need for this development.

Policy GS1 seeks to limit all development in the open countryside. In exceptional
circumstances some development may be allowéd to meet local needs. However, the
crematorium is designed to meet the needs of a wide catchment area, not just the needs
of Garford Parish.

Assessment of Alternative Sites

The Planning Statement submitted with the application includes an assessment of a
number of alternative sites. Most of these sites were in similarly remote locations to the
preferred option and were therefore unlikely to be viewed as any more desirable.

The exception is the site off Marcham Road (Site 3), which is closer to the built-up area
of Abingdon. It appears that this was ruled out due to the landowner's unwillingness to
sell the land. However, there is no evidence that other landowners in the vicinity were
also approached and none of the sites considered were adjacent to Wantage, the
second largest town in the District and expected to grow significantly in the next 15
years.

Ecology

We note that the Phase One Habitat Survey was inconclusive regarding the presence of
water vole, but that there was habitat potentially suitable for water voie on the site. We
consider that a detailed survey should be carried out before the application is
determined. Indeed, we consider that the applicant should have ensured this survey
was completed prior to the application being registered.

Public Consultation

The District Council's Statement of Community Involvement (SCI, December 2009)
states: ‘Where appropriate for major applications, the Council will advise developers to
consult more widely by letter, leaflet or newsletter or hold a public exhibition of their
proposal. They could consider involving not just individual residents but town and parish
councils, local amenity groups and resident’s organisations.’ (Para.6.24).
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This major planning application has not been the subject of any pre-application
consultation as far as we are aware. No Statement of Community Consultation has
been submitted with the application and the applicant has not contacted the Parish
Council prior to submission, let alone the residents of Garford.

The application has ignored the requirements of the Council's SCI and there has been
no opportunity for the design of the proposal to be improved through what should be an
iterative process.
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'Attachment B

Source — Oxfordshire CC Traffmap Accident Analysis System

Analysis of road accident data in last 10 years.on A338 between Venn Mill
and A420 roundabout.

Note: Personal Injury Accident data only.

accidents is likely to be significantly greater.

Venn Mill A338

No of accidents | 4
No of vehicles | 5|
No of casualities | 6

| Inc fatalities 10
Garford junction with A338
No of accidents | 11
No of vehicles | 24
No of casualties | 18
Inc fatalities 2
A338/A415 junction
No of accidents | 1
No of vehicles |2
No of casualties | 3
Inc fatalities 0
TOTAL
No of accidents | 38
No of vehicles |72
No of casualties | 66
Inc fatalities 2

The number of unreported

Tubney/Frilford staggered
junction with A338

No of accidents

12

No of vehicles

25

No of casualties

21

inc fatalities

0

A338/A420 roundahout

‘| No of accidents

No of vehicles

No of casualties

2

Inc fatalities

6
)
1
0

Others A338 near roundabout

No of accidents

4

No of vehicles

No of casualties

inc fatalities

7
8
0
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Attachment C

Planning Application GAR/21615 - Erection of new crematorium together with
associated works.

Critical review of Planning Statement and Needs Analysis

Scope

This document examines and comments on the validity of statements and claims
contained in both the Planning Statement and the Needs Analysis documents with
respect to both the establishment of need and the site selection process for the
above planning application. The Transport Assessment is also commented on.

1 - Analysis of Need

1.1 The Planning Statement states “This application has arisen out of recognition
by crematoria operators, local funeral directors, Clergy and the local authority
that there is need to make provision for a crematorium in the locality”.

1.1.1 The only crematorium operator known to acknowledge this recognition is the
applicant, Memoria Ltd. it is disputed by others (ref. Contributer Dignity.pdf).
Given the commercial considerations, this is hardly surprising on both counts.

1.1.2 Paragraphs 5.17 — 5.20 contain a refatively vague discussion of a canvassing
exercise of only 13 funeral directors from both within and outside the district.
It should be noted that their reaction was driven by both service cost and the
condition of the chapel at Swindon, as much as anything else, and in no
respect do these reactions confirm a material need for an additional facility.

1.1.3 No evidence is provided with resp'ect to the purported view of Clergy.

1.1.4 Crucially, no evidence is provided with respect to the purported expression of
need by the local authority. At a recent public Parish Meeting, local
councillors Matthew Barber and lain Brown indicated that this application had
come as a complete surprise. !t is inappropriate for facilities such as this to
be considered through speculative proposals.. Location and need should be
established through a rigorous and inclusive process of engagement and
consultation with the local Council, stakeholders and members of the public.
indeed, the proposed Local Development Framework (LDF) policy document,
para 6.26, states “Through the LDF the Council has an important role to
coordinate development with the services it requires, ...The Council will work
with organisations to establish the services needed for the future, and where
possible identify the land”. There is no evidence of the role or even of the
consultation of the Council in either the establishment of need or the
identification of tand. Furthermore, this statement is in direct contradiction to
the Independent Pianning Inspector's 2006 report on the Vale of White Horse
Local Plan, where he comments: “...Marcham is not very well related to
either [Wantage or Faringdon] and there is no current evidence of any overall
lack of crematorium facilities serving the district. Consequently, ! see no need
to allocate land for a new crematorium at Marcham or anywhere else in this
plan. Should this situation change in the near future, | am satisfied that the

- application of the criteria in policy CF2, and other relevant plan policies, would
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1.2

1.2.1

122

enable an appropriate site search to be undertaken in accordance with the
principles of sustainability.” Note: It would seem that the only material
change to have occurred since the drafting of the Planning Inspector's report
is the decrease in utilisation of the crematoria at both Oxford and Swindon
(see below). '

Thé document entitied “Vale of White Horse Crematorium Needs Analysis”

- gtates that the analysis was taken from commission to final report in

November 2010 (i.e. one month maximum). By definition, this implies that the
research carried out was relatively superficial. Its findings are based on two
sources of statistical data, these being: : '

a) ONS projections for both p.opulation growth and death rates within the
identified “catchment area” and,
k) A drive time analysis, based on statistical isochronal data. -

In addition, it relies on “...a number of areas of information provided by the
client [i.e. the applicant] ..." for which the report admits that they “...have not
undertaken additional verification...”

Note: "ONS projections are statistics based on historical data and are not
forecasts, an important distinction that the ONS are anxious to stress. The
use of statistical projections without the application of a predictive forecasting
model is simplistic and likely to result in substantial margins of error.

The conclusions of the report are also based on the following specuiative
assumptions and suppositions:

a) Population growth within the locality will grow in accordance with ONS
statistics over the next quarter of a century.

b} An ageing population in the same period implies that death rates are
likely to increase. (In fact, an ageing population implies that death rates
remain constant with improving heaith and medical care, i.e. the mean -
age of death increases.) Note: The number of actual deaths in the
identified “catchment area” decreased by 0.08% from 2004 — 2009 (ref
ONS data with “catchment area” proportions applied). Also, ONS
statistical data projects no significant rise in death rate over the next ten
years and a rise over the next guarter century of only one part per
thousand, a negligible increase with respect to the identified catchment
population.

¢) The proposed usage figures depend on attracting 100% of the population

_in the proposed “catchment area™. This is also “...deemed to be a
conservative estimates (sic)...” (ref para 4.6).

No account has been taken of the error margins associated with either the
use of statistical projections or the assumptions made. Such errors multiply

~when statistical and other uncertain data are compounded, as in this case,

such that two probabilities having a confidence of, say, 75% (i.e. quite good)
when used in an “AND" conjunction (e.g. as opposed to “OR"), end up with a
certainty of littie more than 50%, i.e. little better than the flip of a coin. In this
case, the needs analysis relies on a large number of assumptions all
conjoined by “AND” (Projected population increase; Projected population
mean age; Assumed death rate increase; Assumed catchment population
based on drive time analysis; Assumed increase in cremation rate). Small
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error margins of only 10% in each of these factors reduce the confidence
level of the predicted outcome significantly. -

1.2.3 The Needs Analysis relies on 2007/2008 crematorium usage figures to justify
a conclusion that there is a “growing demand for cremations in the area’.
This is a material misstatement, derived from selected data, since analysis of
the wider, five year data set, 2005-2009, clearly identifies a significant
decrease in crematorium usage both at both Oxford and Swindon (11% and
5% respectively). -

1.2.4 Para 4.1 of the Pianning Staternent states “The need for the development
has arisen through an assessment of focal crematoria services which are over
capacity”. The actual data (1.2.3 above) does not support this claim.

1.3  Examination of the tables presented in section 3 of the Needs Analysis
document show that, when ONS data i$ applied, the population across the
whole' proposed catchment area will increase by 13,645 (7%) by 2021.
Applying the projected death rates to this figure shows that the number of
deaths across the whole proposed catchment area will increase by only 160
by 2021. Considering that other forms of funeral will also be adopted, so that
only a proporiion of that number will be cremated, this small increase does
not justify the provision of a new green field site crematorium, particularly in
view of the current frend of falling crematorium usage, as shown in 1.2.3
(above). It is worth noting that cremations currently account for 70% of
funerals in the UK, but with the high energy and hence CO2 demands of
cremation, and the consequent growing popularity of “green burials”, this
proportion is likely to reduce considerably with time (ref Ministry of Justice
document — Telegraph; 11 Jan 2010).

1.4  There is no evidence in either the Planning Statement or the Needs Analysis
indicating a material need, i.e. a need based on demand, for an additional
crematorium in the Vale of White Horse. Should such a need be perceived, a
consultative and inciusive approach to substantiating the need, such as is
required by the LDF, through a detailed analysis of all relevant data and
evidence, with comprehensive and exhaustive statistical and root cause
analysis, should be made in conjunction with the Council. The presentation of
data carefully selected to support a desired outcome together with other
assumptions and suppositions does not constitute an investigation of
sufficient rigour and depth to support such a sensitive and potentially
controversial planning proposal, contravening many policies of both the Vale
of White Horse Local Plan 2011 and the Parish Plan.

15  The applicant appears eager to correlate this application with that of the
Treswithian Downs crematorium at Camborne, Cornwall. Many of the
arguments, and indeed much of the wording used in the appeal decision
report, have been adopted by the applicant. However, this application differs
significantly in many respects:

1.5.1 The most compeliing argument for thé Treswithian Downs application was
both the peninsular geography of the territory coupled with a widely dispersed
rural population.

1.5.2 The need was undisputed.

1.5.3 Nationally, Cornwall has one of the lowest levels of crematoria by area.
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1.5.4

155

1.6.6

1.8.7

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

Due to the RSS, a population increase of between 20 and 35% is anticipated
in Cornwall, coupled with increasing death rates and a projected 20%
increase in demand at existing crematoria. This compares with a projected
7% increase in population in the proposed Vale of White Horse “catchment
area”, static death rates, and falling utilisation of existing crematoria.

The current trend shows a significant increase in utilisation of the Cornish
crematoria. It appears to have been undisputed that exiting crematoria were
“at maximum capacity and unable to deal ... with existing demand”

The Comish site is located a few hundred metres from the main A30 trunk
road, making it easily accessible from a major highway with no congestion or
safety concerns and no significant use of minor roads.

