


22 July 2013
Mr D Walker
Planning Services Manager
Town Hall St Nicholas Street
SCARBOROUGH
YO11 2HG
For the attention of:  Mrs Clare Davies, Planning Officer
Dear Mr Walker
The White Swan, Hunmanby – 13/00209/FL and 13/00210/LB - Objections
1. The White Swan is a grade II listed building and former coaching inn, dating back over 200 years.
2. The Swan is located in a prime position at the historical centre of the village of Hunmanby and, with All Saints Church and the Market Cross, forms part of the core of the village’s tourism offer.
3. The Universal British Directory of 1791 cites the Swan as the ‘principal inn’ in the village.
4. The significance of the Swan to the streetscape, can be readily seen in the oil painting (below) from the 1850s – little has changed in the intervening years.[image: ]
5. Contrary to the impression given by Mr Leybourne (the Architect and Planning Consultant employed by the applicants ie Enterprise Inns), the White Swan is very much OPEN for business.  The Swan has been continuously open, indeed with growing trade, throughout the planning application period, and particularly since it has been being managed by someone with imagination and commitment – Enterprise Inns know this, so why has this fallacious mistruth been circulated and allowed to perpetuate?
6. In recent years, as far as we can tell, the Swan has been marketed either on a lease only basis (with rental to be determined by the whims of Enterprise Inns) or as a development opportunity.  We have been unable to find any evidence of active, attractive marketing of the Swan as a going concern with enormous potential waiting to be realised.   Where is the evidence of the ‘unsuccessful marketing’ to which Mr Leybourne refers?
7. The Swan is the ‘gateway’ to the commercial and economic centre of Hunmanby.  
8. The Swan is the first commercial building seen by visitors to the village entering from the A64 via Flixton (on this point, Enterprise’s ‘for sale as a development opportunity’ banners do little to enhance the visitors’ perception of the Swan or of Hunmanby!).
9. Hunmanby has also been designated as a ‘gateway to the Wolds’, offering enormous marketing potential to both the Swan and the village as a tourist destination and visitor attraction.
10. The Swan is the first entry on the Hunmanby Heritage Trail, specifically designed for visitors seeking to explore our village. Hunmanby Heritage Trail Introduction (pdf) & Hunmanby Heritage Trail - ROUTE MAP (pdf)
11. Tourism is vital to the economy of Hunmanby, providing employment opportunities to local people in an area where alternative opportunities are limited whilst also reducing the need to travel to work when public transport is sparse, costly and ecologically harmful.  
12. These are vital factors to the feasibility and sustainability of Hunmanby.  Promoting the village as a tourist destination and hub can only be positive for local businesses and trade, and the Swan has a potentially vital role to play in that promotion.
13. Hunmanby is surrounded by camp sites and holiday parks.   It is very popular with walkers and cyclists as a stop off point on their journey – these are vibrant commercial markets just waiting to be tapped and exploited and the Swan is the logical and ideal starting point for this.
14. Hunmanby Parish Council are the custodians of the designated ‘common land’ at the entrance of the Swan car park.  This was registered as common land on 1 October 1970 with East Riding County Council, yet the permission of Hunmanby Parish Council has not been sought for these proposals.
15. With 14 (above) in mind regarding the Highway revisions – who will maintain the proposed planters, speed bump and white lining if the plans are passed?
16. What are implications of the planters for people with poor vision?
17. The CAMRA pub viability test – the Swan scores highly on all counts.
18. The archaeology – where is the ongoing ‘trenching’ referred to in Mr Leybourne’s letter of 10 July 2013 and who is supposed to be doing it?  There is no evidence in the Swan car park as of today (19 July) and the County Archaeologist has also found it necessary to reiterate her comments and requests for information predetermination.  How can the archaeological report Mr Leybourne refers to be produced and circulated if work has yet to be begun?  Another falsehood?
19. [bookmark: _GoBack]The mature elm tree, which straddles the boundary between the proposed Swan ‘building site’ and the cottage next door (number 5 Church Hill), has been ignored despite the fact that attention has been drawn to its existence on more than one occasion [image: ]
20. If the Swan ceases to be an inn, what will be left in the village centre?  The Cottage pub is too small and not fit for purpose.  Its design and style are more suited to a younger generation, with loud music and a shortage of ground floor seating, there is no space for a quiet chat or leisurely meal.  Nor has the Cottage capacity for large scale events such as weddings – it could never fill the gap which the redevelopment of the Swan would leave in the village.
