NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Open Meeting Law (G.L. c. 30A, §§ 18-25), St. 2022, c. 107, and
St. 2023, c. 2, notice is hereby given of a public meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming
Commission. The meeting will take place:

Thursday | May 9, 2024 | 10:00 a.m.
VIA REMOTE ACCESS: 1-646-741-5292
MEETING ID/ PARTICIPANT CODE: 111 227 8564
All meetings are streamed live at www.massgaming.com.

Please note that the Commission will conduct this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. Use
of this technology is intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to the Commission’s
deliberations for any interested member of the public. If there is any technical problem with the Commission’s
remote connection, an alternative conference line will be noticed immediately on www.massgaming.com.

All documents and presentations related to this agenda will be available for your review on the morning of the
meeting date by visiting our website and clicking on the News header, under the Meeting Archives drop-down.

PUBLIC MEETING - #516

1. Call to Order — Jordan Maynard, Interim Chair

2. Meeting Minutes
a. August 4, 2022 VOTE

3. Administrative Update — Dean Serpa, Executive Director

4. Legislative Update — Commissioner Brad Hill
a. Review and follow up to January 2024 Legislative Recommendations Letter

VOTE
b. Discussion of MGC communication related to the Massachusetts House of
Representatives FY25 Budget VOTE
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5. Finance — Derek Lennon, Chief Financial Officer
a. FY24 3rd Quarter Budget Update — Commissioner Brad Hill; Derek Lennon,
Chief Financial Officer; Doug O’Donnell, Manager of Revenue; John Scully,
Finance and Budget Office Manager
b. FY25 Commissioners Budget Review — Commissioner Brad Hill; Derek
Lennon, Chief Financial Officer; John Scully, Finance and Budget Office
Manager; Grace Robinson, CAO to the Chair

6. Sports Wagering Division — Bruce Band, Director of Sports Wagering
a. Event Catalog Addition Request: Tomorrow’s Golf League (TGL) — Andrew
Steffen, Sports Wagering Operations Manager VOTE

7. Community Affairs Division — Joe Delaney, Chief of Community Affairs; Mary Thurlow,
Senior Program Manager; Lily Wallace, Program Manager
a. Community Mitigation Fund Applications

I.  Cambridge VOTE

II.  Chelsea VOTE
II.  East Longmeadow VOTE
IV.  Ludlow VOTE
V. Malden VOTE
VI.  Revere VOTE
VII.  West Springfield VOTE

8. Research and Responsible Gaming — Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and
Responsible Gaming
a. Presentation of an evaluation of the GameSense Program in Massachusetts
Casinos — Dr. Michael Wohl, Professor of Psychology at Carleton University

9. Commissioner Updates

10. Other Business - Reserved for matters the Chair did not reasonably anticipate at the time of
posting.
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I certify that this Notice was posted as “Massachusetts Gaming Commission Meeting” at www.massgaming.com
and emailed to regs@sec.state.ma.us. Posted to Website: May 7, 2024 | 10:00 a.m. EST

May 7, 2024

)

Jordan M. Maynard, Interim Chair

If there are any questions pertaining to accessibility and/or further assistance is needed,
please email Grace.Robinson@massgaming.gov.
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Massachusetts Gaming Commission

Meeting Minutes

Date/Time: August 4, 2022, 9:00 a.m.
Place: Massachusetts Gaming Commission

VIA CONFERENCE CALL NUMBER: 1-646-741-5292
PARTICIPANT CODE: 111 573 0532

The Commission conducted this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. The
use of this technology was intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to
the Commission’s deliberations for any interested member of the public.

Commissioners Present:

Chair Cathy Judd-Stein
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien
Commissioner Bradford Hill
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner
Commissioner Jordan Maynard

1. Call to Order (00:00)
Chair Judd-Stein called to order the 386™ Public Meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming

Commission (“Commission”). Roll call attendance was conducted, and all five commissioners
were present for the meeting.

2. Administrative Update (01:48)

Executive Director Karen Wells stated that a sports wagering bill had been approved by the
legislature and sent to the Governor to sign. She stated that the bill was not yet law as the
Governor had yet to sign it.

Executive Director Wells stated that should the Governor sign this bill there were a few
preliminary considerations for the Commission. She recommended that as part of the application
the Commission use the Business Entity Disclosure (“BED”’) form and the Multi-Jurisdictional
Personal History Disclosure (“MJPHD”’) form as they were used across the nation and would
expedite the process as applicants and investigators were familiar with these forms.


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk
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Executive Director Wells stated that the other expectation would be that the operator license
levels would be folded into the existing structure. She stated that this would create efficiencies in
the licensing process. She stated that the Commission would expect potential licensees to submit
job compendiums so that they could be entered into the OMAC system.

