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Economy and Regeneration Scrutiny Committee

Minutes of meeting held on Tuesday, 15 September 2023

Present:

Councillor Johns — in the Chair

Councillors Abdullatif, Benham, Igbal, Northwood, Richards, | Robinson, Shilton
Godwin and Taylor

Also present:

Councillor Craig, Leader of the Council

Councillor Midgley, Deputy Leader

Councillor White, Executive Member for Housing and Development

Apologies:
Councillor Hussain

ERSC/23/35 Minutes

Councillor Northwood advised that she was affected by cladding issues and asked
that this be included as a personal interest under item ERSC/23/30 Manchester
Housing Strategy (2022-2032) - Annual Monitoring Report.

Decision

That the minutes of the meeting held on 18 July 2023 be approved as a correct
record, subject to the above amendment.

ERSC/23/36 Economic Strategy Update

The Committee received a report and presentation of the Strategic Director (Growth
and Development) which provided an update on the development of a new
Economic Strategy which set out how the next phase of Manchester’s growth could
ensure that the city’s economy was both high performing and drove a reduction in
inequalities.

Key points and themes within the report and presentation included:

Manchester’s economic ambition;
Manchester’s economy;

Policy context;

The strategy development process;

Early feedback from residents and businesses;
RSA Urban Future Commission;

Resolution Foundation Economy 2030 Enquiry;
Research findings/literature review;

Summary of main challenges identified from evidence base and research
work;

e Vision and purpose;
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e Strategy objectives; and
e Measuring progress.

The Leader invited Members’ feedback, which would be taken into account as the
document was finalised. She outlined the national context that the city was
operating in and highlighted the challenge of increasing economic productivity while
having an inclusive focus, including addressing the gap between those who lived in
the city and those who worked in the city. She highlighted how this Strategy would
complement the Our Manchester Strategy and work taking place at a Greater
Manchester level.

Key points and queries that arose from the Committee’s discussions included:

e To welcome that the Committee’s feedback from the last time this item had
been considered had been incorporated into this work;

e The impact of years of austerity and of the pandemic;

e To ask who had been engaged with in relation to the development of this
strategy and were there any differences in the responses from businesses
and residents in different parts of the city;

e Concern that Manchester did not have many of the levers to implement
change as many powers lay with central Government;

e The importance of the district centre strategy, including district centres as a
place where people worked;

e The focus on the private sector, noting that a strong public sector could
provide high quality, rewarding jobs;

e The impact of city centre growth on areas that neighboured the city centre and
ensuring that local residents benefited from this growth and could access
these jobs;

e To welcome the consideration of zero carbon commitments within the report;

e The link with the Our Manchester Strategy;

e Was the Council doing everything it could to increase the number of
employers paying the real living wage;

¢ Retaining graduates in the city;

e The impact of home working, including on data;

e The importance of quality of life, culture and the night-time economy in
attracting and retaining people in the city;

¢ Noting that, while this was a ten-year strategy, the impact of the decisions
made about the use of land in the city would impact far beyond this period;
and

e That agglomeration was about connectivity not just density, with reference to
the way areas outside of the city centre could be viewed if they had the right
transport links.

The Leader recognised the Member’s comment about levers for change resting with
central Government, while commenting that Greater Manchester had progressed
further in obtaining devolved powers than other city regions, and benefited from
having mature relationships between places and a coherent centre; however, she
commented that the datasets relating to Manchester and Greater Manchester could
be complicated, with different data sources including different areas and it was
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important to be clear on this in order to be able to benchmark with other cities. She
stated that the Council had not received all the devolved powers that it had asked for
and that she would continue to lobby the Government for a coherent plan for cities
and greater control over levers to implement change, as well as over funding and
about business rates, or whatever replaced business rates in future. In response to
a Member’'s comments, she stated that it was important not only to focus on jobs but
on creating good, thriving, sustainable neighbourhoods that people wanted to live in
and which would attract and retain people. She advised that, while creating jobs in
high value private sector areas had a greater impact on productivity, the public
sector could provide good quality jobs; however, she noted that some areas of the
country had suffered due to an over-reliance on public sector jobs which had been
cut. In response to a Member’s question, she stated that, while other areas had
focused on one sector, Manchester had intentionally focused on four key sectors and
this eco-system had enabled new and emerging sectors to set up and grow their
businesses in Manchester.

