Matter 3C: Casinos

New East Manchester Ltd. (Participant no: 728)

Matter 3C: Casinos

‘Is the approach to casinos in paragraph 8.33 of the draft RSS appropriate?’
A) Introduction

1) New East Manchester (NEM)  shares the view with the NWRA and NWDA that a development such as a regional casino is a positive asset for the region and will create significant regeneration benefits.  Additionally, NEM regrets but must accept the decision by Government to restrict the number of regional casinos to one pilot at present.
2) It must be stressed that it is the Advisory Panel’s task to recommend to the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport the areas where the one regional casino and eight large and eight small casinos would best be located. The primary criterion, as laid down by the Secretary of State is:
-  to ensure that locations satisfy the need for the best possible test of social impact (which may require a range of locations of different kinds such as seaside resorts, edge of town developments or inner city centres) Subject to that, the Secretary of State has also asked the Panel;

-  to include areas in need of regeneration (as measured by unemployment and other social deprivation data) and which are likely to benefit in these terms from a new casino;

-  to ensure that those areas selected are willing to license a new casino.
3) New East Manchester also notes that regional agencies in other districts, namely the Government Office For The West Midlands and the Government Office For Yorkshire And The Humber, have clearly stated that they do not feel that it is appropriate to favouritise one regional location over another for a regional casino.  This information is openly available on the Casino Advisory Panel website.  It therefore calls into question the Government Office For The North West’s view that it felt the need to identify a single site for such a development within the region.  
4) 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.
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5) Research into market demand, by Pion Economics and used as the sole rational base for RSS policy W8, fails to address such issues but rather seeks to prioritise Blackpool based on the view that the ‘economy is less buoyant’ than that of Manchester.  
6) It is also noted that the draft RSS does not prioritise a specific location for any other type of development, further justifying the view that Policy W8 is wholly inappropriate.
B) The Manchester Case

7) Manchester is confident that it has a strong case which is currently under consideration by the Casino Advisory Panel following submission of a series of written applications and then an examination in public.  The very fact that it has been short listed for assessment endorses the city as one of the eight strongest applicants in the country.  
8) Manchester currently ranks as the third most deprived local authority in the country and east Manchester has 25 of the 100 most deprived neighbourhoods in England as defined by the Government’s indices of multiple deprivation.  Accessing sustainable employment is a critical factor in ensuring the well-being of the city’s residents.  There are clear links between worklessness, poor health, low educational attainment, neighbourhood depopulation and crime.  Manchester recognises the need to improve the employment prospects of its residents as a crucial step in tackling broader deprivation, to ensure that all its residents are able to benefit from the economic opportunities available to them.  

9) It must be stressed that the significant economic and social achievements progressed by Manchester City Council and New East Manchester do not mitigate the profound need for regeneration that still exists in parts of the city, particularly in east Manchester.  It is an over-simplification to assume that Manchester is ‘regenerated’, or that the economy of east Manchester is likely to deliver objectively less net benefit from the regional casino than the economy of Blackpool.  A regional casino development at Sportcity has far greater potential for employment growth and broader regeneration benefits than any other feasible use of this site.  
10) Manchester City Council and New East Manchester have recently been independently appraised by the European Institute for Urban Affairs.  The report praises the performance of New East Manchester and seeks to outline the achievements to date.  The report highlights the track record of delivery in east Manchester of major regeneration projects, and praises the well managed and community-focussed approach to regeneration that New East Manchester has adopted.  In many cases, regeneration initiatives pioneered by New East Manchester have since been adopted as best practice by other regeneration agencies across the country.  
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11) It is worth noting that the track record and characteristics of the east Manchester area have not been taken into account by the RSS policy document or by the evidence base used to justify W8. 