Executive Director Wells stated that the Commission should consider the IT certification of
mobile platforms to protect the integrity the mobile applications. She stated that the Commission
would also have to discuss vendor licensing. She noted that a hot-button issue in the industry was
how promotional play was handled for tax purposes, and that the issue would need to be
considered by the Commission.

Executive Director Wells stated that the Commission would also have to discuss what was
considered the gaming space for kiosk placement in retail sportsbooks. She stated that the staff
would continue to inform the Commission of any potential issues as they arise. She stated that
integrity was the key principle to the implementation and regulation of sports wagering.

Chair Judd-Stein noted that the Governor had ten days to act on this bill, and that the
Commission was respectful of that process. She stated that this meeting’s discussion was an
opportunity to consider what steps were necessary should the sports wagering law be passed.

Chair Judd-Stein stated that legalizing sports wagering did not create a new form of gaming, but
provided responsible gaming initiatives and consumer protections that were not available in the
illegal market. She noted that there was not a current vehicle for legal sports wagering in
Massachusetts. She stated that the process of implementing sports wagering and all relevant
topics would be in public. She expressed appreciation for the legislature’s confidence in the
Commission as a regulator for this industry.

3. Preparations for Matters Related to Sports Wagering Legislation Pending Before the
Governor (09:50)

a. Adoption of Revised Organizational Chart and Chief of Sports Wagering Position

Executive Director Wells stated that under General Law Chapter 23K, the Commission was
required to approve an organizational chart for the agency. She stated that the approval of the
organizational chart occurred on an annual basis. She explained that she had talked to sports
wagering regulators from other jurisdictions and recommended that the Commission have an
independent Sports Wagering Division. She stated that it would not be a large division, just a
Chief of Sports Wagering and some employees. She stated that the Sports Wagering Division
would work in conjunction with the other divisions, such as the Legal, Research and Responsible
Gaming, and Finance teams. The Proposed Revised Organizational Chart was included in the
Commissioner’s Packet on page 3.


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk?t=590
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Executive Director Wells recommended that the Commission provide conditional approval for
updating the organization chart, should sports wagering legislation pass. Commissioner O’Brien
questioned how enforcement mechanisms would be conducted if the Sports Wagering Division
was separate from the IEB. Executive Director Wells stated that the Director of Sports Wagering
position could be more clearly defined, and that any enforcement action taken with respect to
sports wagering would fall under the purview of the IEB. She stated that the Sports Wagering
Director would coordinate with other divisions in the Commission.

Commissioner O’Brien stated that the Sports Wagering Division should have some connection to
the IEB delineated on the organization chart. Executive Director Wells noted that the proposed
organization chart could be changed. Chair Judd-Stein stated that the Sports Wagering Division’s
placement on the chart seemed appropriate. Commissioner O’Brien agreed that the placement
was appropriate, but that she needed additional clarity regarding the enforcement component.
Chair Judd-Stein stated that the legislation as written contemplated the Commission as having
oversight of enforcement, and that the Commission would work with the IEB.

Executive Director Wells suggested that the Commission could draft a policy clarifying how
enforcement measures would be conducted for sports wagering. Chair Judd-Stein agreed with
this approach. Director Lillios stated that it made sense to clarify the enforcement issue through a
policy statement.

Commissioner Hill stated that sports wagering was a unique industry and that it was important
that the Sports Wagering Division be standalone in the organization chart. He noted that the
Commissioners had attended conferences on sports wagering in the past few months and learned
that other jurisdictions had concerns about the organization of sports wagering. He stated that he
agreed with establishing a policy regarding enforcement measures and the proposed organization
chart. The Commission reached a consensus in support of having a standalone sports wagering
division and developing a policy regarding enforcement.

Commissioner O’Brien moved that the Commission approve the organizational chart submitted
by Executive Director Wells and included in the Commissioner’s Packet and further discussed
here today. Commissioner Hill seconded the motion.

Roll call vote:

Commissioner O Brien: Aye.
Commissioner Hill: Aye.
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.
Commissioner Maynard: Aye.
Chair Judd-Stein: Aye.

The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.



Executive Director Wells noted that the Commission set forth a policy where the Commission

could choose to be involved in the hiring of high-level policy-making positions. She stated that
the job description for the sports wagering division had been drafted. She asked how much the

Commission wanted to be involved in the hiring process for this position.

Chair Judd-Stein stated that it would be helpful for the Commission to provide support to the
Executive Director for this hiring. She stated that she would work with the Executive Director to
work on the hiring process. She stated that once the job description was confirmed it could be
posted immediately once the sports wagering bill was signed. Executive Director Wells stated
that Commissioner involvement in upper-level hires had been a great success.

b. Review of Draft Licensing Application Outline (26:45)

Executive Assistant to the Chief Financial Officer Jaclynn Knecht stated that she reviewed what
other jurisdictions requested in the application process to gather information and best practices.
She stated that the information included in the Commissioner’s Packet included scoring
parameters, information required, and potential pertinent questions. The sports wagering
application outline draft was included in the Commissioner’s Packet on pages 6 through 18.

