Respondent No.  531 (AGMA)
Matter No.   3C

Casinos


Is the approach to casinos in Policy W8 of the draft RSS appropriate?

1. AGMA does not consider the approach to casinos to be appropriate. AGMA supports the intention of Policy W8 that seeks to promote the development of Regional Casinos within the North West in order to maximise regenerative and other benefits.  However, whilst policy W8 importantly highlights the regenerative benefits of regional casinos, AGMA considers that the approach taken to restrict the potential development options to one location is inappropriate, inflexible and disadvantageous to both the North West in general and the Manchester City region in particular.

2. The Government policy statement on Casinos1 states: “In England, Regional Planning Bodies as part of their revision of Regional Spatial Strategies will need to consider possible broad locations for Regional casinos within their region”.

3. In addition, PPS11 sets out those considerations that need to be “taken into account by Regional Planning Bodies in the preparation of revisions to RSS”
.  Paragraph 1.3 states “The RSS should provide a broad development strategy for the region for a fifteen to twenty year period”. 

4. Paragraph 1.5 in discussing the level of detail expected in RSS states “….it is important that they strike the right balance between providing a clear strategic framework and avoiding unnecessary or inappropriate detail. The level of detail will vary depending on the particular policy topic concerned, the way in which the policy is to be implemented, and regional circumstances”. 

5. The delivery of the type of development covered by policy W8 is subject to separate legislative arrangements outside of the planning process that will determine their location. The level of detail therefore appropriate to the policy should respect those other processes that will deliver regional casino development.

6. Policy W8, whilst outlining broad locations, (Manchester, Liverpool and Blackpool) however goes beyond this and identifies Blackpool as the ‘priority’ location and then further restricts casino development in the other ‘broad locations’ until the “resort’s own casino development is completed and operating at a viable level” (paragraph 8.33).  The policy and reasoned justification clearly extend beyond the remit of RSS as identified in PPS11 and beyond that required by Government  in it’s Statement of National Policy. In addition RSS does not set out how it intends to monitor the viability of casino(s) in Blackpool in order to manage development of subsequent regional casino development in the region.
7. The NWRA acknowledges that draft RSS has potentially exceeded the role of Regional Planning Bodies as set out by Government by assigning a ‘priority’ location in the North West3, but defends this on the grounds that there is ‘nothing in the legislation, or subsequent policy statements which restricts Regional Planning Bodies from taking this approach’

8. Other regions have dealt with this issue more appropriately.  The North East RSS identifies broad locations and criteria that any proposal would have to meet.  The recently published North East Panel report proposed no changes to this policy
.  Similarly the Yorkshire and Humber RSS does not prioritise one location over another but identifies the urban areas of Leeds and Sheffield as most advantageous for regional casino development.

Implications of this approach for the North West and the Manchester City region. 

9. The Casino Advisory Panel may not conclude that Blackpool is the preferred location for the first Regional Casino, but that an alternative site in the North West is. In these circumstances, Policy W8 would not support the implementation of such a conclusion. It cannot be the legitimate purpose of RSS to obstruct the implementation of development identified by an independent Panel appointed by Government, however that is one very real danger of the current approach.  This potentially disadvantages the North West in relation to other regions bidding for a Regional casino, for if the Casino Advisory Panel place weight on Policy W8 they will only be considering one location not two in the North West, although they have indicated that two merit consideration.  Furthermore if the’ triple lock’  test, as outlined in the Technical Appendix5 carries any weight, the CAP will have to conclude that a location in Manchester would face more difficulty in securing planning permission as it would be contrary to RSS and therefore less likely to be delivered.

10. Similarly, as recognised within the technical appendix (page 53), the first regional casino is to be a pilot scheme, and the need for further casinos might be identified in the future.  Government has indicated that the ‘pilot’ casino would be reviewed after 3 years.  
11. The policy  requirement that no further casinos be developed pending the implementation of Blackpool, with other locations only being considered once the ‘resort’s own casino development is completed and operating at a viable level ‘ the policy would preclude, for example, regional casinos being developed within Blackpool and Manchester in tandem, or even during the lifetime of RSS as there is no explanation of how viability will be determined and by whom. This is considered to be an unnecessarily restrictive policy stance which could have the potential to hold back economic growth and regeneration in the northwest.

1 SDL/MCC/1 page 28 (Casinos: Statement of National Policy 16 December 2004 – appendix 3)
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