Manchester City Council – Matter 3C: Casinos


Written Statement of Manchester City Council 

Draft RSS policy W8

1. Introduction

1.1 The Gambling Act 2005 allows for the provision for three new types of casinos to operate in Britain. The Act currently allows licenses to be granted for one regional casino, eight large and eight small casinos. The differentiating factors between the three types are: the size of customer areas, numbers of, and type of prize, slot machines and other gambling facilities allowed. By definition regional casinos will offer the largest provision of customer area, slot machines and other gambling facilities. It is also expected that they will offer clear potential for regeneration. 
1.2 On the 30th September 2005 an independent panel (Casino Advisory Panel - CAP) was appointed to advise Government on the areas the new types of casino would be best located. Criteria laid down for the panel by the Secretary of State are: to ensure that locations satisfy the need for the best possible test of social impact; to include areas in need of regeneration, and which are likely to benefit in these terms from a new casino; to ensure that those areas selected are willing to licence a new casino
. 

1.3 Following significant interest from local authorities, the CAP short listed 8 proposals for regional casinos - including both Blackpool and Manchester - for further examination in July 2006. The Panel subsequently held 7 Examinations in Public – following the withdrawal of Brent Council – into the shortlisted proposals during August and September 2006. The intention is that the Panel will report to the Secretary of State with its recommendations by the end of 2006, although judicial review proceedings issued by the London Borough of Havering may prevent this. It is not clear when the CAP’s findings will be made public.
1.4 CAP also sought the views of Regional Planning Bodies on the “broad locations” for regional casinos.  It should be noted that the GLA had competing applications from London authorities, Brent and Greenwich, at the time of consultation but declined to prioritise between them. Elsewhere in England, RPBs and Development Agencies have sought to maximise the regenerative and economic benefits of regional casino development for their regions by defining criteria or a range of broad locations
. 
1.5 Once the casino licences have been granted and proposals have undergone the process set out in the Act, have obtained planning approval and are in operation, a period of testing will be undertaken to monitor social and regeneration impacts. In its policy statement on casinos the government state: 
“No earlier than three years after the award of the first premises licence, the Government will ask the Gambling Commission to advise on whether the introduction of the new types of casinos has led to an increase in problem gambling or is increasing that risk. If the Government, on the basis of the Gambling Commission's advice decides to propose that more casinos may be licensed then the Order providing for this will need to be approved by Parliament”.
 
1.6
There is no requirement in the Gambling Act 2005 or any Government guidance relating to it that states RPBs should identify the location of a single regional casino, this is role of the CAP.

1.7 Draft policy W8 and its reasoned justification prioritises regional casino development in Blackpool. It also seeks to protect casino development in Blackpool from other casino schemes until a cluster of casinos in Blackpool are operating at a viable level. 

1.8
It is inappropriate and harmful to the North West’s economy to prioritise one suitable location for a regional casino over another in the RSS because: 

•
there is no requirement to prioritise and it is contrary to national policy to do so;

· in the context of a national competition for one regional casino and any subsequent regional casino licences, it disadvantages the North West region by creating a planning impediment against Manchester and any other suitable location in the North West; and 

· there is no convincing evidence to support the priority given to Blackpool.

2. The Policy Context

2.1 PPS11 sets out those considerations that need to be “taken into account by RPBs in the preparation of revisions to RSSs”
. Paragraph 1.3 states “The RSS should provide a broad development strategy for the region for a fifteen to twenty year period”. Paragraph 1.17 states RSS should “establish the locational criteria appropriate to regionally or sub-regionally significant housing, business, retail and leisure uses”. 

2.2 Similarly the Government policy statement on Casinos states: “In England, RPBs as part of their revision of RSS will need to consider possible broad locations for regional casinos within their region”. 

2.3 In its response to CAP of the 7th April 2006
 the NWRA recognised that the Assembly:

“, as Regional Planning Body for the North West, supports the development of regional casinos in the following locations – Blackpool, Manchester and Liverpool,….” 

therefore recognising that Blackpool is not the only suitable broad location in the North West for a regional casino.
2.4
It is therefore inappropriate that draft W8 prioritises the location of regional casino development. The policy should instead identify those broad locations suitable for the type of development and set locational criteria in line with the advice contained in PPS11
 to allow local authorities to prepare relevant policies and identify appropriate sites within their development plan documents.