In response to Members’ comments, the Director of Inclusive Economy reported that
this strategy was replacing two previous strategies and that there had been a focus
on embedding resilience into the strategy. She advised that the land available in the
city centre was constrained and that the Council had to choose how to use it in the
best way, highlighting work to extend the city centre at Victoria North, including a
social value framework across all partners. She reported that Manchester had been
accredited as a Living Wage City and had met the targets that it had set in relation to
this and that this work would continue. She informed the Committee that
Manchester had good quality graduates, including those in STEM (science,
technology, engineering and mathematics) subjects, and that the challenge was in
retaining them in graduate jobs, advising that creating more of these jobs would
require making the city centre more dense. She acknowledged a Member’s
comments about needing to consider how growing the city centre impacted on
adjacent areas. In response to a Member’s question, she outlined how the Council
worked with the universities, utilising their expertise.

The Leader stated that Manchester was performing better than most cities in
retaining its graduates but that too many were working in non-graduate jobs and that
continued work was needed to create more graduate jobs, as well as continuing to
improve the education and skills of Manchester residents. She highlighted that
increasing numbers of Manchester residents were now going to university. She
advised that growing the city centre, and the city’s reputation internationally, was
enabling Manchester to attract businesses to invest in other parts of the city.

In response to the questions about engagement, the Strategy and Economic Policy
Manager reported that the online survey had closed two days previously and that
more information would be included in a future report. He informed Members that
other methods had also been used, such as having officers attend events across the
city to engage with people, in order to obtain responses from a wider range of
people. In response to a question about home working affecting data quality, he
reported that data indicated that a lot of people were back working in the office, at
least for part of the week, but that there was an issue with data quality during the
pandemic when working practices had changed dramatically.
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The Head of City Policy acknowledged the challenges and opportunities relating to
zero carbon including transport connectivity, green jobs, building standards and the
need to adapt to a changing environment. In response to a further question on home
working, he acknowledged that someone employed by a company in London but
working from home in Manchester might not be included in Manchester’s data, and
that the impact of home working on data could require further consideration. The
Chair highlighted that home working could impact positively on decarbonisation.

In relation to the vision and purpose of the strategy, a Member commented on
residents only being referred to in the second part of the statement, while
acknowledging that this might be appropriate, if the document was not primarily
aimed at them. A Member commented on the importance of visible quality of life,
including air quality and congestion. She also requested more clarity on the next
steps. A Member commented on how broad the strategy was and the importance of
ensuring that the level was right to make it a useful guiding framework.

The Director of Inclusive Economy advised that the strategy needed to give
confidence to investors but also speak to residents. She stated that this strategy
was focused on Manchester's economy and that the refreshed Our Manchester
Strategy would be a broader strategy. In response to a Member’s question, she
confirmed that a literature review had been carried out, including looking at previous
strategies and what had and had not worked previously. A Member commented that
communication with residents should primarily be around the Our Manchester
Strategy and that communication around this strategy should have an external focus.

The Leader reported that a key message to residents was that the city was not
pursuing growth at all costs and that the Council wanted to carefully consider and
choose how the city would continue to grow. She acknowledged a Member’s point
about the importance of quality of life in attracting and retaining people, including
graduates, in the city and reflecting this in the strategy, highlighting that
improvements in Manchester schools encouraged people to remain in the city when
they started a family. She advised that the strategy was due to be considered by the
Executive in November and would come back to the Scrutiny Committee prior to that
and that there would also be engagement sessions taking place with Councillors as
well as further input from members of the Senior Management Team.

In relation to the objectives, a Member asked whether new hubs were being
considered, including in north Manchester, and advised that the second objective
should include a reference to ensuring that growth was equitable. She advised that
progress measures should incorporate climate change and asked that measures be
connected to specific objectives in the final report and include benchmarking or RAG
ratings to make the information more meaningful. She suggested that more
consideration of encouraging start-up businesses could be included. She also
highlighted a shortage of entry level roles in technology companies.