It is worth noting that, despite the arguments supporting the Cornish
development that led to the appeal being allowed, significant resulting harm to
the_countryside was acknowledged by the Independent Planning inspector.

Site Se!ectioh

Section 5G of the Planning Statement (paras 5.21 — 5.24) discusses a
number of alternative sites that, it states, were considered and assessed prior
to selecting the preferred location.

No description of the process adopted for the selection of potential sites for
evaluation is provided. An explanation of this process is critical in
demonstrating that sufficient rigour has been used in selecting the most
suitable site, especially in view of the sensitive and potentially controversial
nature of the proposal.

Given that four of the six “alternatives” were discounted because the
landowner was unwilling to sell and that the other two, nearly adjacent, sites

were discounted on grounds of their openness coupled with highway

considerations, this does not appear to be the result of a rigorous and
exhaustive process. In fact, it has the appearance of a token gesture by way
of demonstrating that some sort of site selection process took place. There is
no evidence of compliance with the LDF policy document {para 6.26) (above)
with respect to the role of the Council in this process.

Para 5.23 states “...land immediately adjacent to existing settlements and
main conurbations are (sic) likely to be of a much higher value...ldentifying
such sites to locate a crematorium is therefore not possible because the
existing land value makes the use of those sites uneconomical. To this end
agricultural land is favoured...”. The clear inference of this statement is that a
significant factor in the selection of the site is that it is inexpensive for the
developer and is therefore a profit driven consideration. Private enterprise
profit is unlikely to be an acceptable justification for contravening both central
and local government development plans with respect to development of
green field sites. Furthermore, dismissing consideration of land adjacent to
main conurbations denies, both now and for the future, the possibility of use
of an energy recovery system to mitigate the high energy consumption and
carbon footprint of the cremation process. The proposed thermal recovery
system for heating the chapel will use only a negligible proportion of the
energy available through recovery and this is therefore a weak argument with
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2.5

2.6

respect to the sustainability of the development. Note: Average energy
consumed per cremation is 300kWh. On the basis of the projections
provided, the annual energy requirements of the proposed crematorium are
equivalent to that of heating more than twenty five average homes. A high
proportion of this could be recovered and used to heat local amenities, as has
already been demonstrated in completed projects in other parts of the

country. Otherwise, around 280kWh of recoverable energy per cremation will

simply be discharged to the atmosphere.

No reason for the unwillingness of alternative landowners to sell is given.
However, the site actually selected is less than half the size of any of the
alternatives discussed in the selection process. (It also barely meets, if at all,
the minimum size criteria for a crematorium, as stated in the application
document - see 2.6d below). Undue focus on commercial cost seems likely
to have been the main consideration in the selection of the site.

In general terms, other than the likelihood that the site was summarily
selected for the simpie reasons that a) the landowner was willing to sell and,
b) the land is relatively cheap, it appears to have little to recommend it as a
site for a new crematorium. In particular:

a) Proposed access is via a new, unmanaged junction off a narrow and
notoriously busy and dangerous single carriageway A road.

b) Whilst the site technically meets the requirements of the Cremation Act
1802, with respect to the constraint that “No crematorium shall be
consfructed ... within fifty yards of any public highway”, with the building
being only ninety metres from the busy A338 this will not provide a
tranquil atmosphere, especiaily since the gardens and other quiet,
contemplative areas are immediately adjacent to the road. (it is noted
that most crematoria known to the authors are situated a considerabls
distance from main roads.)

¢) DoE guidelines suggest that “...a piece of ground with naturai undulations
... with easy access by public transport...”. This proposal meets neither
consideration.

d) Planning Statement para 1.7 states “... there are a number of key
requirements that need to be met in order for a site to be considered
suitable for crematorium use. The site itself should extend to a minimum
of two hectares...” Whilst both para 2.1 of the Planning Statement and
the Planning Application Form itself state that the site is approximately
3.8ha, it is, in fact, barely 2ha, as a simple trigonometric exercise
confirms. When studied on an independent magp (i.e. not that provided by
the applicant), it is not at all clear that it does actually extend to fully 2ha.
Whether this is adequate for memorial gardens and quiet contemplative
areas is debateable, especially in view of it's proximity {o the A338. Note:
For comparison, this is approximately quarter of the size of Oxford
crematorium. :

e) Views of the Highways Officer both that the proposed site is no
conducive to modes of transport other than the private car and that the
existing bus service is inadequate -and restrictive (ref Transport
Assessment). '

f) Access to the locality is via a tortuous route from any direction, be it the
A415 from Witney, the A420 and A338 from Oxford, the A415 through
Marcham from Abingdon, or via Wantage and the A338 from the south.

g) The proposa!l does not attempt to address a number of areas of National
Planning Policy: '
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3.1

3.2

3.3

i. PPS1

o Effective protection and enhancement of the
environment o
Prudent use of natural resources
Addressing the causes and potentiai impacts of climate
change through policles which reduce energy use,
reduce emissions (for example, by encouraging
patterns of development which reduce the need to
trave! by private car)

ii. PPS7 .

s Discourage development of “greenfield” land, and,
where stch land must be used, ensure it is not used
wastefully.

« New building development in the open countryside
away from existing settlements, or outside areas
allocated for development in development plans, should
be strictly controlled; the Government's overall aim is to
protect the countryside for the sake of its intrinsic
character and beauty, the diversity of its landscapes,
heritage and wildlife, the wealth of its natural resources
and so it may be enjoyed by all, and;

s Priority should be given to the re-use of previously
developed (‘brownfield’) sites in preference to the
development of greenfield sites, except in cases where
there are no brownfield sites available, or these
brownfield sites perform so poorly ih terms of
sustainability considerations (for example, in their
remoteness from seftlements and services) in
comparison with greenfield sites.

i, PPG13 :

s Reduce the need to travel, especially by car.

¢ Where a development comprising jobs, shopping,
leisure and services is proposed outside the preferred
locatiohs identified in the development plan, the onus
will be on the developer to demonstrate why it cannot fit
into_the preferred locations, and_to illustrate how the
accessibility of the proposed development by all modes
compares with other possible sites. ‘

Other issues

It is worth commenting on some of the pivotal statements of the Transport
Assessment.

It is clear that the Highways Officer felt that the location is not ideat, not being
conducive to modes of transport other than private car. This was disagreed
with by the author of the Assessment.

It is stated that the introduction of a ghost lane right turn junction would not
impact materially on the likelihood of accident occurrence. Most accidents
occurring on the A338 occur at junctions. This will be especially so when
drivers are feeling both reflective and under pressure to join or maintain a
cortege.
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3.4

341

3.4.2

3.43

344

4.1

The Transport Assessment attempts to demonstrate that the proposal would
REDUCE car borne traffic and distances travelled, thereby being a
sustainable development. The following claims are made: -

“... mourners usually rally round and car share with relatives and friends. As
such, car occupancy levels are high’. The data given in the same Transport
Assessment from the observations made concludes that, on average, 600
people arrived in 280 vehicles, an average of 2.1 passengers per car. Given
that hearses usually contain 4 or more pecple, it seems reasonable to
conciude that each private car contained only 1 or 2 occupants.

“...it can be shown that the introduction of a crematorium in this location
would result in a significant reduction in car travel.” The Assessment goes on
to provide a calculation indicating that 320,000km could be saved each year.
This simplistic analysis is based on the assumpiion that ALL mourners will be
travelling from the location of the undertaker. In reality, it is most likely that
only the immediate family will be travelling from this location, the
overwhelming majority of mourners’ cars arriving from locations randomly
dispersed around the country. The location of the crematorium will have little
effect on the overali distance travelled per service and does not therefore
constitute a sustainability argument for the proposal or provide evidence of
compliance with relevant Government directives.

The Planning Statement relies for its justification of Environmental Benefits on
both the above argument (3.4.2 above) and the assumption that the proposed
new cremator would be less poliuting than current existing ones. |t fails to
acknowledge the fact that optimum efficiency of cremators is achieved with
high utilisation due to minimisation of warm-up cycles. Reduced utilisation,
brought about by, for example, unnecessary competition, requires increased
use of fuel due to equipment cooling between cremations. In any case, the
same standards for flue emissions will be applicable to ALL cremators by
2020 (ref DEFRA). Note: Oxford crematorium is currently being upgraded to
meet the latest DEFRA requirements for flue gas emissions as would be
applied to any new equipment.

The Transport Assessment also disagrees with the Highway Authority's view
that the existing bus service is restrictive and inadequate. In addition to 3.2
(above), such disregard for the views of the local Highways Authority could be
viewed as a demonstration of both a cavalier attitude in the preparation of the
Transport Assessment arguments and a fack of appreciation of the
importance of local knowledge.

Conclusions

The quantitative needs analysis presented relies on twenty five year
projections provided by ONS, a drive time analysis based on isochronal data,
dubious assumptions regarding death rate which are not supported either by
the ONS projections or current trends, and crematorium utilisation figures
which appear to have been exclusively selected to support a required
conclusion and therefore represent material misstatements. No conclusive
evidence of quantitative need, based on current trend analysis or anything
alse, is provided. :
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.8

47

4.8

No account of the error margins associated with the use of fong term
statistical projections, together with other assumptions, has been taken into
consideration.

The qualitative needs statements are based on unsubstantiated claims and a
vague discussion of a canvassing exercise of a small number of undertakers.
They directly contradict the 2006 Independent Planning Inspector's report on
the Vale of White Horse Local Plan. .
It would appear that the Local Council have not been engaged, or even
consulted, with respect to either the needs analysis or the site selection
processes, a defined requirement of the LDF document. The site selection
process appears to lack reasonable. rigour and seems to. have been
conducted as a token gesture in support of a pre-determined conclusion.

Correlation of this application with that of the Treswithian Downs crematorium

application is implied. However, the applications differ significantly in many

respects, including; Undisputed need in Cornwall, Geography and

demographics; Projected population increase in Cornwall being up to five

times higher than that in the catchment area proposed here; Cornish site

located a few hundred metres from a main trunk road. Yet, despite all the

supporting arguments, significant resulting harm to the countryside was .
acknowledged by the Independent Planning Inspector who eventually allowed

the appeal.

Cost appears to have been a significant consideration in the selection of the
proposed site. There are numerous factors for which the proposed location is
unsuitable for the site of a new crematorium, including access, tranquillity,
size, compliance with central and local government planning policies and DoE
guidelines. The views of the local Highways Officer have also been cavalierly
disregarded. It seems most unlikely that an impartial and exhaustive
investigation carried out with sufficient rigour and in association with the local
Council and other stakeholders would have drawn the same conclusions and,
furthermore, probable that the proposed site has been summarily selected
due to its availability and jow cost.

The statements provided regarding sustainability do not appear to stand up to
scrutiny, including the calculated number of private car miles saved,
suggested car occupancy rates and poliution reduction with the introduction of
a new cremator.

