
For the attention of Mr Nick Morley, Case Officer
Planning Department, GBC, Arnot Hill Park, Arnold, 
Nottingham NG5 6LU

Date as Postmark (February 2016)

Dear Sirs - Re: Application No. 2015/1318 Proposed Crematorium for Gedling, (Re-submission)

Westerleigh’s latest re-submission is a blatant and cynical attempt to yet again confuse fundamental issues, whilst testing the resolve of local residents in opposition to the crematorium, by commencing preliminary earthworks, which most will believe as morally and legally reprehensible.  

The timing of the application, in advance of the imminent High Court proceedings, is highly questionable, not at all helpful and simply serves to put pressure on the Council’s own resources and those of local residents, immediately after the Christmas break – all adding to local angst and disquiet amongst the local community. Of course, if the latest High Court challenge is unsuccessful, then the Council (and residents) will have been put to the further trouble of having to read through the reams of documentation submitted again and added to for absolutely no reason whatsoever, as the current permission will still stand. If the High Court challenge is successful, then Westerleigh, the Council and local residents will need to carefully consider the reasoning behind the decision and how this might affect the merits of the application site, or other sites, having regard to the various issues at hand.
Westerleigh appear to be pre-empting the High Court decision to either impose further pressure on the Council’s Officers and Members or the High Court judgement.  The Council should, in the circumstances, have declined to determine the application, as would have been their right, whilst ever the High Court proceedings are so imminently pending.
Notwithstanding all of the above, the new application does not add anything significant to previous submissions. Local residents still strongly object to the proposal on the basis that it so obviously comprises inappropriate development with an absence of ‘very special circumstances’ to justify it. The applicant seeks to persuade the Council that there is a need, despite the very clear conclusions in connection with the same of the Inspector presiding over the Lymn Inquiry.  Clearly, if Westerleigh had any confidence in the basis on which the Council approved their previous application, then there would be no need for this application, or to supply further evidence at this juncture to seek to strengthen their case.
However, there are many conflicting discrepancies between the additional information on ‘need’ submitted.  The applicant seems to pick and choose which elements of need they highlight. The statistics for 2013-14, when compared with 2012-13, show an overall downward trend for cremations. The applicant has again failed to prove that exceptional circumstances exist to build a crematorium, in an important environmental and historical area. The updated table reflects the true facts regarding existing total spare capacity, currently above 59%, and categorically refutes the latest claims of the Appellant. 
	Nottinghamshire Cremation Statistics
% Increase in cremations from 2011 - 2012

% Increase in cremations from 2012 - 2013

% Increase in cremations from 2013 - 2014

In actuality a downward trend in cremation increases:

Increase in cremations from 2011 to 2012

Increase in cremations from 2012 to 2013

Increase in cremations from 2013 to 2014
	2.38%

1.62%

0.14%

329

142

13
	Cremations 2014
Total Slots available across all 4 crematoria (including slots discounted for burials 384)

Total cremations in Nottinghamshire in 2014
Total spare capacity

Total spare capacity as a % of all available slots

Total % increase from 2013-2014 

	21,524

8,790
12,734
59.2%

 0.14%

	The overall percentage increase compared with other regions nationally is miniscule at 0.14%. The statistics determine that a crematorium would not be required until 2055 – a startling factor indeed.


· Local residents maintain the view that the applicant’s site selection for alternative sites is significantly flawed and that their evidence concluding that there is no other suitable and available alternative site (as a very special circumstance) falls woefully short.

· Local residents remain extremely concerned about the suitability of the existing Catfoot Lane/Plains Road junction to serve the proposed development from a highway safety standpoint. 
· The harm to the Green Belt will be substantial (and irreversible).  The application site is virgin land and a green field site.  The development of a large crematorium building and extensive areas of hard-standing will clearly prejudice its openness, the objectives of the designation and the purposes of including land within it. The building will be extremely prominent in this most sensitive of mature landscapes, rising beyond and breaking the ridgeline as it will so obviously do.

· The need for the crematorium, notwithstanding the additional information submitted this time around, is highly questionable and will not pass scrutiny with the informed assessor.  You only have to look what has happened on the previous occasion the issue has been independently examined (the failed Lymn Inquiry).  This view is supported by the operators of existing crematoria who have consistently raised concerns with many of the allegations purported by the applicant at every juncture.

Summary

At best, the need is aspirational.  The Council would like a local crematorium facility.  Local residents have no issue with this per se – if on the right site and planned for in an appropriate and transparent manner. However, this is no ordinary site.  This is the Green Belt and Green Belt policy is very clear.  A crematorium is inappropriate development where substantial harm is, by definition, caused.  For very special circumstances to be accepted, the need identified must be immediately pressing and overriding, not simply an aspiration or a need, which might transpire at some point in the future.

Similarly, for the lack of suitable and alternative sites to be considered a very special circumstance, the Council must be satisfied that the applicant’s site selection process is robust, up to date and able to pass scrutiny.  They must be sure that this is the most suitable site available to accommodate the development if the need for it has been found to be immediately pressing or overriding. In this case, local residents are aware that at least one other rival operator is investigating alternative sites elsewhere within the Borough and that there are other non-Green Belt sites available to the Council that ought to be considered sequentially, preferable to the needless destruction of Green Belt land and some of the Borough’s most mature and attractive landscape.  The Council is aware of the existence of these and their merits have not yet been tested by way of an application(s).

Yet again, the red line confirming the extent of the application site boundary has been seemingly deliberately drawn to extend, wholly unnecessarily, beyond the existing hedgerow boundary.  There aren’t any elements of the proposed crematorium facility, that require this extension.  It is simply a legacy of the original proposal before the cemetery use was omitted.  Despite having brought this to the Council’s attention on several previous occasions, the Council seems content to let this slide, which is wholly unacceptable. This is quite clearly a blatant tactic to extend the change of use to as large an area as possible, knowing that the grant of planning permission would deliver the change of use on the whole. This will then allow/pave the way for the cemetery as an appropriate form of development in the Green Belt, since there would no longer be an (inappropriate) change of use requiring very special circumstances. The Council is aware of this outcome/consequence. By failing to acknowledge this and not requiring the applicant to reduce the application area, to only that required for the proposal under present consideration, the Council will be construed as acting improperly.  There will be no excuse for ignoring this, this time around and we will be looking very carefully at any Committee Report to make sure this does not get over looked yet again.
Finally, local residents are not at all happy with the applicant’s recent ‘bully boy’ tactics regarding unlawfully commencing development on the application site, before the outcome of the High Court proceedings and before having obtained the necessary formal discharge of all pre-commencement conditions attached to the consent, subject of the High Court proceedings.  There is no rationale or excuse for doing so at this stage and such action should in no way be construed as benefitting the applicant’s case for the development, either for the purposes of this current application, or the current High Court proceedings.

For all the above reasons, the application remains unacceptable in Green Belt terms and lacks merit of any conviction capable of amounting to the very special circumstances necessary to justify such a development in the Green Belt. Local residents urge the Council’s Officers and their Members to resist the application this time around for what is considered to be very self-evident reasons.

Yours faithfully

NAME....................................................................               
SIGNATURE.................................................................
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