The Chair suggested a measure relating to spatial inequality. A Member suggested
that the proposed measure relating to the gap between Manchester resident and
Manchester worker wages include how this looked geographically across the city.
She suggested that the ratio of housing expenditure to income be measured rather
than the ratio of house prices to earnings.
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A Member asked that, when this item was next considered, more critical voices be
included in the discussion, as well as hearing residents’ voices. She also asked that
more information on the risk factors explored in relation to embedding resilience in
the strategy to be included in the next report. She advised that the Council should
get buy-in from business in relation to lobbying the national Government.

In response to the Member’s comments, the Leader invited all Members of the
Committee to the Resolution Foundation’s Economy 2030 Enquiry launch event in
Manchester. She also offered to circulate the associated report, when it was made
public. She reported that businesses were supporting the lobbying of the national
Government to give the city increased control of the levers to bring about change.

Decision:

That consideration will be given to when and how the Strategy is further scrutinised
by the Committee, taking into account Members’ comments.

ERSC/23/37 Making Manchester Fairer - poverty, employment, skills, housing

The Committee received a report of the Director of Inclusive Economy which
provided a progress update and next steps for the delivery of three of the key
themes of the Making Manchester Fairer Action Plan - ‘Cutting unemployment and
creating good jobs’, ‘Lifting low-income households out of poverty and debt’ and
‘Improving housing and creating safe, warm affordable housing’ in conjunction with
the delivery of Manchester’s new Anti-Poverty Strategy.

Key points and themes within the report included:

Background information on Making Manchester Fairer 2022-2027;
Integration with Manchester’'s new Anti-Poverty Strategy;

Making Manchester Fairer Action Plan;

Work and employment highlights and achievements;

Operational activity;

Employment and Wellbeing Kickstarter;

Lifting low-income households out of poverty and debt (Poverty, income and
debt), including highlights and achievements; and

e Improving housing and creating safe, warm, affordable homes, including
highlights and achievements.

Key points and queries that arose from the Committee’s discussions included:

e To welcome the ambitious strategy;

e Concern about the level of child poverty in the city and the number of
residents not working due to long-term sickness but to welcome the work
taking place to address these issues;

e The impact of low wages and the rise in the cost of living, particularly the cost
of housing and heating, and work in relation to the Living Wage and helping
people into better paid jobs;
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¢ Difficulties in capturing data on levels of adult poverty;

e Measures of how successful Employment Fairs were and whether
consideration should be given to holding Employment Fairs outside the city
centre;

e Noting that fighting systemic and structural discrimination and racism was one
of the key themes of Making Manchester Fairer and was within the remit of a
different Committee, highlighting that this also impacted on key themes that
the Committee was considering and that this needed to be an overarching
way of analysing all the themes, rather than just being seen as a discrete area
of work; and

e How to scrutinise this area of work, including considering every item that
came to the scrutiny committee in the light of Making Manchester Fairer, and
whether this should be incorporated into the scrutiny report template.

The Director of Inclusive Economy reported that the Living Wage was independently
calculated and had increased by 10% the previous year to reflect the rise in the cost
of living. She advised that there had been concern about whether organisations
would want to continue to be accredited Living Wage Employers due to the increase
but she reported that the city’s targets for this had been met and more employees in
the city were benefiting from it. She reported that the Employment Fairs had been
successful, although there was a limit on the extent to which attendees could be
tracked. She advised that holding the Employment Fairs in the city centre worked
well due to good transport links but some had taken place elsewhere, including in
Wythenshawe and at the Etihad Stadium. She reported that people who were
attending English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) courses through
Manchester Adult Education Service (MAES) were often in work but were able to
access university or better paid jobs once they had improved their English and she
highlighted the in-work progression service ‘Ambition Manchester’, which MAES was
delivering. She reported that the current job market meant that people had more
choice between employers and people in low-paid work were moving to different
employers or sectors for slightly better money, although this might not continue if the
economy went into recession. She recognised the Member’'s comments about the
impact of structural inequality, highlighting the challenges facing people with long-
term health conditions, people with caring responsibilities and those facing racial
inequality. She reported that the Council had worked closely with the Greater
Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA) in relation to the Shared Prosperity Fund to
ensure that it was allocated based on level of need, so Manchester would attract a
proportionately higher delivery of commissioned services, and she also reported that
grant funding would be provided to local organisations who understood what was
needed and what would work in their area. In relation to people with a disability or
underlying health condition who were economically inactive, she advised that Making
Manchester Fairer was looking at how NHS systems could be aligned with welfare to
work, employment support and skills systems to provide holistic support.

