
 

Report for Leighton-Linslade Town Council:  

Public Consultation into the Future of Vandyke Road Cemetery 

 

1.0 Method 

A mixed methodology was deployed for the capture of data. This comprised three opportunities for 

the public to respond. These are outlined below: 

Survey One – this was an online survey conducted by LLTC from its in-house database, although survey 

data have been analysed by Howdo Research. After cleaning for duplicate entries (with IP address 

being the main discriminator), a total of 176 surveys have been included in the final count. This survey 

covered all three of the key objectives of the research; reaction to future options, the role of LLTC and 

personal preference for burial or cremation. 

Full details of the demographic make-up of this survey are included in section 4 of this document. 

Note, however, that this survey method DID allow for non-residents to participate and, as such, we 

advise that 10% of the responses (18 surveys) came from people who live outside the parish. 

Survey Two – this was a face-to-face survey conducted by Howdo Research during the eight public 

consultation sessions across June, July and August. In total, 59 surveys were conducted at these 

sessions. As with Survey One, this survey covered all three of the key objectives of the research. Again, 

full details of the demographic make-up of this survey are included in section 4 of this document. This 

survey method also allowed for non-residents to participate although only one participant (2%) was a 

non-resident of the parish. 

Survey Three – purely a residents survey, this was essentially an abridged version of the questionnaire 

that was conducted simultaneous to the eight public consultations. In total, 123 surveys were 

completed using this method. Full details of the demographic make-up of this survey are included in 

section 4 of this document. Critically, it should be observed that this survey did NOT feature the first 

key objective of the survey (reaction to future options), as this was deemed too sensitive and involved 

for a street intercept interview. 

 

2.0 Key Findings – Reaction to Future Options 

Respondents were asked for their reactions to two future options being considered for Vandyke Road 

Cemetery. The table overleaf outlines response to these questions. For reference, options were 

phrased as follows: 

Option 1 = This involves the Town Council looking at using the available space within a used grave that 

is over 100 years old for future interments. Any previously interred remains would remain in place 

and be untouched/ unmoved 

Option 2 = This involves the Town Council looking at grave re-use for all graves over 100 years old for 

future interments. Under this method, graves over 100 years old would be excavated to their deepest 

depth, with all remains  - including bodies, coffins and all coffin furniture – being placed in a casket 

and re-interred at the bottom of the grave 

  



 

 Total Survey 1 (online) Survey 2 (consultation) 

SAMPLE SIZE 235 176 59 

    

In favour of Option 1 43% (101) 44% (77) 40% (24) 

Neutral/ against Option 1 (note 1) 57% (134) 56% (99) 60% (35) 

    

In favour of Option 2 43% (102) 47% (82) 34% (20) 

Neutral/ against Option 2 57% (133) 53% (94) 66% (39) 

    

In favour of EITHER Options 1 and 2 49% (115) 51% (89) 44% (26) 

In favour of BOTH Options 1 and 2 37% (88) 40% (70) 31% (18) 

In favour of ONLY Option 1 6% (13) 4% (7) 10% (6) 

In favour of ONLY Option 2 6% (14) 7% (12) 3% (2) 

Not in favour of either option 51% (120) 49% (87) 56% (33) 
Note 1 : the consultation gave respondents a ‘neutral’ option not present in the online version 

It can be clearly evidenced that neither option achieves a majority of ‘in favour’ votes, either in the 

public consultation or the online vote. Specifically, the percentage either neutral towards or, more 

commonly, against the options is statistically significant higher (57%) than the 43% in favour. This 

significance testing has been conducted at the 95% level. That is to say, were the test to be repeated 

100 times, it is expected that the finding would be seen in 95% of instances. 

The profile of results is different – but not significantly so – between the different survey methods. In 

the online version, Option 2 is marginally more popular whilst this position is reversed in the public 

consultation sessions. Indeed, both options were less popular in the public consultation sessions, but 

this is unsurprising given the nature of the sessions and the requirement for members of the public to 

make an active decision to attend. 

It can also be seen that, if a respondent is in favour of one option, they are more than likely to be in 

favour of the other, too. However, it is critical to observe that a majority of respondents (51%) are 

NOT in favour of either option. 

When we analyse the answers of the 115 respondents who were in favour of either option, we see 

the following preferences 

 38% (44 respondents) prefer Option 1 

 57% (65 respondents) prefer Option 2 

 5% (6 respondents) claimed to have no preference – please note that this option was only 

available in the consultation 

  



 

 

2.1 Key Findings – Involvement of LLTC in continuing to provide burial space for residents 

In all three surveys, respondents were asked the question ‘Do you feel it is important for LLTC to 

continue to provide burial space for its residents?’  

The table below outlines the responses to this question 

 Total Survey One 
(online) 

Survey Two 
(consultation) 

Survey Three 
(abridged) 

SAMPLE SIZE 358 176 59 123 

     

Yes (important) 96% (342) 96% (169) 98% (58) 93% (115) 

No (not important) 4% (15) 3% (6) 2% (1) 7% (8) 

Not stated < 1% (1)  1% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

 

The findings here are unequivocal, with an overwhelming (and thereby statistically significant) 

majority of respondents stating their desire for LLTC to continue in its role.  

 

2.2 Key Findings – Personal Preference for Burial or Cremation 

Similarly, in all three surveys, respondents were asked whether they, personally, had a preference for 

burial or cremation. 