2.5
The delivery of the type of development covered by policy W8 is also subject to separate legislative arrangements outside of the planning process that will determine their broad location. The level of detail therefore appropriate to the policy should respect those other processes that will also govern regional casino development. The effect of draft policy W8 is to preclude any regional casino being developed in the North West unless and until a regional casino is operating viably in Blackpool, even in cases in which other locations are suitable and might otherwise be selected under the Gambling Act 2005 as currently enacted or as subsequently amended. Therefore, for example, if Manchester is selected following the report by the CAP, draft policy W8 will militate against advantage being taken of that choice for the benefit of the North West. Government Office for the North West have also rightly objected to the content of draft policy W8 in preventing other proposals shortlisted by CAP. This objectionable position will remain in any subsequent competition throughout the RSS period if Blackpool has not previously been chosen, militating against development that is in the interests of the North West regardless of the circumstances then prevailing.  
2.6
If the work of Pion Economics in assessing market demand and capacity for Regional casinos in the North West is to be relied upon, policy W8 fails to reflect its findings, in particular that “the North West has capacity to sustain a number of ‘regional’ casino structures.” 
 In assessing scenarios of regional casino development Pion states:

“two regional casinos in Manchester, Liverpool and Blackpool – is the highest ranking scenario. It generates highest job numbers, is likely to generate highest tourist gain and stands likely to most benefit deprived areas. Option D is a win-win-win option that secures maximum economic gain whilst balancing wider tourism regeneration and deprivation considerations.”

2.7
Draft policy W8 does not reflect PPS6 advice that “It is not the role of the planning system to restrict competition, preserve existing commercial interests or to prevent innovation”
. Draft policy W8 is clearly inappropriate having regard to the finding of the Pion report and the advice contained in PPS6. 

The Regional Economic Strategy

2.8 As with the development of the RSS, the RES whilst seeking to prioritise Blackpool for the type of development subject to policy W8, does not take into account legislative processes outside of its production. The RES alongside policy W8 have the potential to critically undermine significant economic gain to the North West region by placing an unnecessary and inappropriate restriction on this type of development in other locations outside of Blackpool. We understand that the NWDA wouldn’t want to lose this type of development to another region if Blackpool was not the chosen pilot location. Draft policy W8 may have that result.
Casino Market Demand Study June 2005 – Pion Economics

2.9 Draft policy W8 and its reasoned justification places considerable weight on the conclusions and content of the Pion “Casino Market Demand Study” commissioned by the Northwest Development Agency, Northwest Regional Assembly and Government Office for the North West in November 2004. 
2.10
The report is not transparent and does not justify its conclusions. In particular:
· what the number of visits to a casino in Blackpool would be, how they have been calculated , how the number of visits from beyond the region has been estimated and how the job numbers for a Blackpool regional casino have been derived are all opaque and unjustified. Some of the data used (when revealed) appears incorrect. 

· Under tourism benefits it is unclear and no explanation is given as to how PION came to the ranking conclusion of Blackpool and then Manchester. 

· There is a serious lack of transparency in the calculations, assumptions and conclusion of the Pion report. On this basis alone it difficult to place any confidence or reliance on its contents to inform policy making.  

· At best, according to the draft RSS [8.34], the study “ranks Blackpool alongside Manchester in terms of economic, tourism and regeneration benefits” – a conclusion which does not justify a policy giving overriding priority to Blackpool. 

· A preference is expressed for Blackpool on the grounds (as described in [8.34] and [8.35] of the draft RSS) that its economy is less buoyant and diverse than that of Manchester and that a casino “will be central to its renaissance” whereas in Manchester a regional casino is likely to be introduced “as part of a wider strategy for growth and development”. However, Pion in reaching their conclusion do not provide any commentary or analysis of the respective areas economies. On the basis of comparisons of multiple deprivation between Manchester and Blackpool alone, the conclusion fails to acknowledge that a regional casino located in Manchester would deliver greatest benefit to the Region. 

· The Pion report does not provide any analysis of social impact an important consideration in coming to a conclusion on a preferred location. 

2.11
There is no sufficient justification for giving Blackpool an overriding priority for the duration of the RSS period regardless of the circumstances, even if giving any such priority was consistent with national policy (which it is not) and even if such a priority may not damage the regional economy (which it may well do).

3.
Other matters

3.1
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. 

3.2
The inclusion of the ‘Blackpool Masterplan’ at paragraph 8.34 is unnecessary detail. It is also not clear what status this document has, to be incorporated into RSS.
4 Conclusion

4.1 Draft policy W8 fails to reflect national planning policy in PPS11 and PPS6, it does not take into account other legislative arrangements/processes under the Gambling Act including the work of the Casino Advisory Panel. It goes beyond a level of detail appropriate for RSS. 

4.2 Draft W8 is reliant on a study that has a questionable level of accuracy and transparency in reaching its conclusions. But even if this study may be relied on, the draft policy does not reflect its findings on locations and changes that may subsequently occur during the timescale of RSS. 

4.3 The draft policy has the potential to militate against the region capturing the regenerative and economic benefits of this type of development. In a scenario where a location in the North West is granted a licence for a regional casino before Blackpool draft policy W8 would place a significant impediment to the development of that facility. Draft W8 cannot, therefore be an appropriate approach for a RSS policy. 
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