
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/CMS

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0321/P

	Development Proposed:
	Change of use from empty shop to walk-in taxi booking office and airport, minibus and disabled vehicle hire at 84 Lowergate, Clitheroe 

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No comments or observations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Environment Directorate (County Surveyor) – I have no objection on highway safety grounds in principle for the creation of a taxi booking office at this location.  However, I have specific concerns with the detail of this application and the proposed operation of this development.

Where a development provides for the creation of a single office unit specifically for the administration of a taxi booking service, involving the taking and relaying of calls, it is reasonable to place an appropriate highway condition that there must be no access to the office for members of the public or for its use as a meeting place for either passengers or drivers.  An application based on this premise would be acceptable.

This is to prevent the office becoming a focus for drivers to congregate, resulting in additional parking demand, noise nuisance and vehicle manoeuvres.  In this instance, it would also introduce additional activity throughout the day and into the early hours in an area of shared residential and commercial activity.  This could well be to the detriment of residential amenity.

However, I will object to the establishment of a walk-in booking office that serves the needs of commercial partners, ie ‘where customers can walk in and settle their accounts’, and passing custom ‘to walk in and make bookings’.  This appears to be directly contradicted by reference to the Cab Master system, whereby there is no need for customers to have direct access to a town centre booking office.

I am concerned that the convenience of a walk-in booking office is undermined when vehicles are stationed elsewhere and can foresee circumstances where this situation could be abused with vehicles being drawn to wait in nearby streets.

I am not convinced that it would be practical to suggest a range of conditions that would be necessary to monitor and manage the operation of a walk-in taxi booking office without these being based on unrealistic levels of enforcement.

On the basis of the information provided by the applicant and the nature of the operation of the proposed development, I am recommending refusal of this application on the grounds of highway safety and the detrimental impact on residential amenity.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	61 letters have been received from local residents (including many who are parents of children attending St Michael and St John’s School) plus letters from the School, from St Michael and St John’s Church and from the United Reformed Church.  Objections are expressed in all of the letters, principally on two grounds as follows:

1.
The majority of the letters object on the grounds of detriment to highway safety, especially danger to school children as a result of the increase in traffic and the likely parking of taxis in inappropriate and dangerous locations.

2.
Residents living in the immediate vicinity also comment that the proposal would be detrimental to their residential amenities in the form primarily of noise nuisance caused by the vehicles themselves and also by the customers often at unsocial night-time hours.

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policy G1 – detriment to highway safety and nearby residential amenity.

	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Planning permission was recently granted for the change of use of the former sun bed salon at 82-86 Lowergate into two retail shop units with a self-contained flat above (3/2009/0962/P).

This application seeks permission for the change of use of one of the shop units into a ‘walk-in booking taxi office and airport and minibus and disabled vehicle hire’.  In a supporting letter submitted with the application, the applicant comments as follows:

“I have found from my experience of running a private hire business that the majority of customers wish to have an office to come and pay for their bookings and I feel an office with a town centre location with a shop front will be of ease not only for customers but also beneficial for my company and generating more money in the Ribble Valley.  It will solely be used for customers to walk-in, settle their accounts and to make bookings by members of staff, not only do I feel this will safeguard the employees I have already got, but I will also be able to provide employment posts for several people within the Ribble Valley, which within the current economic climate would be greatly received.

No parking will be required for any vehicles as we are the only private hire company in Clitheroe and surrounding areas to operate a Cab Master booking system, where the booking are received by the operator, inputted into a computer system and then sent straight to the drivers by a system which is fitted in their vehicle.  My drivers when not on jobs will either be at my Whalley base or Barrow base so there will be no need for parking facilities.”

This stated intent, however, is contradicted by the requested opening times of:

· Sunday to Friday – 5pm to 1am;

· Saturday – all day – 8am to 1.30am (ie Sunday morning).

As stated by the County Surveyor, the need for a walk-in booking office is also contradicted by reference to the Cab Master system whereby there is no need for customers to have direct access to a town centre booking office.

The reality, therefore appears that the office would be a congregating point for people looking for a taxi, often in the evening/night-time hours that the office would be open, and is also likely to lead to taxis congregating in the locality waiting for the customers.  As such, the proposal would be detrimental to highway safety and also to the amenities of nearby residents.  I therefore recommend accordingly that planning permission be refused.

	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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