A Member reported that knowledge of English was not the only barrier facing people
from racialised communities, that graduates from these communities with excellent
English and academic achievements could struggle to get graduate jobs and that this
needed to be addressed. The Leader acknowledged this point and the Member’s
earlier point about systemic and structural discrimination and racism impacting
across all the themes within Making Manchester Fairer. She noted that it had been
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agreed that the Health Scrutiny Committee would scrutinise the whole Making
Manchester Fairer programme, with the Chairs of the other scrutiny committees
invited, while the other scrutiny committees would look at the themes within their
remit; however, she offered to discuss with the Chair how this approach was working
and any ways it could be improved. The Member welcomed that this area had been
included as a core piece of work within Making Manchester Fairer.

The Strategy and Economic Policy Manager acknowledged that it was more difficult
to gather data on adult poverty, reporting that there was not a UK Government or
Government agency dataset available on this but that the Council did work to try to
understand where poverty was concentrated within the city and the likely
characteristics of the people who experienced poverty in Manchester. The Leader
informed the Committee about work which had taken place during the pandemic to
identify people in need of support, advising that this had highlighted a gap in support
in relation to single adults living in poverty and that this was now a priority area.

In response to a Member’s question, the Director of Housing Services reported that
there had been significant investment of around £50 million in the decarbonisation of
social housing and £10 million in relation to private housing but he acknowledged
that the scale of this work was very large and there was a lot further still to be done.
In response to a further question, he agreed to provide the Member with a figure of
the cost of bringing homes in the city up to the required standard.

The Chair highlighted that debt was an issue which affected a lot of people
experiencing poverty and suggested that the Committee might want to look at this at
a future meeting, including fairer access to finance, such as Credit Unions.

The Deputy Leader welcomed Members’ comments in relation to how this work
should be scrutinised, including the use of measurable targets, and how it should be
embedded into all work, including at a ward level with Ward Councillors and
Neighbourhood Officers, and she advised that further consideration would be given
to this. The Leader stated that there would also be a discussion about other ways to
engage with Members about this work, outside of scrutiny committees.

The Director of Inclusive Economy reported that Neighbourhood Teams were
included in the work on the Council’s response to the cost of living crisis. She
advised that information could be incorporated into a future report to enable the
Committee to monitor progress with the action plan. In response to a question about
people who were not in work due to long-term ill health, she drew Members’ attention
to the Working Well: Individualised Placement Support in Primary Care (IPSPC)
programme outlined in the report. She recognised a Member's comments on the
impact of being a carer on people’s ability to undertake paid work, saying that this
was an area of focus for the Council, while also commenting that increased flexibility
and hybrid working could have a positive impact in enabling carers to work.

Decision:

To note progress on the relevant themes of the Making Manchester Fairer Action
Plan and incorporation of the Anti-Poverty Strategy as a joint programme of work.
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[Councillor Northwood declared a personal interest as an employee of the national
Citizens Advice Bureau, although this was a separate entity from Citizens Advice
Manchester, which was referenced in the report.]

ERSC/23/38 Overview Report

A report of the Governance and Scrutiny Support Unit was submitted. The overview
report contained key decisions within the Committee’s remit, responses to previous

recommendations and the Committee’s work programme, which the Committee was
asked to approve. The report also included the Quarterly Economy Dashboard, for

information.

The Chair noted that the second recommendation on the recommendations monitor
had now been completed. He reported that the Housing Needs Assessment report
had been rescheduled for the November meeting. He informed Members that he
had agreed a call-in exemption on modifications to the joint local plan due to the
timing for approval of this but that the Committee would be scrutinising the local plan
again at a future meeting. He reminded Members of the change of date, time and
venue for the next meeting.