Overall, the investigations appear to have been commissioned and conducted
with the express aim of supporting a required and pre-determined outcome.
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Garford Parish Meeting
4 Dairy Meadow, Garford OX13 5PH

Mr Martin Deans

Planning Services

Vale of White Horse District Council
Abbey House

Abbey Close

Abingdon

0X14 3JE

5% December 2011

Dear Mr Deans,

Planning Application 11/02453/FUL - Erection of new crematorium together with
associated works

Please find enclosed the Garford Parish Response Form with associated documents.

Our previous letter and its attachments, dated 29™ July 2011, as submitted by
Garford Village Meeting with respect to the withdrawn planning application
11/01281/FUL (GAR/21615), is herewith reiterated in full {copy attached).

The recent and revised application, 11/02453/FUL, appears to be substantially
simitar to that previously withdrawn, albeit with the inclusion of further documents.
Comments on these new and/or revised documents are as follows:

We note that the appendices to the “Addendum Transport Report” were only
published on or around 14" November, and the “funeral director survey report” was
released on 25" November following our FOl application.

1. Covering letter submitted by Genesis Town Planning

Para 1. Genesis refer to a meeting with yourselves on 22" August and a subsequent
letter to you dated 9" September “...addressing your further queries..” This letter
does not seem to be included in the associated documents list. May we have sight of
this letter, please?

Para 5. Reference is made to peak-time delays, of as much as 20 minutes, being
identified by the “further transport analysis”. Closer examination of the data,
however, which appears as Appendix 2 to the Addendum Transport Report, in the
form of a letter from Bellamy Roberts to Mr J Hodgson, reveals that the 20 minute
peak-time delay quoted actually occurs on the A40 approaching the Green Road
roundabout Westbound (i.e. from Wheatley/M40 direction). This is not a route upon
which any of the Funeral Directors referred to in the application or any of the
proposed “catchment population” will be travelling. This data is, therefore, in no
way relevant to the proposal.
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Peak time delays for traffic approaching Eastbound (i.e. from the Northern sector of
the proposed “catchment area”) are stated as 6.8 mins (am) and 8.9 mins {pm). This
does not seem either excessive or unrepresentative of peak-time delays associated
with any major junction, and is probably quite good compared to most.

Peak time delays for traffic approaching Northbound (i.e. from the Southern sector
of the proposed “catchment area”) are stated as 4.5 mins {am} and 15 mins (pm). A
4.5 minute delay on a major junction in morning peak traffic is insignificant.

Delays of this magnitude, and greater, are also common at peak times on the A415
between Witney and Marcham as well as through the towns of both Abingdon and
Didcot, and other key routes comprising a considerable proportion of the proposed
“catchment” population. There is no evidence of analysis of delays on these or any
other routes to the proposed new site, without which there is no reason to believe
the situation would be any better. Local knowledge would suggest that the actual
situation is most likely to be worse.

The only delay, therefore, at this junction, of any potential concern to mourners is
that occurring at the 17.00 peak travel time, Northbound, on the A4142. However,

since this is by no means a preferred time for funerals, as discussed below, it is
hardiy relevant, ‘

The data in appendix 2 also confirms that traffic approaching the Green Road
roundabout is exceptionally free-flowing at non-peak times. The following average
speeds can be calculated from this data set:

A40 Westbound 40mph (50 mph speed limit)
A40 Eastbound 50mph (70 mph speed limit)
A4142 Northbound 47mph (50mph speed limit)

The accompanying comment that “Such lengths of delay are unacceptable...” is not
supported by the data actually presented in the same letter. The applicant appears
to have simply “cherry-picked” the only piece of data that supports the argument,
despite the fact that it is the one piece of data which is not, in fact, relevant,

The comments following the data set (page 2 of the letter referred to above) are
pure conjecture and, again, not supported by the data presented therein.

Note: The text of the above letter also states that the differences in time to travel
the same stretch of the A40 eastbound vary by as much as 20 minutes. This
statement is clearly contrary to the data presented.

Given the above, it is clear that any argument suggesting that traffic delays on the

North and East bound approaches to the Green Road roundabout are out-of-the-
ordinary or unacceptable is not sustainable under any reasonable challenge.
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Paragraph 5 continues “..inevitably these delays will have a ripple effect upon the
surrounding and interconnecting road network. It Is therefore very likely that the
overall delays experienced...will be significantly greater...” These statements appear
to be unsubstantiated, unscientific conjecture made in an attempt to augment the
previous, erroneous, point, since they are not supported by any evidence.

Para 6. The statement is made that preferred funeral times of between 11.00 and
15.00hrs are most popular “.specifically because of the travel delays that are
experienced at other times of the day..” This spurious comment is not only most
unlikely, it is not supported by any evidence. As would be obvious to anyone who
has ever arranged a funeral, these times are actually preferred by mourners because
both lunchtime and teatime wakes can follow on naturally. Following a 9.00am
service, 10.00am is as inconvenient a time to begin a wake as is 6.00pm following,
say, a 5.00pm service.

The remainder of this paragraph, which builds on this spurious conjecture, must be
viewed with similar circumspection.

Para 7. From discussion with the operators of Oxford Crematorium, it was revealed
that, even during peak demand hours (2.15pm), maximum utilisation is only 71% of
capacity, i.e. Oxford Crematorium is never at maximum capacity, can always offer
services within a reasonable bandwidth either side of specific timeslots requested,
and consequently is never the cause of delays to services. It was further revealed
that delays in timing of funeral services were mostly caused by other factors,
including the capacity of some funeral directors and their reluctance to hire
additional hearses to meet demand.

The statement that this “..proposal ' will save over 21,300km per
car/annum...{equating] to 320,000km of travel saved per annum...” is fundamentally
flawed in every respect. The calculation is based on the following: _

i} Itis simplisticaily and incorrectly assumed that all mourners will be travelling from
the location of the funerat director {see letter Garfard Village Meeting 29/07/2011;
Att C; para 3.4.2). ‘

ii) It is assumed that ALL cremations from the proposed "catchment area” will be
performed at the proposed new site, equating to 1411 services per annum, well in
excess of even the optimistic speculation of 1100 cremations per annum, as quoted
in the Planning Statement. This data, essential in calculating the figure 21,300km,
has been concealed or deleted from the chart provided in Appendix 1 of the
Addendum Transport Report for reasons that can only be speculated upon.
However, this chart is replicated in Attachment 1, herewith, with ALL data
reinstated.

Even if the false assumption that ALL mourners travelled from the location of the
funeral director was hypothetically accepted, the “distance saved” figure, when
proportioned, pro-rata, to even the optimistic estimate of 1100 cremations per
annum, equates to only 16,617km (9870 miles). When a more realistic estimate of
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750 cremations is applied (see note below), this equates to only 11,330km
(6798milas). 2 ' ’ ' ' '

Note: Thatcham Crematorium, which is located adjacent to the Newbury/Thatcham
conurbation {population 60,000} and which has a total catchment population
significantly greater than that of this proposal, undertook only 873 cremations in
2010, four years after opening. '

However, as outlined in our previous letter, and as anybody who has attended a
funeral knows, the fact is that, for any given funeral service, the majority of
mourners travel from locations randomly dispersed around the UK. Since 88% of the
population of the UK live North and East of Oxford, the majority of mourners would
pass close to Oxford Crematorium (via M40/A34 or M40/A40) on their way to the
proposed new site, 25km further South, adding 50km to each journey.

The effect of this is a substantial INCREASE in overall distance travelled, per annum,
of 220,423km.

Full calculations are shown in Attachment 2, including all assumptions used.

Whilst we accept that this calculation could be further refined, it clearly illustrates
that the assumptions used by the applicant are grossly simplistic, do not take into
consideration the wider issue, can be readily challenged, and that the argument that
this proposal implies a net reduction in distance travelled is unsustainable.

Para 8. This paragraph discusses the acceptability of sustainable development to
both local and national planning policy.

The applicant argues the sustainability of this proposal with two main themes; i)
reduction in distance travelled (discussed above), and ii} the proposal that waste
thermal energy from the cremation process will be used to heat the chapel. The
latter clalm that this would make “... the building extremely energy efficient ..." is
substantially misleading as it would, in fact, only account for less than 1% of
recoverable energy available. The remaining 99% (around 280kWh of recoverabte
energy PER CREMATION) will simply be discharged to atmosphere, equating to more
than 1.5 MegaWatt hours of recoverable energy being wasted, PER DAY (providing a
carbon footprint of over 60 tonnes CO2 per annum). An increasing number of
cremataria operators, both UK and worldwide, are recovering over 95% of this waste
heat with alternative energy schemes. To prectude this at a stroke, through
inappropriate siting, as even a possibility for the future would seem to be a negligent
waste of a considerable potential opportunity for carbon emissions reduction.

It is difficult, in fact, to identify any credible grounds for claims of sustainability with
this proposal, whatsoever.
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2. Addendum Transport Report

Para 8. This paragraph refers to the claims of a reduction in distance that would be
travelled by mourners. Please see comments above (ref. Covering Letter para 7,
- above). :

Para 9. As discussed both previously and above, it would seem more appropriate to
replace the adjective “simple” with “simplistic”. This paragraph appears to indicate,
as suspected, that no customer behaviour factors or other rigour was applied to the
(flawed) logic behind this calculation.

Para 10. This paragraph discusses the reluctance of mourners to use Oxford

Crematorium during peak travel periods. Please see comments above (ref. Covering
Letter para 6, above).

Para 11. There is no credible evidence provided to support claims that funeral
directors are reluctant to use or recommend the use of Oxford Crematorium. This
statement implies that this is the case, both in general and particularly during peak
travel periods. Personal experience, both past and as recent as this year,
undermines this claim, as does evidence from the alternative crematoria operators

(see below). The claim is certainly not supported by the Oxford Crematorium
utilisation figures, -

Para 12. This paragraph states that travel times [around Oxford Crematorium] are
unreliable during peak travel periods. This could be said of most major routes,

including those around Marcham, Garford, Abingdon and Wantage (ref. Covering'

Letter para 5, above). -

Para 13. It is stated that funeral directors choose to travel further afield to avoid
Oxford Crematorium. There is no evidence provided to support this claim. Again,
personal experience, both past and as recent as this year, undermines this claim, as
do the Oxford Crematorium utilisation figures.

Furthermore, a discussion with the Manager of Swindon (Kingsdown) Crematorium
on 10™ November revealed that only one service booked in the forthcoming four
week period was from outside their local area. No routine transference from Oxford
Crematorium catchment, or, indeed, from anywhere outside their own catchment,
was recognised by Kingsdown,

Para 14. Regarding travel times during peak hours, this could be said of most major
routes, including those around Marcham and Garford (ref. Covering Letter para 5,
above).

Para 15. This paragraph again refers to the claims of a reduction in distance
travelled by mourners. Please see comments above {ref. Covering Letter para 7,
above).