The table below outlines the responses to this question 

 Total Survey One 
(online) 

Survey Two 
(consultation) 

Survey Three 
(abridged) 

SAMPLE SIZE 358 176 59 123 

     

Burial 37% (133) 51% (90) 29% (17) 21% (26) 

Cremation 54% (192) 48% (85) 61% (36) 17% (71) 

No preference/ no 
answer (see note 2) 

9% (33)  1% (1) 10% (6) 21% (26) 

Note 2 – no preference was not offered as an option in the online survey – however one respondent managed to not answer 

this question 

The findings here show a strong preference for cremation – 54% is a significantly larger proportion 

than 37%. This said, there is a notable difference between the methods – cremation is a clear winner 

in surveys two and three whilst burial and cremation have virtually identical proportions in the online 

survey. 

Looking at the breakdown of results by age and gender, we see that age and gender are not 

discriminating factors here, with results having a similar shape in all sub-samples: 

  



 

 Male – across all interviewed, 39% prefer burial, 48% prefer cremation (note 13% have no 

preference) 

 Female – across all interviewed, 36% prefer burial, 57% prefer cremation (note 7% have no 

preference) 

o Interestingly, this female preference for cremation is evident in all three surveys 

 Aged 18-34 – across all interviewed, 38% prefer burial, 52% prefer cremation (10% no 

preference) 

 Aged 35-54 – across all interviewed, 40% prefer burial, 54% prefer cremation (6% no 

preference) 

 Aged 55+ – across all interviewed, 35% prefer burial, 55% prefer cremation (10% no 

preference) 

In the consultation survey, respondents expressing a preference for either burial or cremation were 

asked for reasons for their decision. Given sample sizes, it is impractical to give quantitative answers 

here. However, the evidence suggests that preference for cremation is driven by a combination of 

factors; space-saving, reduced maintenance for the family, cost and, in several instances, a general 

fear of the interment process. Burial, by contrast, appears to be dominated by tradition and family 

(almost two-thirds of those with a preference cite this), with many wishing to be buried in a location 

that has family resonance. 

 

3.0 Secondary Findings -  

A small number of other areas were covered in the survey. Results for these are highlighted in the 

paragraphs below: 

 Visiting Vandyke Cemetery – this was asked in all 3 surveys, hence giving us a large, robust 

sample of 358. Results are as follows 

o 13% of our total sample visit the cemetery on a weekly basis; this is, unsurprisingly, 

significantly higher in the consultation survey (29%) and online survey (15%) than the 

abridged residents’ survey (1%) 

o 19% visit on a monthly basis (32% consultation, 11% online, 7% abridged residents)  

o 25% visit infrequently/ occasionally 

o And 33% have never visited – this is at its highest (80%) in the abridged residents’ 

survey 

o Within the sample of those ever visiting (and noting that respondents were able to 

give multiple answers) 

 The vast majority (77%) attend to visit a grave 

 12% to use as a public/ recreation space 

 11% out of interest 

 9% to attend a funeral 

 Ownership of a Deed of Grant for Vandyke Road Cemetery – again, this was asked in all 3 

surveys 

o 23% claimed that their family has a deed of grant for a plot at the ceremony; this was 

44% in the consultation, 25% in the online survey and only 9% in the abridged 

residents’ survey 

  



 

 About Town Newsletter readership/ awareness – this was not asked in the online survey, but 

was covered in the consultation and abridged residents survey 

o Within the consultation sample, 71% ever read. By contrast, only 50% in the residents 

survey claimed to ever read 

o Similarly, whilst only 20% of the consultation sample claimed to be entirely unaware 

of the publication, this rose to 41% in the residents survey 

 Pre-awareness of the Consultation – again, this was not asked in the online survey, but was 

covered in the consultation and abridged residents survey.  

o Unsurprisingly, 80% of those who took part in the consultation had essentially ‘made 

a point’ of visiting it, with only 20% finding out about it on the day/ in situ.  

 By order of magnitude, the impetus to attend the consultation had come from 

The Leighton Buzzard Observer, followed by word of mouth, Facebook and 

The About Town Newsletter 

o Within the residents survey sample (which can be viewed as a snapshot of the town), 

awareness of the consultation was 27%.  

 As with the consultation sample, information/ awareness had been driven 

primarily by The Observer, though Facebook, About Town and word of mouth 

also played roles 

4.0 Sample Details 

The table below highlights the demographic profile (by age and gender) of each of the surveys.  

The table below outlines the responses to this question 

 Total Survey One 
(online) 

Survey Two 
(consultation) 

Survey Three 
(abridged) 

SAMPLE SIZE 358 176 59 123 

     

Male 38% (135) 60 25 50 

Female 61% (217) 110 34 73 

Not stated 2% (6) 6 0 0 

     

Aged 18-24 5% (17) 4 0% (0) 13 

Aged 25-34 17% (60) 38 2 20 

Aged 35-44 18% (66) 45 2 19 

Aged 45-54 15% (55) 37 4 14 

Aged 55-64 17% (61) 29 17 15 

Aged 65+ 27% (98) 22 34 42 

Not stated <1% (1) 1 0 0 

 

This table outlines the value of the combined approach. Without it, representation of younger groups 

(particularly 18-24s) would be almost negligible. As it stands, 5% of our total sample is aged 18-24. 

This is some way lower than the national average (approximately 12%), but is mitigated by the next 

age group, 25-34s, being 17% of the total sample – actually slightly higher than the national average. 

Analysis of key and secondary findings by these sub-groups is, of course, available where not already 

shown in the report. 