C) Evidential base for policy W8
12) NEM feels that the Pion Report is both flawed and disingenuous.  It is not clear how the evidence base used in the document – itself questionable in places – can lead to the conclusion that Blackpool should be prioritised over Manchester for the location of a regional casino.  New East Manchester wishes to object to the Pion report for the following reasons:
a) The Pion report does not adhere to its own remit (as defined in page 4 of the report) and therefore inappropriately selects a single location for a regional casino in the northwest.  

b) The evidence base used by the Pion report is improperly interpreted and, in places, the assumptions made are not transparent or logical.  For instance it is not demonstrated, but rather assumed, that the majority of Blackpool’s demand will come from tourists travelling some distance to reach the resort. This assertion is far from proven, and New East Manchester has encountered much evidence – from both industry operators and collation of existing international research - to indicate that the majority of demand for a regional casino stems from a local drive time.  In order to produce any social benefits at all, casinos have to be commercially successful.

c) Wherever the Casino Advisory Panel recommend as a location for a regional casino, it must perform optimally as a pilot development to test social impact and deliver regeneration benefits.  There is no evidence that the Pion report has considered the suitability as Blackpool as a location for a pilot. Further research is required in this area to show that this issue and its implications have been considered by the Regional Spatial Strategy.  
13) In summary, our view of the Pion report is that its conclusions do not tie up with the evidence or analysis offered.  The language too shows signs of distortion – it is subjective in many of the assumptions it makes.  For the conclusions to stand up one would have to believe that 

i) 
A regional Casino can thrive on largely non-local visitors; and that 

ii) 
It is of greater benefit to the economy of the region to revive tourism in one quite tightly-defined locality than to achieve regeneration across a much bigger and needier population.
Matter 3C: Casinos

New East Manchester Ltd. (Participant no: 728)

D) Implications of W8
14) NEM is concerned that the statement in paragraph 8.33, “Opportunities for casinos in other locations should only be considered once the resort’s own casino development is completed an operating at a viable level”.  This implies that commercial viability, and therefore consequent regeneration benefits, are not likely to be established immediately but will instead rely on the development of untested and unidentified market attractors.  This further differentiates the casino development from that proposed in Manchester, whose commercial success and therefore regeneration potential is much stronger and likely to rapidly achieve commercial viability. 

15) Furthermore, NEM is concerned that W8 implies that “other locations” will only be considered once such viability is established at Blackpool.  Such a restriction, should Blackpool be awarded the casino license, would unnecessarily delay the potential regeneration benefits that would arise from additional regional casinos in other areas of need, and implies that Blackpool requires a monopoly position to achieve viability.  Blackpool in its submission to the Casino Advisory Panel expects that 93% of visitors to the casino will be tourists.  The eventual presence in the market of any additional regional casinos – inside or outside the region – would also have a critical impact upon its viability. 
16) Paragraph 8.34 states that a ‘casino cluster is central to the renaissance of the resort, as set out in the Blackpool Masterplan’.  Such an aspiration is currently outside of the realm of the Gambling Act 2005.  Given that many locations nationally are also seeking a regional casino license, NEM wishes to suggest that such an aspiration is unrealistic even in the medium and longer term if licenses – as they are likely to - remain severely restricted in number.  It is certainly outside of the remit of the North West Regional Spatial Strategy to articulate such an aspiration.

E) Suggested resolution
17) It is important that the promotion of the North West as an ideal location for a regional casino should be vigorously maintained by all regional agencies, and clearly the RSS is an important component of this.
18) NEM does not wish to undermine the clear and urgent need for regeneration in Blackpool, nor seeks to detract any value from the resort’s unique role in the region’s history and economy.  We wish only to be allowed to be judged on East Manchester’s needs and merits as a suitable location by the Casino Advisory Panel and to object to the RSS conclusions on W8, drawn as they are from a single, flawed report.  We therefore request that policy W8 adopts a more realistic approach, and unambiguously omits a preference to Blackpool as the regional priority and instead clearly states that, in the best interests of the region, the Regional Spatial Strategy supports both Blackpool and Manchester as appropriate locations for a pilot regional casino development.  
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19) New East Manchester also requests that further research, of a transparent nature and subject to independent review, be commissioned into regional casinos in the North West to provide an adequate evidence base to reliably inform the Regional Spatial Strategy.

New East Manchester Ltd.
September 2006
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