Garford Parish Meeting — Ref: 11/02453/FUL—05/12/2011 ' 5/13



Para 16. This paragraph reiterates that mourners are discouraged from using Oxford
Crematorium because of peak time traffic. There is no evidence to support this
spurious claim (see 1. Para 6, above). Again, personal experience, both past and as
recent as this year, and Information provided by other Crematoria operators,
undermines this ctaim, as do the Oxford Crematarium utllisation figures.

Para 17. It is stated that the Highways Authority raised no adverse comments with

respect to the previous scheme. This would not appear to be the case. (See letter
Garford Village Meeting 29/07/2011; Att C; paras 3.2 and 3.4.4.)

3. Funeral Director Survey

Analysis of the, recently released, redacted “Funeral Director Survey” yields the
following data: :

3,1  Of the 19 funeral directors canvassed, 4 chose to abstain. {Note: The
redacted document indicates that 18 funeral directors were canvassed. This appears
to be an error in the row numbering}.

3.2  The total number of funerals undertaken by the 15 funeral directors who
agreed to take part is 2020. This figure, when added, pro rata, to those who chose to .
abstain, provides an estimated total of 2559 funerals from all funeral directors
canvassed. It is clear, therefore, that either the numbers quoted are incorrect, or
else canvassing took place outside the proposed “catchment area”; since the total
number of deaths per annum within the proposed “catchment area” is only 1413, as
discussed above. Alternatively, perhaps the applicant actually expects significant
levels of business from outside the proposed “catchment area”, in which case the
argument proposing reduced travel distances is even further compromised.

3.3 The speéific'complaints expressed in the survey, break down into the
following categories, ranked in order of number of complaints:

Issue Complaints| Satisfied | Neutral
Pricing at Oxford Crematorium 9
Quality of sarvice at Kingsdown {Swindon)
Saving of journey time for Funeral Director
Peak time traffic at Oxford Crematorium
Location :
Quality of service at Oxford Crematorium
Oxford Crematorium availability
Would like to see some competition
Overall quality of service currently available

w|oo|~|m]|on| s foa|ra] =

n|wetnds]~|wioelo
[45]

3.3.1 The highest number of complaints is with respect to the pricing structure at
Oxford Crematorium. This is hardly a matter for planning.

3.3.2 The quality of service currently available at Kingsdown, including the specific
issue of service times and flow, is the temporary effect of the improvement schedule

Garford Parish Meeting — Ref: 11/02453/FUL —-05/12/2011 6/13



currently being carried out as a direct result of funeral director consuitation, as
discussed In 5.1 (below). No funeral director complaints have been received by
Kingsdown. Al funeral directors know that normal service times and flow will be
restored on compietion of the works. Kingsdown have numerous messages of
-thanks and compliments from members of the public using their facility. ‘

3.3.3 Saving journey time for the funeral directors themselves implies a very
narrow view has been taken in respect of the overall travel impact.

3.3.4 The assertion that peak travel times at Oxford Crematorium presents a
problem is by no means universally or unanimously stated. Only half of those
canvassed actually agreed to some extent, whilst one feit it was satisfactory. Also, as
discussed above, (1. Para 5} this assertion is not supported by the material facts.

The nature of the guestion eliciting'the response must also be considered. If asked if
traffic near Oxford Crematorium is ever slow, the answer must be affirmative and
this would certainly be the case in relation to Garford and Marcham too.

3.3.5 Only seven of the fifteen respondents stated that they felt the location was
suitable, whilst two felt they would prefer it to be located elsewhere.

3.3.6 Comments regarding the quality of service at Oxford Crematorium are few
and inconclusive, being both positive and negative.

33.7 The remainder of the comments are significantly few and a minority view.

336 it Is also worth noting that four of the respondents stated that they
predominantly use Kingsdown in preference to Oxford. If this Is the-case, they must
be local to Kingsdown since Kingsdown do not recognise routine transference from
other catchment areas, as discussed below (5.1). Certainly the lady respondent from
Carterton is significantly more local to Kingsdown than either Oxford or Garford/East
Hanney.

3.4 It would seem that there is no conclusive majority view on ANY issue. 0f 19
funeral directors canvassed, with 15 agreeing to comment, the highest number of
complaints on any specific issue is only 9. Even then, that issue is not a matter for
planning. ' o
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3.5  An analysis of the “Death to Service Time” data yields the following:

i) Death to service times vary considerably from business to business. The clear
implication of this is that it is affected as much by complexities of service
organisation as by anything else. The data can be summarised as follows:

Usual Conditions | Busy Conditions
Least 5 days n/a
Most 10 days 14 days
Average 7.7 days 10.9 days

Note: Only half of the respondents stated that the situation was ever anything but
that shown in the column headed "Usuai Conditions”.

An average Death to Service time of 7.7 days hardly seems unreasonable. Indeed,
significantly less than this could appear somewhat unseemly. A certain amount of
time is necessarily required for personal emotional needs, and then for all other
arrangements to be made, which are, nowadays, considerable.

3.6  The survey presented must be viewed with considerable circumspection for
* the following reasons:

i) - The document can in no way be viewed as a true and impartial survey. Itisa
document composed by the applicant as the result of a canvassing exercise carried
out with the express and specific intention of generating support for this planning
application. As such, the questioning behind the canvass was almost certain to have
been engineered to elicit the required responses. The choice of information for

inclusion, and both the wordlng and phraseology, is that of the applicant, not of the
respondents.

) The views expressed do not seem to have taken into account the wishes of
the customer/mourner. Experience would indicate that mourners would invariably
prefer to hold a funeral service as close to the home or family of the deceased as
possible and would almost never entertain the idea of going further afield at the
behest of a funeral director, or under any other operational circumstances. The idea
of a funeral director “refusing to use Oxford Crematorium” against the wishes of a
customer is simply not credible.

3.6 . For the reasons given, it is concluded that no significant weight can be
attached to the “funeral director survey” as presented.
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4, Site suitability

4,1  We would again point out that, as with the previous application, contrary to
the figure quoted in the Planning Application Form, the area of the site in question is
not 3.8ha. As stated previously, when measured independently, it is not even clear
that it is fully 2ha, the minimum requirement for compliance with the 1902
Crematorium act.

42 |tis clear that the Highway Officer felt that the location is not ideal, not being
conducive to modes of transport other than private car. This was disagreed with by
the authot of the Transport Assessment. The Transport Assessment also disagrees
with the Highway Authority’s view that the existing bus service is restrictive and
inadequate. .

There is an “Addendum Note” to the “Executive Summary” attached as appendix 1
to the “Addendum Transport Report” stating “Since submitted (sic} this Executive
Summary on the transport sustainability issues associated with the proposed
crematorium, the Highway Authority have acknowledged the different nature of the
development proposal and raise no highway or transport concerns.”

We would point out that the applicant has not adequately described this “different
nature”. Only a proportion of the visitors to a crematorium comprise a funeral party.
A significant proportion also comprise other visitors, e.g. to grave sites and memorial
plots. This is why some crematoria and burial sites (as this proposal is intended to
be) remain open to visitors long after the last service is performed. Many of these
visitors will undoubtedly require reliable access by public transport and means other
than private car.

In view of these clarifications to both “nature of use” and “transport sustainability by
private car”, as discussed above, we would respectfully request the Highway
Authority to review ali the information and, perhaps, reconsider their conclusions.

We would also reiterate the inconsistency in the statement that “...mourners usually
rally round and car share with friends, or relatives. As such car occupancy levels are
high.” (Executive Summary para 5). In the original Transport Assessment, (para 4.10)
it is stated that car occupancy (including hearses) is 2.14 for an average 15 vehicles
per funeral. Given that the occupancy of the accompanying limousines is usually 4 or
more people, the average occupancy of all other vehicles cannot, therefore, be more
than 2, hardly constituting high occupancy.

4.3 It seems inappropriate that all gardens, areas- provided for quiet
contemplation, and the proposed natural burial site are immediately adjacent to the
" busy and noisy A338. Presumably, this layout is simply to enable compliance with
the requirements of the 1902 crematorium act with such a small site, which states
that crematoria should be sited at least 50m from any highway. Most crematoria are
set in much larger grounds at the end of long driveways (Oxford C200m, Thatcham
C300m, Swindon C400m) with plenty of quiet garden areas surrounding the buildings
and well away from any main roads. With this application, the buildings are a mere

Garford Parish Meeting — Ref: 11/02453/FUL-05/12/2011 9/13




80m from the main road with all gardens being situated between this and the main
'A338.

4.4  The site selection process, as discussed in the planning statement, was

commented on in our previous submission. In addition to previous comments, it has

further been established that no approach was made by the applicant to the local

branch of the Farmers Union for offers of potential sites by members for evaluation.

This would seem to be an obvious first step in any rigorous site survey for such a

development and reinforces the previously stated probability that the site was
summarily selected simply because of the landowner’s willingness to sell.

5. Discussions with existing Crematoria Operators

5.1  Swindon {Kingsdown)
A discussion with the Manager of Kingsdown Crematorium revealed the followih'g:

i} This facility,_ utilising FOUR cremators, is currently undergoing significant re-
development and modernisation which will significantly improve and bring up to
~ date the service provided, including: '

a) Extension to, and modernisation of, the Chapel
b) New waiting room

~ ¢) New offices
d} Abatement plant

ii) Kingsdown hold regular meetings with funeral directors and act on input
provided.

i} No complaints have been received from funeral directors. Feedback on re-
development plans are positive and they have numerous examples of letters and
verbal compliments from the public using the facility.

iv) The gardens, in which natural burials can be accommaodated, are weli away from
main roads. Traffic can neither be seen nor heard.

v) Their grounds are well maintained and kept open until, nominally, dusk each day
(8.00pm in summer), for convenience of visitors (no mention of such sympathetic
proposal is made in this planning application).

vi} Kingsdown do not recognise claims of routine transference from either Oxford
Crematorium or anywhere else. The overwhelming majority of their business is
local. At the time of the discussion (10™ November), only one booking in the
forthcoming four week period was from outside their local area.
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5.2 Oxford Crematorium

Communication with the operators of Oxford Crematorium revealed the following:

i) No issues regarding transport. problems or traffic delays are recognised by Oxford
Crematorium.

ii) Oxford Crematorium has significantly more capacity than is currently utilised.
Maximum utilisation at peak demand time (2.15pm} is 71%. ‘

iii} As a logical consequence of ii) (above), Oxford Crematorium are not the cause of
delayed funeral services. Delays are caused by other factors, including statutory
requirements, funeral director capacity and the unwillingness of some funeral
directors to hire additional hearses to meet demand.

6. Need

The applicant has clearly relied heavily upon the Treswithian Downs Planning Appeal
Report for both inspiration and material. Much of the wording and substance of the
application is remarkably similar, as discussed previously. Indeed, the applicant even
refers to themselves as “the appellant” in some parts of their supporting
documentation. However, the two applications differ fundamentally, as discussed in
our letter of 29% July (Attachment C, Para 1.5), possibly the most significant
difference being that, in the Cornish case, the need was undisputed. It was not a
question of why, but where. '

(in the Cornish case, a population in excess of 100,000, West of Camborne, had no
access to any crematorium other than Penmount which, at a considerable distance
away in Truro, was already running significantly over capacity. This was coupled with
a Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) based mode! indicating an anticipated 20-35%
increase in population and unsustainable demands on the existing crematorium.)