Members discussed the timing of a further report on the Economic Strategy and the
importance of it being a detailed discussion which provided sufficient challenge. The
Chair agreed to schedule this for the November meeting and to discuss this further
with officers at an agenda-setting meeting.

A Member suggested that the Committee consider a report on the Shared Prosperity
Fund which also covered previous funding and where funding might come from in
future. The Chair advised that this had been considered at the end of the previous
municipal year and that the scheduling of a further update would be discussed at the
agenda-setting meeting.

Decision:

That the Committee note the report, including the Quarterly Economy Dashboard,
and agree the work programme, subject to the above comments.
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Planning and Highways Committee

Minutes of the meeting held on 21 September 2023
Present: Councillor Curley - In the Chair

Councillors: Shaukat Ali, Andrews, Chohan, Curley, Davies, Gartside, Hassan,
Hewitson, Hughes, Johnson, Kamal and Lovecy

Apologies: Councillors, Ludford, Lyons and Riasat
Also present: Councillors Kilpatrick and Leech.
PH/23/72 Supplementary Information on Applications Being Considered

A copy of the late representations received had been circulated in advance of the
meeting regarding application 137462/FO/2023.

Decision

To receive and note the late representations.

PH/23/73  Minutes

Decision

To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 31 August 2023 as a correct record.

PH/23/74 136444/FH/2023 - 1A Cavendish Road, Manchester, M20 1JG -
Didsbury West Ward

The Committee considered the report of the Director of Planning, Building Control
and Licensing regarding the erection of new front porch, erection of single storey rear
extension to form garage with terraced area above following excavation of section of
existing rear courtyard, and erection of fencing above existing walls around perimeter
of the site; following demolition of part of boundary wall.

The property sits within the Albert Park Conservation Area but is not listed.

One representation in support of the scheme was received from a Local Councillor.
The key issues for consideration are the potential impact on highway and pedestrian
safety which would arise as a consequence of the removal of part of the boundary
wall allowing access to the rear yard of the application property for parking; potential
impacts on neighbouring occupiers due to any overbearing appearance as well as
the impact on the character of the Conservation Area. These issues are fully
considered within the main body of the report.

The applicant addressed the Committee and stated that parking was limited in their

surrounding area and this had been raised by many residents and Ward Councillors.
New developments were exacerbating this concern. The nearest parking place to the
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property was some 50 metres away. This scheme would provide an extra space for
the community if approved. There are other identical schemes on the same road.
Visibility requirements are imposed on the alleyway which is used by other vehicles
to access Cavendish Road. The report stated that the alleyway was not suitable for
vehicular access, but large vehicles are able to manoeuvre in and out. The report
had also stated that the scheme was intrusive to neighbours but the corner shop and
other neighbour feel that it is not detrimental. The Planning Team had not worked
with the applicant and had used unsuitable documentation and the applicant felt
there had been a lack of transparency. A freedom of information request had been
refused. This was expressed as absurd as it did not allow the applicant to know how
to follow the process.

Ward Councillor Kilpatrick addressed the Committee and stated that it was unusual
for this size of application to come to the Committee. The Community was crying out
for operational housing. Councillor Kilpatrick was surprised to see the officer's
recommendation of Refuse for this application and expected more discussions to
have taken place. The reasons for refusal were unusual. Councillor Kilpatrick wanted
to see some consistency. Regarding conservation grounds, Councillor Kilpatrick was
passionate about this in West Didsbury. Planning and Highways could have worked
with the applicant. It was outrageous to refuse when there is already a garage down
the alleyway. There was a need to address the main issue which was to build a
suitable family house rather than lose one.

Ward Member, Councillor Leech addressed the Committee and stated that this was a
complex application. There were some positive notes and he thanked the Planning
and Highways team for presenting this application to the Committee rather than using
delegated powers where it may have been refused without any hearing. Councillor
Leech supported the application, and he expressed his opinion that it had not been
handled adequately by the Planning and Highways team. Councillor Leech referred
to the report to address his considerations on why the application should be
approved referring to MCC being responsible for making sure residents and
businesses kept bins on their property, the entrance not impacting on the street
scene, the wall height already increasing along the alleyway, neighbours at 1 and 1b
being in support of the application, the current wall having been built without planning
permission, that it was crazy for the dismantling of this wall to require permission,
that the garage at the end of the alleyway was being used daily, that there was
already a dropped kerb in place for the alleyway and referred to a nearby application
at 4 Cavendish Road. This application would have no negative impact on the
conservation area and Councillor Leech urged Members to approve this development
and avoid an appeal which he would support.

