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     MATTER 3C

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

STATEMENT BY BLACKPOOL COUNCIL (RESP397) 

Matter 3C:  Casinos

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

3.1 As we stated in our response to the formal consultation on the draft RSS in June 2006, this Authority fully supports Blackpool being identified as the priority location for regional casino development in the NW and also the recognition in the supporting text of the intention of the Blackpool Master Plan to provide for a casino cluster in Blackpool’s resort core.  

3.2 Tourism underpins the local economy in Blackpool.  This is in contrast to the local economies of Manchester and Liverpool, which have other economic drivers, tourism being only one of many contributors to their local economies.  The Resort Master Plan for Blackpool is founded on the development of a cluster of regional casinos along with other major tourism attractions.  In view of this, this Authority believes that the long-term economic regeneration of the resort needs to be protected to ensure that the significant contribution to the North West’s economy of this potential World Class Destination is realized.

3.3 Whilst this Authority is not opposed to Manchester and Liverpool being identified as broad locations for subsequent regional casino development, such development should only be permitted if it can be demonstrated through casino impact assessments that individually and cumulatively, it will not adversely impact on the viability of casino development in Blackpool and the overall vitality of the resort thereby safeguarding sustained regeneration in Blackpool

3.4 The foundation for this policy is NWDA Casino Market Demand Study (2004) commissioned by the NWDA, NWRA and GONW from PION Economics to examine 1) market capacity in the North West 2) potential variation in impacts for a ‘standard’ development at different locations in the North West and 3) assessment of difference casino configuration ‘scenarios’.  At the time of study, the 8 regional-8 large and-8 small casino configuration was the applicable scenario provided by the legislation modus operandi and there was no instruction for the study team to outline a view for any preferred location.  Towards the end of the exercise, the configuration altered to 1-8-8 and the team was asked to express an opinion between the two highest ranked areas of potential benefit (Blackpool and Manchester).  Section 6.4.5 of the report outlines the basis of the opinion offered and is reproduced below for clarity.
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	Pion 2004 NWDA Study Commentary – Section 6.4.5

At the end of the day, Manchester and Blackpool are two broad locations within which a casino might be located.  Each can provide a rationale for development on regeneration grounds – Manchester with regard to its high levels of deprivation and Blackpool in terms of potential economic/tourism gains.  

The two are somewhat different, however, in the position from which they seek to move forward with development: 

· Manchester: 

· has had a visible resurgence in fortunes and has become a major service centre within the UK.  The levels of deprivation evident indicate that there remain issues with regard to matching opportunities and need on a local basis, but opportunities are in evidence;

· has a well defined and diversified local economy of which leisure/tourism is an important but not dominant component;

· Blackpool:

· is continuing to struggle against entrenched decline typical of many traditional resort areas in the UK.  Levels of deprivation are lower than those in Manchester but opportunities are also less extensive;

· has a local economy that is heavily dependent on tourism. 

Thus it seems that the options here pit the opportunity for localised regeneration in the context of a more diversified, buoyant economy against an opportunity to restructure the fulcrum of a less diversified economy in trend decline.  In these terms it is difficult not to assign a higher priority to Blackpool.


3.5 The findings of the study and its conclusions are robust and were accepted by all the sponsoring bodies.  Both Blackpool and Manchester are promoting casino development on the basis of regeneration need but, considered in the context of the wider economy Blackpool’s economy is less diverse and less buoyant than Manchester’s and therefore must be afforded a higher priority.  A regional casino in Blackpool will help re-structure our much less diversified and weaker economy, which is struggling against entrenched decline.  Manchester’s economy is improving significantly but Blackpool’s economy is getting worse but both suffer similar levels of deprivation.

3.6 The overall PION approach to economic impact modelling has also been subject to a process of peer review.  Professor Leighton Vaughan Williams, Head of Economics and Director of the Betting Research Unit at Nottingham Trent University, critiqued the PION model as part of a submission to the 2004 Joint Committee on the Draft Gambling Bill
.  Professor Williams, while 
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pointing that impact outcomes always depend on assumptions made, comments that ‘ The PION report presents a well-constructed economic impact study, albeit subject to the standard weaknesses and strengths of the methodology used.’ 

3.7 The assumptions in Blackpool’s bid to the panel relating to visitor numbers, visitor spend, origin and employment were generated by a bespoke study commissioned by Blackpool Council and prepared by PION Economics during 2006.  This more recent study is clearly informed by the previous work undertaken by PION Economics at national and regional levels.  It employs a range of assumptions, based on the best available information for visitor numbers, patterns, type and spend taken from the region’s STEAM model, but critically reviewed in the light of Blackpool’s proposal to site the casino within a leisure cluster, and additional information emerging from Blackpool’s discussions with casino operators.  The assumptions in the bespoke study also reflect Parliament’s decision to pilot a single regional casino. This would clearly present the Blackpool casino and the resort of Blackpool with an exceptional trading position that would undoubtedly impact upon visitor numbers, revenue figures, employment numbers, and stimulated investment.  Even if there were 8 licences distributed sensibly across the UK this would not have any significant impact on the assumptions used for Blackpool’s case.

3.8 The PION Economic Impacts assessment for the Blackpool Regional Casino has been subject to scrutiny at the recent Examination In Public on 8th September 2006.  We now await the report of the Casino Advisory Panel, which is expected at the end of the year.  Should the Panel decide to choose Manchester as the preferred location for the regional Casino, against all of the available evidence and contrary to the expressed support of the NWDA and NWRA, then there may need to be some re-wording of the Policy in order that the region does not lose out.  However, Blackpool will remain in most urgent need of casino-based regeneration.
3.9 Finally, this Authority supports the reference to the need for social impact assessments in the supporting text but suggests that reference also needs to be made to the need for economic and environmental impact assessments.  Whilst an economic assessment was carried out by NWDA and NWRA to establish the priority location for regional casino development within the Region, there will still need to be a requirement by any applicant to submit an economic impact assessment to ensure the maximum economic benefits are being achieved by any proposal.  
3.10 Suggest that paras 8.37 and 8.38 should be amended to read as follows:

‘It is important that casino proposals and schemes are subject to the full range of impact assessments.  These assessments should include economic, social, transport and environmental assessments, taking into 
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account any cumulative impact of casino development.  Where there is evidence that casino development may have an adverse impact, mitigation measure which can satisfactorily resolve the impact need to be included in any proposed development.’

� The Consequences of Gambling Deregulation in the UK: A Critical Review of Some Theory and Evidence, Volume III, EV739-EV743.


� The Consequences of Gambling Deregulation in the UK: A Critical Review of Some Theory and Evidence, Volume III, EV740
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