The opening claims of the applicant’s Planning Statement are:

“This application has arisen out of recognition by crematoria operators, local funeral
directors, Clergy and the local authority that there is need to make provision for a
crematorium In the locality”. '

And later in the same document:

“In addition, Vale of White Horse District Council has expressed a need for the
provision of a crematorium at a corporate policy level...”

However, there is no evidence to support claims in respect of either other
crematoria operators or the Clergy. Also, despite substantial research by Garford

[
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Village Meeting, VOWHDC are unable to identify any agreement supporting the
claims made in respect of a local authority corporate level policy and this, too,
appears to be unfounded.

7. Conclugions_

Given the above, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the applicant has
deliberately set out to present a case for need which is not representative of the
actual situation.

In reaching a conclusion. on this application, and in addition to their own
deliberations, we respectfully request both VOWHDC Planning department and
members of the Committee to consider the following:

i) Throughout the application documentation, data has consistently been “cherry-
. picked”, calculated under flawed assumptions, and concealed, resulting in the
presentation of material misstatements and misleading conclusions.

ii) It seems peculiar that, if the qualitative case for a new crematorium in the area is
as strong as is purported by the applicant, this has not been reported previously, e.g.
by public representation to local council or the local press, for example.

iiiy Flawed analysis conclusions have been presented regarding peak travel time
traffic delays at the Green Road roundabout in support of, otherwise refutable,
claims that the public are reluctant to use Oxford Crematorium. Without similar
comparable analyses being made of all routes approaching the proposed new site,
this data is meaningless. '

iv) It is inevitable that funeral directors, as with any other service consumer, will
always prefer to have additional facifities to choose from. There would be no reason -
for them to resist, and every reason to support, such an opportunity.

v) The applicant’s requirement for this development would appear to be to meeta
private commercial aspiration. However, whilst such an aspiration could generate its
own demand (as could a fast-food restaurant in the same location), this does not
. demonstrate need in any respect and, as such, cannot justify contravention of both
local and central government planning policies and the causing of considerable and
irreversible harm to the lowland vale. ‘

vi) The applicant’s calculations and representations in respect of sustainability of the
proposed development, from both a transport and operational point of view, are
flawed in almost every respect, do not stand up to scrutiny and would not withstand
any reasonabhle challenge. '

vii) Not one single piece of independent and impartial evidence has been presented
in support of this application, such as a press article, an unsolicited complaint or a
local government document.
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viil) Despite working entirely to their own timescales, the applicant has manifestly
failed to provide any compelling and incontrovertible evidence or calculations to
support their claims of either quantitative or qualitative need. In doing so, the
applicant has clearly defined the situation themselves. There is ho need.

For the reasons given above, Garford Village Meeting concludes that this proposal
does not stand up to detailed scrutiny and would respectfully urge Vale of White
Horse District Council to refuse the application.

Yours sincerely,

4 enclosures
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ATTACHMENT 1

Replicated chart showing number of services required to calculate driving distances saved from location of
funeral director to proposed new site ,

] Distance saved per|
: No of year (= distance
Nearest Existing Distance to Distance to | Distance Saved | Node population| Population within Deaths / saved x no of
Node Facility Existing (km) | Proposed (km) (k) size catchment Death Rate Services services) (km}
VWHO Oxford . 15.45 11.35 4.10 6401 3092 0.008 25 202.84
VWHO3 Oxford 14.25 10.45 3.80 10817 All 0.008 B7 657.67
VW04 Oxford 14.60 11.00 3.60 9299 All 0.008 74 535.62
VWHOS Oxfaord 16.10 9.55 65.55 5901 All 0.008 47 §18.42
VWHOE Oxford 15.85 8.10 7.75 8885 All 0.008 71 1101.74
VWHO7 Swindon . 24.00 10.45 13.55 6694 Al 0.008 54 1451.26
VWHO8 Oxford 19.40 7.25 12.15 7203 Adl 0.008 58 1400.26
VWH09 Swindon 19.45 15.65 3.80 , 7926 2136 0.008 17 120.87
VWH10 Oxford 22.00 9.75 © 12.25 7481 All 0.008 60 1466.28
VWH1T1 JSwindon 31.00 5.00 25.00 7418 All 0.008 59 2867.60
VWH13 1Swindon 16.65 16.20 0.45 5839 2804 0.008 22 20.19
VWwH14 Swindon 28.85 8.30 20.55 5993 All 0.008 72 2956.90
E_.:m Thatcham 28.00 19.40 8.60 §792 Al 0.008 70 1209.78
WO-07 Oxford 26.00 22.05 3.95 5928 4904 0.608 44 348.67
WO-08 Oxford 22.00 22.00 0.00 8651 All 0.008 78 0.00
WOQ-09 Oxford 25.20 21.25 3.85 . 5695 All 0.009 51 : 404.91
WO-10 Oxford 22 .65 20.45 2.20 8418 All 0.009 75 333.35
WO-11 Qxford 18.50 18.50 0.00 5436 2544 . 0.009 23 0.00
WO-12 Oxford 30.30 26.30 4.00 6305 2218 0.009 20 159.70
WO0-15 ¥Swindon 26.10 17.20 §.90 65344 5221 0.009 47 836.40
$0-06 Ondord 17.40 15.26 2.15 8152 4163 ) 0.008 33 143.21
50-07 Oxford - 17,00 17.00. 0.00 7175 1914 0.008 15 0.00
50-08 Oxford 24 60 15.70 8.90 7098 Al 0.008 57 1010.80
S0-10 Cxford 27.60 13.85 13.75 5472 All 0.008 44 1203.84
S50-12 Reading 23.75 23.75 0.00 8012 All , 0.008 54 0.00
S0-13 Oxford 2595 16.05 9.80 5290 All 0.008 42 837.94
S0-14 Qxford 27.45 15.85 41.60 5593 All ) 0.008 45 1038.06
S50-15 Reading 24.10 22.85 1.25 7776 2708 0.008 22 54.16
WB-01 Thatcham 22.65 19.90 2.75 5869 1836 0.007 13 70.68
WE-02 Thatcham 31.30 27 65 3.65 5446 _ 3036 0.007 21 155.14
: TOTAL NUMBER OF SERVICES 1411

Annual distance saved assuming 1411 services (km) 21318

Annual distance saved assuming 1100 services (km) 16617

Annual distance saved assuming 750 services (km} 11330
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ATTACHMENT 2

Calculation of difference in car journey distance comparing proposed site
to Oxford Crematorium :

Data used for calculations

1. Distance saved in journey from location of Funeral Director to proposed
new site, per annum: ‘

Assuming 1411 services: 21,315km

Assuming 1100 services: 16,617km

Assuming 750 services: 11,330km

2. Number of cars travelling from location of funeral director, per gervice: 5

3. Number of cars travelling from random locations across UK, per service:
10 — split 88% from N & E of UK; 12% from S & W of UK.

4. Approximate reduced/additional distance for traffic from North and East
of Oxford (M40/A34/A40):
~ Compared fo Oxford Crematorium: + 50km
Compared to Swindon Crematorium: - 40km
Compared to Reading Crematorium: Okm
Compared to Thatcham Crematorium: Okm

(For Reading and Thatcham, additional distance for traffic from the North is
negated by reduction in distance for traffic from the East).

5. Approximate reduced/additional distance for traffic from South and
West of Oxford (M4/A34): _ .

Compared to Oxford Crematorium: - 40km

Compared to Swindon Crematoriumn: + 40km

Compared to Reading Crematorium. Okm

Compared to Thatcham Crematorium: Okm
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UK P‘amﬂamn Denmty Map

Inclicating pmpcrﬂon of UK rodd imffic apprivaching Oxfordshite from Northern
& Eastemn routes {approx 88%) va those appmaching from Sotitham &
Wasiern routas {approx 12%)

sy

Grmodomi 25 Epn S WA Prandba FoUE 11 VG SULER e bR e, WisLey b ARALE SR GE R T

s Traffic dividing fine {approximate)

Trafiic from Northand Eastof ine (approx 88% UK population) would approach
Owfordshire via MAOMA2Northern A4 - rasulting inincreased distance to the
proposed new crematodum, compared to Oxford Crematorium.

Traffic from South and VWest of fine (approx 12% population) would approach

Oxfordshive via M4A420/Southern A3 - resuiting in reduced distance to the
proposed new cranratarium, comipared to Oiford Cramatarium.,
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CALCULATION OF CHANGES TO TRAVEL DISTANCES CONSIDERING PROPOSED CREMATORIUM WITH RESPECT TO EXISTING

KEY
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PU/ VLGS c\uLmA A ppendix U

East Hanney

. PARISHTOWN COUNCIL RESPONSE FORM
The obséfvations of East Hanney Parish/Town Council -

Register No: 11/02453/FUL

Officer: MR Martin Deans

Application Number: 11/02453/FUL ' -
Address of Proposal: Garford Crematorium Site, Garford, Abingdon, Oxfordshire,

Please select the response that most accurately reflects yours views on this application by

ticking one box and providing the relevant reasons where this is requested, using a separate
-sheet if required. '

1. Fully Support for the following reasons:

2. No objections.

3. Do not object but request the following issues be given
. consideration: '

4, Object for the following reasons . /

PLERSE §ee ATTAHD LETTR

Dated: 0% w.2au

---------------------------------------------

Signed by: ....

P11PCN/A16_08_2011

www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk



11 Minns Road-
. Grove :
Wantage

0OX12 7NA

8 November 2011,

Head of Planning

Vale of White Horse District Counml
Abbey House

Abingdon

0X14 3JE

Dear Sir

Garford Crematorium site: Planning Application 11[- 02453/FUL

This application has been considelred by councillors by correspondence.
The following comments represent the views of counciilors.

The majority of councnlors { four out of six ) have expressed Ob]EC‘tIOI'IS { in one instance strong
 objections } to the application.

The main basis for the objections is that envisaged location is inappropriate and that not only
would any such development inevitably generate additional traffic on what is already a busy
road { and one which with additional development in the Wantage/Grove area is likely to
become even busier ) but would involve an additional road junction ( with a significant
proportion of the traffic to the site needing to turn right into the site.)

With this site being in the * middle of nowhere * it is almost inevitable that almost all people
visiting this location would come by car and there is real doubt as to whether the current plans
provide adequate parking spaces { because of the location there could be no offsite parking ).

On the above basis the majority view of councillors from East Hanney Parish Council is that
planning permission should not be granted,

Yours faithfully

ohn Hedderley
Clerk to East Hanney Parish Council



PI)24S3 T Appandin &
Gwled

MARCHAM PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk: Mrs. L.A. Martin B.A., o 90 Howasd Cotnish Road,
Tel: Frilford Heath - Marcham, Abingdon,

(01865) 391833 ' L Oxon. OX13 6PU
Email: Clerk@marchamparishcouncil.gov.uk ' :

Mr, M. Deans,

Development Control,

Vale of White Horse District Council,
Abbey House, - ' :
Abingdon,

Oxon.