The Planning Officer addressed key points raised, stating that there were many
issues. The scheme had to be assessed on its own merits. Confirmation was
provided that the alleyway wall was lawful and would require permission to demolish.
The Highways impact on this side of the road was concerning as it was adjacent to a
primary school with yellow road markings. The narrow aspect of the alleyway itself
and extra usage if approved was a concern. The fence on the top of the boundary
was not in keeping with the area. There were no objections to plans at the frontage of
the application property but the rear plans were not permissible and was
unacceptable to the street scene.
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The Chair asked if all relevant information had been checked in the report and the
Planning Officer stated that the scheme had been fully assessed.

The Chair invited the Committee members to make comments or ask questions.

Councillor Lovecy stated that she knew the area and was seeking clarity on the legal
standing regarding the yellow marking associated with the adjacent primary school.

The Highways Officer confirmed that they were school keep clear markings which
one could drive over for access purposes, but drivers were not permitted to wait on
them.

Councillor Lovecy expressed that safety for the pupils of the school was important.

Councillor Johnson noted that there were similar developments nearby and asked
why there was an increased risk if the alleyway was already used for access for
vehicles to a garage.

The Planning Officer stated that there were no powers to close the garage but any
additional vehicular movements in the alleyway were of concern and added that this
application had to be assessed on its own merits.

Councillor Lovecy addressed the area of the report showing the fencing that had
been deemed unacceptable.

The Planning Officer concurred and stated that it was a visual intrusion.

Councillor Andrews moved the officer's recommendation of Refuse for the
application.

Councillor Hughes seconded the proposal.
Decision

The Committee resolved to Refuse the application for the reasons set out in the
report.

PH/23/75 137462/FO/2023 - Land Off Parkmount Road, Manchester, M9 4AJ -
Harpurhey Ward

The proposed application relates to the erection of a 2 storey residential development
(including accommodation to roof-space) comprising 24 affordable dwellinghouses
consisting of 18 townhouses and 6 apartments, together with associated access
works, landscaping, parking and boundary treatment.

Following notification of the application, 25 representations have been received,

including 24 objections and 1 in support, with comments. A representation objecting
to the development has also been received from Parkmount Residents’ Association.
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The proposed development forms part of the first phase of Project 500, which seeks
to provide 378 new, low carbon affordable homes on 27 sites owned by the Council
across the city. Many of the sites are located in north and east Manchester and new
development would respond to high demand for affordable housing.

Project 500 is being delivered by registered providers. In this case, the applicant is
Mosscare St Vincent’s Housing Group (MSV) - a registered social landlord who own
and manage almost 9,000 properties in Greater Manchester, Lancashire and West
Yorkshire.

MSV aspire to assist those struggling to find a decent home, the elderly, those on low
incomes and those in need of specialist housing.

The Planning Officer referred to an updated transport note which was dealt with by
way of a Highways works condition.

The Chair gave comments referring to rentals and the Local Government Housing
Allowance, noting that there were 16 affordable rentals and 8 to buy at affordable
cost and confirmed that the local authority has an allowance.

The Planning Officer confirmed that this was correct and in accordance with the
definitions of an Affordable Rental scheme.

Councillor Andrews moved the officer's recommendation of Approve for the
application.

Councillor Kamal seconded the proposal.

Councillor Johnson sought some clarity on the application, whilst not opposing it. She
requested information on the off-street parking bays and whether they were retained
for the use of residents or available to all. Also, Councillor Johnson had concerns
around the loss of green space and asked the Planning Team were seeking to
replace trees and enhance the area. She also requested information on the low-
carbon heating and whether they would be better for the environment.