21. Hunmanby village centre has lost – the craft centre, Veterinary Arms pub, the Methodist Chapel, its bakery, a butchers, tea rooms and numerous other shops, all to housing.  We have lost the historic Buck Inn, our library and our public toilets, all to other uses.  There is no evening bus or train service to or from the village.  This continuing and seemingly relentless loss of amenities will have a deleterious effect on Hunmanby’s tourism offer and could contribute to the ultimate demise of the village.
22. Conversely, there are properties for sale or to let in abundance in Hunmanby, some of which have been on the market for years and have never been occupied.  Is the Swan destined to become one of these ‘white elephant’ properties, dragging down tourists’ perception of our village at enormous social and economic cost and bringing little in return other than more dilapidated for sale signs on Church Hill?
In conclusion, the people of Hunmanby have been presented with a planning application which is confusing (eg references to places which do not and never have existed), ill conceived (the potential building site is cramped and over developed) and destructive of the commercial centre of the village which is not appropriate as the location for further housing.   Mr Leybourne’s assertions that the pub is closed and has no future in its present use are wrong and misleading; his suggestion that, unless the plans are passed, the site might be ‘mothballed’ and left to fall in to ‘dereliction’ is disingenuous at best and arguably threatening.
The CAMRA Viability Test poses the following question – ‘What could this business achieve given a management dedicated to it, and with full discretion over stocking policy and type of operation?’  Obviously, the true answer is unknown at present as the Swan has never been allowed the opportunity to operate under such conditions whilst in the control and ownership of Enterprise Inns – at this point we can only speculate.  However, the signs are good having observed the difference a committed manager has made in recent months, despite working on a shoe string.  Nevertheless, the question of viability must be fully addressed before this iconic and valuable amenity to the community of Hunmanby is consigned to the dustbin of history by a company solely concerned with making a fast buck and with no concern or interest in the damage its greed will create for the community which has provided it with so much profit over the years.
We would refer you and the Planning  Committee to APP/J3910/A/00/105622 where the Planning Inspectorate ruled that ‘the management of a public house had a direct bearing on profits’ and that ‘it would be viable if it was operated in a manner which met local demands and acquired at a realistic valuation’.  Appeal dismissed.
Also, APP/W0530/A/00/1047468 where the Planning Inspector ruled that the proposal ‘would amount to a serious loss to the social life of this village and lack of viability had not been clearly demonstrated’.  Appeal dismissed.
And, APP/H98390/A/01/1080033 where the Planning Inspector ruled in respect of a pub that ‘remained in active use and there was no evidence to indicate that it would not continue ‘, holding that ‘marketing details were inconclusive and unconvincing’.  In this case the Inspector upheld local planning policy.
More recently, APP/Q0505/A/11/2167572 in which the inspector concluded that 'the proposed development would result in the loss of a community facility for which there is no clearly substantiated evidence that there is no longer a need, contrary to the objectives of the (National Planning Policy) Framework', despite the fact that there were two other pubs within walking distance of the application site.
And, of particular relevance in respect of the White Swan, APP/M2325/A/12/216872 where the inspector determined that '(t)he heritage and community detriment of losing the (asset) would be substantial. The benefit of the proposed housing scheme would be modest.' (para 178).
We would also refer you, and the Planning Committee to the following:
Relevant extracts from the Scarborough Borough Local Plan Consultation, Delivering Housing in the Borough: Developing an Objective Assessment of Housing Needs within Scarborough Borough 
2.1 ”The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, and identifies three roles within this:
· an economic role - contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy;
· a social role - supporting strong vibrant and healthy communities, … with accessible local services that reflect the community's needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being; and
· an environmental role - contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment;” 