0X14 3JE

14th November, 2011 |

Dear Mr. Deans,

11/02453/FUL ~ Erection of new crematorium, with associated highway works, car park,
gardens of remembrance, and provision of land for natural burials

Land east of the A338 Garford

For: Memoria Ltd

The Parish Council objects to the proposal, as it is of the opinion that the proposed positioning of
the building is in a very sensitive location resulting in visual harm for the area. The location of
the development is within the lowland Vale which is an essential part of the landscape quality of
the district and is protected by local plan policies.

The Council believes that it fails to comply with policy GS2 in that it is not on land identified for
development in the Local Plan. The proposal represents development in the open countryside
without any proven need for the facility. There seems to be no justifiable reason for siting the
development at the given location other than a commercial one, and the statistics given, show a
decline in the number of cremations in Oxfordshire, so even commercial need cannot be proven,
The issue of landscape harm overrides any suggestion of need.

The proposed development by virtue of its size and location would have a harmful impact on the
character of the local landscape and therefore would be contrary to policies NE9 and NE10 of the
Local Plan.

Existing public rights of way are in the vicinity where the public enjoy access, having an
informal recreational area. The proposal is to be sited close to the path network. There are
genuine concerns regarding the impact on the amenity of the area as the buildings would clearly
be seen from the public footpaths and bridleways.

Of particular great concern to Marcham parish, is the implication for traffic. The proposal
provides for the potential for hundreds more vehicles per day passing through the village. The
A415 through Marcham, with its blind bends, is unsuitable for a considerable increase in the




-2 -

number of vehicles. The road directly abuts houses in certain locations and there is no footway
for pedestrians. When traffic incidents occur on the A34 vehicles rat run through Marcham. The
road through the village is therefore unsuitable for slow moving courteges. The Council is-
concerned too about the entrance off the A338 into the site, particularly for vehicles arriving from
the South given the accident statistics and fatalities that have occurred at Venn Mill.. The right
turn for vehicles from the South would be immediately after a blind bend. The potential for even
more accidents is enormous.

In conclusion, the Council would argue that the application fails to comply with Local Plan
policies, the traffic impact on rural roads would be unacceptable and there appears to be no.
benefits which would outweigh the harmful impact of the proposal on the local environment and
tandscape. The siting of the development at the specified location cannot be justified and the
Parish Council would urge refusal of the application.

Clerk Marcham Parish Council .
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INTRODUCTION

Vale of White Horse District Council has instructed Roger Tym & Partners to appraise the
recent full planning application (ref. 11/02453/FUL) by Memoria Crematoria Ltd for a
crematorium on land adjacent to the A338 at Garford, approximately two kilometres north of
the village of East Hanney. The application was submitted in October 2011 and replaces
an earlier application (ref. 11/01281/FUL) which was withdrawn by the same applicant.

In this report, we provide our observations regarding the application, focusing on the needs
assessment prepared by Leisure Markets (LM) on behalf of the applicant, and also the
requirements set out in the development plan and other palicy documents. Our instruction
does not extend to consideration of design, amenity, ecology, highways and various other
matters, which we assume are being dealt with by appropriate specialists.

Structure of Our Report

Our report is structured as follows:

* in Section 2, we describe the policy context against which the proposed development
must be assessed;

* in Section 3, we provide the findings from our review of the needs assessment
submitted by the applicant; and

* in Section 4, we summarise the_ﬂndings from our audit and provide our
recommendations to the Council.

Final Report | March 2012 1
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2.6

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND THE PLARNNING -
POLICY CONTEXT

The Proposed Developmeant

The application seeks permission for the development of a crematorium with 296 sq.m of
internal floorspace together with gardens, land for natural burials, car parking and associate
highway works. The application site covers an area of approximately 2.15 ha and is
located adjacent to the A338, in open countryside between the villages of East Hanney and
Frilford. The site is currently open arable land, bounded to the south by Nor Brook and fo
the north east by the A338.

The site does not lie within the defined development boundary of any the District’s
settiements, and is located in land designated in the Local Plan as ‘Lowland Vale’ and
covered by Local Flan Policy NE9. The implications of this and of other local and national
policies are discussed in more detail below.

The Cremation Act of 1902 and Subsequent Guidance

New crematoria must take into account the requirements of the Cremation Act of 1902.
This Act has been amended on several occasions since 1802, but remains in force. In
addition to numerous requirements on the operation of the cremator, the Act places several
restrictions on the Ia'yout and siting of the crematorium. In particular, it is required that:

‘No crematorium shall be constriicted nearer fo any dwelling-house than two hundred yards,
excep!t with the consent, in writing of the owner, lessee and occupier of such house, nor within
fifty yards of any public highway, nor in the consecrated part of the burial ground of any burial
authority,’

The requirements of the 1902 Act, outlined abave, cleatly make it difficult to develop new
crematoria in urban locations, and as the Inspector noted when considering a similar case
in Cornwall in 2009:

It has generally been accepted that due to the constraints imposed by other legisiation,
particufarly The Cremation Act 1902, most new crematoria will require a rural or countryside
location.”

. It is also necessary to take into account the former Department for the Environment’'s 1978
-guidance on the siting and planning of crematoria, which required the site to be suitable for
the purpose, accessible by public transport, able to provide easy vehicle movement to and

from the building and sufficient car parking, and for the crematorium to not have any
material effect on the immediate neighbourhood.

In our assessment the application site at Garford meets the requirements of the legislétion
and guidance summarised above. |t is situated in open countryside, around 1km from the

! Appeal-Ref App/D0840/A/09/2098108,Land at Race Farm, Puggis Hill, Treswitham, Camborne, Cornwall, TR14 OPU:
- Appeal by Crematoria Management Ltd against the decision of Kerrier District Council, now replaced by Gornwall Council
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nearest dwellings (which are in the small village of Garford to the north east), and the
proposed layout places the crematorium itself around 100m from the main road. There is
good vehicular access to the site, and the provision of 55 car parking spaces should be
sufficient for a facility of this size. Three buses per hour run along the A338 between
Oxford and Wantage, but the nearest bus stop is around 800m to the north of the site. The
site is therefore not particularly convenient for public transport, although it could potentially
be made more accessible through the provision of a new bus stop adjacent to the site.
However, this lack of accessibility is likely to be an issue with most poténtial sites which
adhere fo the requirements of the 1902 Act.

Planning Policy Context

 National Policy

Planning Policy Statement 7 — Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (PPS7) seeks to
strictly control development with the aim of protecting the intrinsic character and beauty of
the countryside. The key policy aims of PPS7 are to focus development in or adjacent to
existing towns and villages and to discourage the development of greenfield land,
especially where that land is not adjacent to existing settlements. The document states that
‘new building in the countryside away from existing settlements ... should be strictly
controlfed, with priority being given to the re-use of previously developed sites.’

It should be recognised that crematoria are a unique and specialised form of development,
and that it is very difficult for any new crematorium development to satisfy the needs of
PPS7 while also satisfying the needs of the Cremation Act of 1902. However, it may be
possible when looking for sites for crematoria to identify sites which at least go some way
towards meeting the policy aims of PPS7 — for example, by making use of sites which are
outside of but adjacent to or close to existing settlements. It is difficult to argue that this site .
fulfils the policy aims of PPS7. '

The Development Plan

The development plan for Vale of White Horse currently comprises the South East Plan in
combination with the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011, which was adopted in 2006*
(the development plan also includes the Oxfordshire Structure Pian (2003), from which
three saved policies remain in place, but none of these are relevant to this application.)

There is no specific policy in the development plan regarding crematoria, and it seems
counter-intuitive to treat such developments as ‘employment sites’ or ‘utilities’ as neither
category adequately describes the primary purpose of the deveiopment. Crematoria are
‘Sui Generis’ and merit consideration on their own terms, taking into account the
requirements of the Cremation Act of 1902. It is arguable that crematoria could be
considered ‘community facilities’, and there are several policies relating to community
facilities in the development plan which merit consideration if this definition is accepted.
However, we would advise caution in taking this approach; there is no specific definition of

Z in July 2009 the Secretary of State directed that most policles detailed in the Local Plan should be saved.
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‘community facilities’ in the development plan, but community facilities are more commonly -
taken to include developments in Use Class D1 or D2. Consequently, we would not

necessarily expect policies relating to community facilities to explicitly refer to the

development of new crematoria.
The South East Plan (2009)

The South East Plan was adopted in 2009, and remains part of the development plan,
despite the Government's intention to abolish the regional tier of planning. The Plan
contains no specific mention of crematorium provision, but Policy $6 discusses the
provision of community infrastructure. Policy S6 states that Yocal planning atithorities, in
consultation with those delivering services using community infrastructure (including the
Third Sector and Faith organisations), will ensure facilities are located and designed
appropriately, taking account of local needs and a whole life costing approach.” The policy
also states that such facilities should be accessible to all sections of the community, in both
urban and rural locations. However, the examples of community facilities discussed in the
text (‘childcare, community centres, village halls, places of worship, fire and rescue
stations, leisure centres, libraries, poh‘be stations, prison provision, social services facilities,
and waste and recycling facilities’) all operate on a much more local scale and cater to a
much more geographically focused population base than the proposed crematorium
development is expected to. We would not therefore interpret this policy as necessarily
supportive of the proposed development. '

Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011 (2006)

The objectives of PPS7 are reflected in the saved Local Plan policies. The key policies
relevant to this application are set out below.

Policies GS1 and GS2 set out the general location strategy for development in the District.
Policy GS1 states that development is to be concentrated at the five main settlements of
the District (Abingdon, Botley, Faringdon, Grove and Wantage), and in the area to the west
of Didcot as part of a comprehensive western expansion of the town. Small scale
development will be allowed within the built-up areas of villages, provided that important
areas of open land and their rural character are protected. The proposed development
clearly does not conform to this policy; it is around five kilometres from the nearest of the
specified main towns (Grove), and just over one kilometre from the nearest village
(Garford). Itis also within an important area of open land (as discussed below in relation to
Policy NE9). Most of the application site will remain undeveloped, and it is arguable that
the impact will be minimal (see landscape and visual assessment), but there will
nonetheless be some visual impact from the developmjlent.

Policy GS2 confirms this position, stating that outside of the built up areas of existing
settlements, with certain specific exceptions, ‘new building will not be permitted unless it is
on land which has been identified for development in the Local Plan’. In the Planning
Statement which accompanies the application, the applicant refers to the explanatory text in
paragraph 3.8 in relation to Policy GS2, which states that ‘in some very limited -

- circumstances, new building will be allowed outside the built up area of settlements to

meet the needs of local communities'. However, paragraph 3.8 also gives the examples of

#inal Report | March 2012 : 5
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social housing and recreational facilities on the edge of a village as possible examples of
such ‘very limited circumstances’. These examples refer to the development needs of a
particular village, and are of a much more ‘local’ scale than the needs a crematorium would 5
meet. indeed, the applicant's needs assessment refers to a catchment area similar in scale
to the whole District. Consequently, this application would not appear to be an example of
the limited circumstances where an exception to Policy GS2 might be allowed.