The Planning Officer confirmed that each dwelling had its own parking space and 5
more on-street parking spaces. The loss of green space had been balanced with the
offer of affordable housing on the site. There would be biodiversity improvements and
other green space nearby also helped to outweigh any detrimental effect of the loss
of green space.

Decision

The Committee resolved to approve the Application for the reasons and subject to
the conditions set out in the report.
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Licensing and Appeals Committee

Minutes of the meeting held on Monday, 17 July 2023
Present: Councillor Grimshaw — in the Chair

Councillors: Connolly, Evans, Hewitson, Hughes, Flanagan
Apologies: Councillors Andrews, Reid and Riasat

LAP/23/01 Interests

Councillor Flanagan declared a pecuniary interest in Iltem 6 — Taxi and Private Hire
Policy Revision.

LAP/23/02 Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on 5 December 2022 were submitted for approval.
Decision

To approve the minutes of the meeting held on 5 December 2022 as a correct record.
LAP/23/03 Hackney Carriage Fare Review 2023

The Committee considered the report of the Director of Planning, Building Control
and Licensing, that set out the relevant information the Committee would need to
consider to enable it to make recommendations to the Executive in relation to the
Hackney Carriage Fare tariff. The report also set out proposals in relation to the use
of card payments in Hackney Carriage Vehicles.

The Committee was asked to consider, in relation to the Hackney Carriage Fare
Tariff, recommending to the Executive that they:

1) Increase the unit cost per mile on all tariffs by 8%

2) Increase the waiting time fare by 23%

3) Increase the Day flag tariff to £3.40

4) Increase the Night flag tariff to £3.80

The Committee was also asked to determine making the acceptance of card
payments mandatory in all Hackney Carriage vehicles, effective from 1 September
2023.

The Chair invited the Committee to comment/ask questions regarding the report, but
no questions were asked.

The Chair then invited members of the trade and their representatives to speak for
three minutes each.
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A member of Unite the Union addressed the Committee, noting theirs, and their
members, support for the officer recommendations. They hoped that the Committee
would support all recommendations in full.

A member of GMB addressed the Committee, echoing similar sentiments. They
noted that there had only been a £1 change in flag tariffs since 2007. GMB agreed
with all officer recommendations.

A member of the trade who represents drivers at the Airport, stating that they echoed
previous comments. They did note concerns over increasing the flag tariff again, after
only being increased in October 2022. They felt that the report had not been
discussed with trade representatives and expressed that they wanted to have had
input. They noted that a proposed increase in the charge for extras was not in the
report after they thought they had been told it would be.

The Licensing Unit Manager noted that this report was an interim step, pending a
fuller review in the near future. They had held general discussions with trade
representatives regarding this report but there was not time to discuss a draft report
in full. The Licensing Unit Manager considered that charges for extras would form
part of the fuller review.

A member of the Manchester Hackney Association addressed the Committee, noting
that increases in flag charges would mitigate the charges to drivers for card
payments. They agreed with the recommendation to make card payments
mandatory. The representative noted that 10 years was a long time with no review of
waiting time charges and backed the increase to both day and night charges.

Decision

In relation to the Hackney Carriage Fare Tariff, the Committee agreed to recommend
to the Executive:

1) Increase the unit cost per mile on all tariffs by 8%

2) Increase the waiting time fare by 23%

3) Increase the Day flag tariff to £3.40

4) Increase the Night flag tariff to £3.80

The Committee also agreed to make the acceptance of card payments mandatory in
all Hackney Carriage Vehicles and for the policy to take effect on 1 September 2023.

LAP/23/04 Taxi and Private Hire Policy Revision

The Committee considered the report of the Director of Planning, Building Control
and Licensing, setting out some of the challenges that faced licensing authorities due
to the negative impacts of extensive out of area working within the private hire
industry, including the decline in taxi and private hire licence numbers in Manchester
and the approach made by trade representatives for amendments to key policy
areas. The report also considered the potential impacts of the proposed policy
revisions, with the Licensing Unit Manager noting that there would be no adverse
effect to public safety.
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The Committee was asked to note the report and approve the following policy
revisions:
1) Remove the requirement for Operator stickers on private hire vehicles
2) Remove the requirement for bonnet stickers on private hire vehicles
3) Introduce a requirement for Council issued sticker to be displayed on
the rear door of a private hire vehicle
4) Remove the routes section (Paper 2) of the private hire driver test, and
the test fee adjusted accordingly.
5) Remove the requirement for a coming on to fleet age limit within both
the Hackney and Private Hire vehicle policies
6) Extend the current emissions compliant date for the existing hackney
and private hire vehicle fleets to 1 April 2026

The Committee was also asked to instruct officers to consult on the further policy
revisions as outlined at 4.2 of the report.