The Planning Applications in question fail on all of the above three counts:- 
i)	rather than contributing to the local economy, instead the proposed development would remove an important, potential economic contributor; 
ii)	it would also destroy a valued social and cultural amenity and 
iii) 	it would neither protect nor enhance the natural, built and historic environment.  
2.9…a duty on developers to consult the community as part of pre-application discussions; (see also NPPF, 2012, para 189).
Planning Application13/00210/LB indicates that only the landlord was consulted – hardly the community!
2.29 … the high quality and unique heritage and environmental assets (of many small settlements) provide multiple services and roles that require careful management;
The employment and heritage aspects have been clearly overlooked in Planning Applications 13/00209/FL and 13/00210/LB whilst the approach is of destruction rather than management.
3.82 The Core Strategy also asked about the extent to which the Borough’s settlements should grow and the suitability of this in particular settlements under the heading 'Growing Villages'. Responses were varied. Many comments expressed concern about any potential growth of villages and the impact on the character of settlements. 
Whilst additional housing may be needed in Hunmanby, the last place this should be located is in the commercial centre of the village to the detriment of business and employment opportunities. Planning Application 13/00209/FL, if approved, would also impact negatively on the character of Hunmanby.
4.49 The planning process also has an important role to play in encouraging further growth of the economy.
Planning Application 13/00209/FL also fails on this count. The economy of Hunmanby is largely centered around tourism; the White Swan is at the core of the village’s tourism offer and has the potential to be developed, in its own right, to further enhance Hunmanby as a tourist destination.  The proposed development has nothing to offer in this regard.
Extracts from the National Planning Policy Framework 2012
3. Supporting a prosperous rural economy
28. Planning policies should support economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity …
● support sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit businesses in rural areas, communities and visitors, and which respect the character of the countryside. This should include supporting the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate locations where identified 	needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service centres;
	and
● promote the retention and development of local services and community 	facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural 	buildings, public houses and places of worship.
The Planning Applications in question do not ‘support economic growth in rural areas’ - in this case, Hunmanby; do not contribute to the ‘support of sustainable rural tourism’ or the ‘provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities’ in this prime, tourism location, nor do they ‘promote the retention and development of local services and community facilities’ in our village.
8. Promoting healthy communities
69. The planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities.
The proposed development has nothing to offer in terms of ‘facilitating social interaction and creating … inclusive communities’; by destroying the White Swan, with its rich history as a pub and meeting place for individuals and groups, it would do the exact opposite. 
12. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
126. Local planning authorities should set out in their Local Plan a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. In doing so, they should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance. In developing this strategy, local planning authorities should take into account:
● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
	… and
● opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place.
Furthermore:
131. In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:
● the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
● the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 	sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
● the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
Regarding 126 and 131 above, the relevance goes without saying.
133. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or ALL of the following apply:
	● the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and
● no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through
appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and
● conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is
demonstrably not possible; and
	● the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.
With regard to 133 above:
· the proposed development would lead to ‘substantial’ and irreversible harm to the building and the total loss of significance for the White Swan as a heritage asset, rendering it nothing more than a façade;
· the heritage asset and site are already in use;
· the viability of the White Swan in the medium term has not been honestly assessed by the current owners through appropriate marketing;
· community ownership is actively being considered;
· The site is not ‘out of use’ so the final point does not apply
· APP/M2325/A/12/2168726 is directly relevant here.
 
In conclusion, both the Scarborough Borough Local Plan Consultation and the NPPF 2012 lean heavily towards the REFUSAL of these planning applications and we would urge that this letter and its contents be drawn to the attention of the Planning Committee and that REFUSAL is the decision of yourself and the Planning Committee.

Yours faithfully


John Breffitt
Chair – Save Our Swan Action Group

Attachments:
1 Oil painting of Cross Hill, Hunmanby dating from the 1850s
2 Hunmanby ‘Heritage Trail’ leaflet
3 Photograph of the Elm tree
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