Policy NE@ relates to the Lowland Vale designation, within which the application site is
located. The policy states that ‘development in the Lowland Vale will not be permitted if it
would have an adverse effect on the landscape, particularly on the long open views within
or across the area’. The proposed development would clearly have an impact on views,
however, the proposed layout and landscaping of the scheme should minimise this, and the
landscape and visual assessment which accompanies the application concludes that the ‘
buildings and landscape proposals would have very limited visual impacts on the local area |
.. there would be no foss of significant landscape features, and appropriate planting would
be in keeping with the landscape structure of the site.’ '

Policy CF2 specifies the circumstances under which development ‘in connection with the

provision of new services and facilities for the social well-being of communities’ is

permissible. Examples of such facilities include ‘medical centras, schools, veterinary

practices and places of worship’, it is reasonable to assume that crematoria fall under this

definition. Indeed, in his report following examination of the Local Plan, the Inspector

stated in relation to the need to allocate land for a crematorium that ¥ am satisfied that the

application of the criteria in policy CF2, and other relevant plan policies, would enable an :
appropriate site search to be undertaken in accordance with the principles of sustainability.’ |

Policy CF2 goes on to state that such development will only be permissibie where the
proposal conforms with the general policies for development (as described above) and is
‘within the built-up area of a settlement or within and adjacent to a group of existing
buildings providing for such uses.’ In exceptional circumstances, development outside the
built-up area will be permitted, but the policy specifies that such exceptions must be
‘adjacent to the built-up area of a settlement’. The application site is clearly some distance
from existing seftlements, and the application _therefore does not conform to this policy.

Assessmant of Affernative Sites

in its Planning Statement, the applicant carries out an assessment of a number of
alternative sites in Vale of White Horse. Of the sites considered, the one which appears
most favourable in planning terms is Site 3 (Land off Marcham Road) which is on the edge
of Abingdon. However, the applicant states that the landowner is unwilling to consider
selling the site.

More broadly, the applicant makes the point that due to the expected demand for
residential growth across the District, and to the planning policies discussed above, there is
a high value attached to land adjacent to existing settlements, and it is therefore difficult for
developers of crematoria and other low-density uses to afford these sites. This is almost

certainly the case, but does not seem a convincing reason to override the development
plan.

Final Report | March 2012 ' 6
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Tratfic

The Transport Assessment (TA) which accompanies the application concludes that the
increase in traffic on the A338 as a result of the proposed development would be no greater
than 1.9 per cent, and that all increased traffic could be accommodated on the existing
highway. However, a thorough assessment of this TA is beyond the scope of our
instruction

Policy Context: Conclusions

The proposed development lies in open countryside, around one mile from the nearest
settlement, and as such, it does not conform to national or local pblicy regarding
development. In particular, the proposal contravenes PPS7 and Policies GS1, GS2 and
CF2 of the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2011.

While there is no specific mention of crematoria in the development plan, it should be
emphasised that in the Inspector’s Report into the adoption of the Local Plan, the Inspector
remarked that any new crematorium development would have to comply with Policy CF2.

It should be recognised that due to the requirements of the Cremation Act of 1902, urban
sites for new crematoria are unlikely to be possible and few appropriate sites are likely to
come forward which are entirely in conformity with the development plan. Rural sites are
therefore more common locations for new development of this type.

The reQuirement for a needs assessment in relation to the development of crematoria is not
explicitly stated either in national policy or in local policy. Nevertheless, appeal decisions in
previous cases in Cornwall and Staffordshire have established the precedent that need
must be a material consideration when assessing applications of this nature. The applicant
has therefore carried out a needs assessment for the proposed development; this is
discussed in detail in the next section of our report

Final Report | March 2012 7
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ASSESSMENT OF NEED

The applicant has commissioned LM to prepare a quantitative needs assessment to
support its application. We have carried out an audit of this assessment and provide our
findings below. Note that when discussing tables in the Leisure Markets report we prefix
‘LM’ and use the original two-digit label (for example, LM Table 2.3).

Needs Assessment

Section 2 of the LM report provides an overview of the demographic trends in the area
which the proposed crematorium could be expected to serve. The LM report defines 5
catchment areas by reference to 15-, 30- and 45-minute drivetimes from the proposed ‘
crematorium. LM identifies populations of 26,575, 280,172 and 596,201 within the 15-, 30-
and 45-minute drivetimes. We have carried out a similar analysis, using the figures set out
in Appendix A of the needs assessment, and confirm that these figures are appropriate.
Indeed, LM's analysis of these drivetimes is conservative, as it uses speeds appropriate to
a funeral cortege; our analysis shows that an assessment of this area at more regular
speeds would give rather higher populations of 52,163, 356,862 and 769,865 persons for
15-, 30- and 45-minute drivetimes, respectively. Figure 3.1 below illustrates a 30-mniute
drivetime from the site at normal and reduced speeds. '

It should be noted that at this stage of the LM analysis, the locations of competing
crematoria are not being taken into account. Much of the population identified in these
catchment areas is closer to another crematorium elsewhere {for example, Oxford
cre'matorium), s0 the actual population which the proposed crematorium couid be expected
to serve is much smaller. The effect of competing crematoria on the catchment for the
proposed crematorium is discussed in Section 3 of the LM report. The demographic data
considered in this section are therefore of use largely for contextual purposes.

Howéver, in the Cornwall case, the Inspector concluded that a population of 150,000
persons within ‘a realistic travel time’ of a crematorium was sufficient to allow the facility to
operate. ' : ' '

LM Table 2.1 shows demographic data within these catchment areas. The age structure of
the population within the 30-minute drivetime identified by LM is broadly typical of that for
England as a whole, and has a relatively high-proportion of its population within the higher
socio-economic groups, particulariy the AB group. There are relatively low levels of ethnic
minorities within the 30-minute drivetime, and it is therefore reasonable to assume that
cultural restrictions on cremation (as, for example, in Isiam) are not particularlly‘ imporiant
here.
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Figure 3.1: 30 Minute Drive-Time Isochrone from the Application Site
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LM then discusses trends in ages and standardised death rates across the four local
authorities covered by the minimum drivetime catchment as set out in section 3 (discussed
below). LM Figure 2.1 shows the projected age trends of the four local authorities which
are covered by its defined catchment area. It can be seen that the proportion of the
population of these districts over the age of 65 is projected to grow significantly over the
period to 2033. LM states that ‘this would im,bly that death rates are likely to increase’.
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However, this is something of an over-simplification. As can be seen in Table 3.1 below,
across these four districts, the crude death rate initially declines in the period to 2025,

before rising again in the period 2025-2033, and despite the increase in population across

the Districts, the absolute number of deaths remains static for the bulk of the period in
question. Nevertheless, there is a slight rise in the total number of deaths across the

Districts.

Table 3.1 Popu!atiohs and ciude death rates in West Berkshire, South Oxfordshire,

Vale of White Horse and West Oxfordshire

2008 2012 2016 2021 2026 2033

Poputation (000s) 151.4 156.6 162.3 170.1 177.2 185.8

West Berkshire | Deaths (000s) A 1.1 12| 12 14
Crude death rate Trol sl 74 88 7.5

Populatior {0008} - 130.0 132.1 134.7 138.6 1425 147.6

South Oxfordshire |Deaths (000s) R A 1.1 12] 1.2 1.4
Crude death rate g3l B2 © 87 8.4] 9.5

: Population (000s) 118.1 120.1 1226 126.3 130.0 134.6

Vale of White Horse| Deaths (000s) 10 1.0 10| 1. 1.2
Crude cieath rate : 830 8.2 7.9 8.5 8.9

_ Population (000s) 102.1] 106.0 10,0 6.1 119.8 125.7

‘Wast Oxfordshire |Deaths (000s} 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3
Crude death rate 8.5 9.1 8.7 9.2 10.3

Source: 2009-based sub-national population projections, ONS 1010

Minimum Drivetime Catchment Analysis

Section 3 of the LM report examines the minimum drivetime catchment (MDC) area — that
is, the area within which drivetimes to the proposed crematorium at Garford are less than_ to

other existing facilities. This is a more appropriate way of identifying likely numbers of
cremations at the proposed facility than the simple consideration of population within a
given drivetime. Of course, it is unlikely that 100 per cent of bereaved families within the
MDC would choose the new facility at Garford; many would no doubt have other reasons
than proximity for choosing a crematorium, and may want to go elsewhere. Equally,
though, a well-run and attractive facility at Garford may be able to attract custom from

outside of the MDC. For this reason, we consider an assessment of likely custom based on
population figures within the MDC o be appropriate and we endorse the approach.

LM identifies a population of 177,098 within this MDC. This population is split between the
Districts of Vale of White Horse {accounting for. 50 per cent of the population of the MDC),
South Oxfordshire (26 per cent), West Oxfordshire (21 per cent) and West Berkshire (4 per

cent).

LM identifies the population, change in population since 2001, population within the
catchment area, crude death rate and overall number of deaths for the years 2009
(LM Tables 3.2 and 3.5}, 2021 (LM Tables 3.3 and 3.6) and 2033 (LM Tables 3.4 and 3.7).

These figures are then fed into LM Table 3.7 to provide an overall number of deaths in

these years within the catchment areas, and a ‘cremation ratio’ of 75 per cent is applied to
give an overall number of cremations. This figure is unsourced; however, according to the

Cremation Society of Great Britain, in the last year for which figures are available (2000},

approximately 437,600 cremations took place in the UK, which represents 70.9 per cent of
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all funerals®. To take a conservative approach to assessing need, a crematlon ratio of 70
per cent may therefore be more appropriate.

3.10  Some of the tab!es produced by LM are of unclear provenance or contain errors. Table LM
3.2, which sets out death rates in the relevant local authorities, references the ONS 2009~
based sub-national population projections; however, this source does not show death rates
to the level of detail given in the table. A more accurate source for this data is the dataset
‘Population Estimates for UK, England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, mid
2009' (ONS, 2010). This source gives figures very close (but not identical) to that set out in
LM Table 3.2. We have used these data as the basis for our analysis in Table 3.1 below.
Consequently, our figures for deaths within the MDC in 2009 are slightly {though not
significantly) dlfferent from those set out by LM.

3.11 LM Tables 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 give the expected populations and death rates within the MDC
in 2008, 2021 and 2033, and consequently the expected number of deaths. This has been
done by using the ONS 2009-based sub-national populaticn projections for the local

~ authorities covered by the MDC, assuming that population growth and death rates are
constant across the whole of the authorities concerned. This is quite a crude approach, but
is probably the best that can be done with the available data. However, the figures in LM
Tables 3.6 and 3.7 relating to population growth in the period to 2021 and 2033 are
incorrect for all districts apart from Vale of White Horse (they appear to have just been
copied from the 2000 figures and not updated.) Consequently, the true figures for number
of deaths within the MDC in 2021 and 2033 are actually rather higher than identified by LM.