The Chair invited the Committee to comment/ask questions regarding the report.

A member noted that at 2.2 of the report, there was no mention of cost as a reason
for leaving Manchester. The Licensing Unit Manager stated that through their
extensive engagement with the trade that cost, whilst a factor, was not a major factor.
It was noted that Manchester’s sticker policy and routes test were bigger factors than
cost.

Another member questioned whether, even with it not being classed as a factor,
prices could be looked at. They noted that Manchester’s costs were higher than
Sefton and Wolverhampton, who they felt were the main issues with out of area
working in Manchester. The Licensing Unit Manager noted that a major challenge
was that there was no consistent, national model to consider fees. Manchester
operated a full cost recovery model which meant that Manchester did not seek to
make a profit but to recover all costs. Some authority’s do not operate that model.
Others with high number of Licenses can also reduce costs due to that. It was noted
that in Manchester, fees had not increased for at least five years so had technically
reduced in real terms. Another reason for licence holders not choosing Manchester
was that they felt there was more chance of being caught doing something they
should not be in Manchester. This was due to the proactiveness of the Licensing Unit
in Manchester.

The Chair noted that this was something that could be investigated in the next review
but noted that members needed to consider the work of the Licensing Unit and their
proactiveness in ensuring safety of the public.

The Chair then invited members of the trade and their representatives to address the
Committee for three minutes each.

A member of the National Private Hire and Taxi Association addressed the
Committee, stating that they felt price was a factor. They were largely in support of
most of the report, noting that the removal of certain stickers had been a

longstanding issue, particularly bonnet stickers. They raised an alternative
suggestion that licence holders had a sign in their windscreen to show which operator
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they were working for at any time. The representative noted that the report asked the
Committee to instruct consultation on further policy revisions at 4.2. They requested
that the Committee consider them during the meeting.

The Licensing Unit Manager responded that they intended to bring a review of the
plate requirements and felt that the windscreen sign was a helpful suggestion. The
Licensing Unit Manager still asked Committee to await a further report before
considering items at 4.2.

A second member of the National Private Hire and Taxi Association addressed the
Committee, noting their support for the removal f bonnet and window stickers.

The Chair clarified that the report did not recommend the removal of all stickers, and
if the current sticker requirements restricted a licence holders’ ability to work for
multiple operators. The Licensing Unit Manager confirmed that to be correct.

A representative of GMB felt that this was a good report that had included
engagement with the trade. They accepted the need for a Manchester City Council
logo on the car.

A member of the trade representing drivers at the Airport noted that stickers provide
public safety by allowing customers to know the car they are getting into. They felt
that Manchester had lost 1,000’s of Licensed drivers and that there was at least
4,000 Wolverhampton Licensed vehicles working in Greater Manchester.

The Chair clarified that whilst Manchester had lost some Licensed drivers, the figure
was not in the 1,000’s.

Decision

The Committee approved the following policy revisions:

1) Remove the requirement for Operator stickers on private hire vehicles

2) Remove the requirement for bonnet stickers on private hire vehicles

3) Introduce a requirement for Council issued sticker to be displayed on
the rear door of a private hire vehicle

4) Remove the routes section (Paper 2) of the private hire driver test, and
the test fee adjusted accordingly.

5) Remove the requirement for a coming on to fleet age limit within both
the Hackney and Private Hire vehicle policies

6) Extend the current emissions compliant date for the existing hackney
and private hire vehicle fleets to 1 April 2026

The Committee also instructed officers to consult on the further policy revisions as
outlined at 4.2 of the report.

(Councillor Flanagan had withdrew from the meeting, taking no part in the discussion
or decision-making on this item due to a Pecuniary interest).
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