3.12  We have carried out a similar analysis to LM, addressing the issues discussed above. The
results are set out in Tables 3.2 to 3.6 below. These show that even taking the slightly
“more conservative cremation ratio if 70 per cent, the expacted number of cremations based
on the population from the MDC will amount to around 1,139 by 2021 and 1,382 by 2033
(roughly equal to the figures identified by LM).

* hlto-fwww. sraw. demon.co,uk/CremSociGeneralInformation/Xnow. htmi
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Table 3.2 Populations and expected number of deaths and cremations within the

MDC, 2009
2009
tocal
Total authority  |Population Deaths
population |population jin Deathsin  |within Crude death Expected
Local of District  |change catchment  |Local catchment |rateper  |Cremation |numberof
Authority {'C00) since 2001 larea Authority  larea 1000 ratio cremations
Vale of White o
Horse 118,719  102.67% 91,152 926 711 780 70% 498
South
Oxfordshire
District 130,572| ~ 101.86%|  46,324| 1,004 388 8.38} 70% 272
West
Oxfordshire
District 102,496|  107.17% 38,935 915 348 8.93 70% 243
West ' ‘
Berkshire 152,980 105.88% 5,894/ 1,053 47 5.88 70% 33
Total ' 183,305 1,494 1,046
Table 3.3 Populations and expected humber of deaths and cremations within the
MDC, 2016
2016
Local
authority Population Deaths
Total population |in Deathsin  |within Crude death Expacted
Local population |change catchment |Local catchment Jrate per Cremation |number of
Authority ('000) since 2001 {area Authority  [area 1000 ratio cremations
Vale of White
Horse 122,600 106.03% 94,132 1,000 768 (816 70% 537
South
Oxfordshire .
District 134,700 105.08% 47,788 1,100 390 817 70% 273
West
Oxfordshire
District 110,000 115.01% 41,786 1,000} - 380 9.09 70% 266
Wast
Berkshire 162,300 112.33% 7,314 1,100 50 6.78 70% 35
191,020 1,587 1,111
Final Report | March 2012 13
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Table 3.4 Popuiations and expected number of deaths and cremations within the

MDC, 2021
2021
Local
authority ~ |Population Deaths .
Total population |in Deathsin  |within Crude death Expected
Local population [change catchment |Local catchment |rate per Cremation |number of
Authority (‘000) since 2001 |area Authority  |area 1000 ratio ‘[cremations
Vale of White ’
Horse 126,300 109.23% 96,973 1,000 768 7.92 0% 537
South ‘
Oxfordshire
District 138,600 108.12% 49,172 1,200 426 8.66 70% 298
West
Oxfordshire
District 115,100 120.35% 43,723 1,000 380 8.69 70% 266
West :
Berkshire 170,100 117.73% 7,665 1,200 54 7.05 70% 38
197,533 1,627 1,139
Table 3.5 Populations and expected number of deaths and cremations within the
MDC, 2026
2026
Local '
authority  |Population Deaths
Total population [in Deathsin within Crude death Expected
Local population [change catchment [Local catchment [rate per Cremation |number of
Authority ('Cc00) sihce 2001 |area Authority  |area 1000 ratio cremations
Vale of White :
Horse 130,000 112.43%| 99,814 1,100 845 8.46 70% 591
South .
Oxfordshire .
District 142,500 111.16% 50,556 1,200 426 8.42 70% 298
Wast
Oxfordshire .
District 119,900 125.37% 45,547 1,100 418 9.17 70% 293
West
Berkshire 177,200 122.64% 7,985 1,200 54 6.77 70%| 38
203,901 1,742 ) 1,220,
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Table 3.1 Table 3.6 Populations and expected number of deaths and cremations
within the MDC, 2033

2033
Local :
authority  |Population Deaths
Total population [in Dezathsin  |within Crude death : Expected
Local population |change catchment |Local catchment |rate per Cremation [number of
Authority ('000} since 2001 |area Authority  |area 1000 ratio cremations
Vale of White :
Horse 134,600  116.41%| 103,345 12000 921 892 70% 645
South '
Oxfordshire :
District 147,600  115.14% 52,3650 1,400 a97t  9.430 0% 348
West ;
Oxfordshire ‘
District 125,700  131.43%| 47,750 1,300 494 1034  70% 346
West ‘ :
Berkshire 185,600 128.46% 8,364 1,400 63 7.54 70% 44
211,824 1,975 1,382

Sources for the above tables: 2009 population and death data from ONS 2009 mid-year estimates (2010);
population and death data far subsequent years {including expected population growths from 2001) from ONS
2009-based sub-national population progectlons

The preceding discussion has shown that the LM forecasts of deaths in 2021 and 2033 are
actually rather lower than the figures that can be inferred from ONS projections. It may be
appropriate to take a more conservative approach than LM has done in estimating the
proportion of these deaths which will result in cremation; however, even if this lower figure
is used, we would expect a demand for around 1,100 cremations by 2021 and 1,400
cremations by 2033. When compared with numbers of cremations at neighbouring
crematoria as set out in LM Table 2.3, these figures represent a reasonably high level of
demand for a crematorium at a location close to that proposed at Garford, demonstrating a
quantitative need for the facility.

Gualitative Factors

In its Planning Statement, the applicant discusses several qualitative factors which affect
the need for a crematorium in Vale of White Horse District. We discuss each of these
factors in turn below.

Views of Council

The applicant states in its Planning Statement that ‘Vale of White Horse has expressed a
need for the provision of a crematorium at a corporate level which stems from the need to
provide residents with the choice of a more accessible cremation service”. We understand
that this stems from a conversation between the applicant and senior officers at the Council
prior to the application, in which general support for the principle of a crematorium in the
District was expressed. This did not relate to any particular site within the District, and was
not a formal identification of a need for a crematorium within the Vale, and this position is
not expressed in any extant policy document.
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It should also be noted that in the Inspector's Report into the adoption of the Local Plan
(2006), the Inspector commented that ‘there is no current evidence of any overall lack of
crematorium facilities serving the District. Consequently, | see no need to alfocate land for
a new cremaforium at Marcham or anywhere else in this plan.” However, circumstances
may have changed in the intervening period since 2006, and will continue to change as-the
demographic structure of the District changes.

Journey Times

In its Planning Statement, the applicant stales that the nearest crematorium by journey time
from the centre of the District is still unacceptably distant according to Government
standards. There are no hard and fast standards in place for journey times; however, in the
case in Cornwall referred to earlier, the Inspecior stated that ‘in previous crematorium

cases an industry standard, or “rule of thumb”, has been applied at 30 minutes travel fime

for the funeral cortege. It has not been rigidly applied in all cases and in this area, with its
dispersed, low density population, | consider it need nof be definitive of the populations
served by the facility. Nevertheless it provides a starting point for the assessment of the
quality of service provided to the bereaved.” The study submitted in support of the Cornwall -
proposal case applies a factor of 0.6 to normal road traffic speeds to correct for cortege

speeds, and the Inspector accepted this approach (although criticised the study for other
reasons). :
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The applicant has not quantified the population which lies more than 30 minutes from any ;
of the surrounding crematoria. However, we have carried out an analysis of this area, and :
in our assessment there is a population of around 50,000 in the area surrounding Garford
which does not lie within 30 minutes' travelling time of an existing crematorium but would lie
less than 30 minutes from the proposed facility at Garford. indeed, if adjustments are made
for speeds appropriate to a funeral cortege in the way described above, this population is in
excess of 45 minutes travelling time from existing crematoria, but would be under 30
minutes from the proposed crematorium at Garford. These areas are illustrated in Figures
3.2 and 3.3 below. This area includes the towns of Wantage and Grove, as weli as much of
the town of Didcot, which is expected to grow significantly over the next 15 years. There
would be a significant qualitative benefit for these populat[ons in having a crematorium in
the Garford area.

Figure 3.2: Area Not Currently Within 30 and 45 Minute Drive-Times from EXIStIng
Crematoria (Normal Speeds)
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Figure 3.3: Area Not Currently Within 30 and 45 Minute Drlve-Tlmes from Emstmg
- Crematoria (Reduced Speeds)
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Environmental Boenofits

3.18 A new crematorium in Vale of White Horse will allow shorter journey times for mourners
from the much of the District. However, funerals typically draw mourners from a wide
catchment area, and a large proportion of mourners at any funerals which may take place
at the proposed devetopment are likely to be from outside the District. Moreover, the
existing crematoria with which the new facility is likely to compete are more accessible from
locations outside the District, and are more accessible by public transport than the
proposed facility at Garford. It is therefore difficult to quantify whether a new faC|I|ty at
Garford is likely to result in reduced overall journey times.
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Service Btandards

The Planning Statement discusses the service standards at the various crematoria which ‘
currently serve the population of Vale of White Horse. The fact that 45 minute service
times are available only at Oxford Crematorium is an indicator of qualitative need for. - . !
greater crematoriun provision in the area, as is the fact that cremation times can be hard to
come by at Swindon. There seems to be demand among funeral directors for another
crematorium similar to Thatcham — that is, of modern design and set in a rurai setting. All
of these issues indicate a qualitative need for a crematorium in Vale of White Horse;
however, none of thermn are by themselves particularly strong factors, and none of them
demonstrate the strength of qualitative need shown in the Cornwall case. '

Views of Funeral Directors

The funeral directors surveyed by the applicant were broadly of the opinion that greater
crematorium provision is needed in the area. It is to be expected that fuperal directors are
likely to be of this view — as it is to be expected that operators of rival facilities are likely to
be of the opposing view — but that does not mean these views should not be taken into
account.

MNeads Assessment - Conclusion

Our analysis of the needs assessment undertaken by Leisure Markets has shown that it is
reasonable to expect a throughput of around 1,000 cremations per year at the proposed
crematorium in Garford, rising to around 1,100 cremations per annum by 2021 and 1,400
cremations per annum by 2033. This figure is of a similar order to other surrounding
crematoria, and demonstrates a quantitative need for such a facility within the defined
catchment area. ‘ '

The qualitative case is more complex. We consider that the most significant qualitative
issue is the area of the District which is over 45 minutes from an existing crematorium (at
speeds appropriate for funeral corteges). This area currently contains a resident population
of around 50,000, and this population s likely to increase over the forthcoming years. This
is a material consideration demonstrating a qualitative need for crematorium provision in
the District.

Additionally, there appears to be a demand amongst funeral directors (and, we may infer,
amongét mourners) for modern facilities in a rural setting along similar lines to the
crematorium at Thatcham. Moreover, there is a case to be made for a new crematorium in
the sub-region in order to allow 45 minute services to be held. Both of these issues lend
further weight for the qualitative case for new crematorium facilities in the District.

Overall, therefore, we consider that there is both a quantitative and qualitative need for
greater provision of crematorium facilities for the population of the District.
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