Commissioner Hill asked how long the application process would take. Ms. Knecht stated that
the general consensus on the application timeline was three to six months. Chair Judd-Stein
asked how the Commission should assess this information in light of the legislation sent to the
Governor. Executive Director Wells stated that the legal team would need to do a cursory review
of the legislation. She stated that there seemed to be a presumption of licensure for category one
sports wagering, but that category three would likely have a competitive process. She stated that
the legal department would put together a proposal and return it to the Commission for approval
on the application process and application form.

Chair Judd-Stein stated that many of the interested parties were familiar with the forms and
information expected, and that the timeline might be quicker as a result. Executive Director
Wells stated that information would be provided to prospective licensees so that they could begin
to compile information.

Commissioner O’Brien asked if the hypothetical timeline on page sixteen the Commissioner’s
Packet was the only sample timeline or if there were any other materials related to the timeline.
Ms. Knecht stated that the information was a sample for this meeting.

Commissioner Hill stated that he wanted the public to understand that the process of
implementing sports wagering would take time to do right. He stated that it will likely be longer
than anticipated by the public. Chair Judd-Stein stated that the Commission’s preparations put it
ahead of the game, but that the Commission would not compromise the integrity of gaming, or
the product being regulated. Commissioner O’Brien stated that the Commission would move


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk?t=1605

expeditiously, but consistently with its responsibilities as a regulatory body while maximizing
the benefit to the Commonwealth.

Commissioner Skinner stated that she agreed with Commissioner Hill and Commissioner
O’Brien’s comments. She asked if any other jurisdictions had adopted a temporary licensure
framework. Ms. Knecht stated that she did not specifically search for temporary licensing
information. Executive Director Wells stated that gaming vendors had a temporary licensing
provision, but that research would have to be conducted about temporary license models in other
jurisdictions. Commissioner Maynard stated that the Commission staff had been preparing for
the launch of sports wagering, but that it would require a review of the legislation and take time
to implement.

c. Overview of Regulatory Process and Timeline (44:56)

General Counsel Todd Grossman stated that there was a tremendous amount of planning and
preparation required for implementing a complex statutory framework. He stated that regulations
would animate directives, capture the intent of the statute, and incorporate the Commission’s
interpretations. He stated that the regulations would serve as a how-to manual for the regulated
parties and the Commission’s staff. He stated that a regulatory framework had been prepared
with priority levels for different regulations. He noted that there were existing technical
standards that the Commission could consider and adopt.

Deputy General Counsel Caitlin Monahan stated that she had created a spreadsheet tracking
everything required for the launch of sports wagering. She stated that sports wagering would
require approximately 225 regulations. She stated that an attorney would be assigned to each
regulation, and that the attorneys would work with stakeholders in drafting the regulation. She
stated that once the regulation was drafted, the legal team would approve it internally and
forward the regulation to the Commission to be discussed at a public meeting.

Deputy General Counsel Monahan stated that the spreadsheet also included sample regulations
from other jurisdictions that could be used as a model. She stated that the regulations had three
priority tiers. She stated that the first tier of priority was the application, licensing, and
technology standards. She stated that the second tier of priority was the internal controls and
responsible gaming. She stated that the third tier of priority was regulations that were less urgent
such as administrative regulations.

Deputy General Carrie Torrisi explained that after the drafting process, regulations enter the
formal promulgation process. She stated that notice would need to be filed with the local
government advisory committee. She stated that the local government advisory committee would
also have to be notified of the public hearing date. She stated that the regulation must be filed
fourteen days before notice of the public hearing can be filed with the Secretary of the
Commonwealth and fourteen days before publishing in the newspaper.


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk?t=2696

Deputy General Counsel Torrisi stated that the next step was to identify the date the public
hearing would be held and completing a small business impact statement to be filed with the
Secretary of the Commonwealth. She stated that the regulation must be published in the
Massachusetts Register at least seven days before the public hearing. She noted that the
Massachusetts Register runs on a bi-weekly publication schedule and that filings were due two
weeks before being published. She stated that if a regulation was filed on August 5, 2022, that it
would be published on August 19, 2022. She stated that this timeframe was factored into
scheduling a public hearing.

Deputy General Counsel Torrisi stated that the notice of hearing also needed to be posted to the
Commission’s website and published in a local newspaper at least twenty-one days before the
public hearing. She stated that public hearings were typically presided over by one or multiple
Commission members. She noted that the public could comment in person or in writing at a
public hearing.

Deputy General Counsel Torrisi stated that the draft regulation would then be returned to the
Commission with an amended small business impact statement for a vote to finalize the
promulgation process. She stated that the regulation would then be filed with the Secretary of the
Commonwealth’s office. She added that the effective date of a regulation was dependent upon
the Massachusetts Register’s bi-weekly publication schedule.

Deputy General Counsel Torrisi explained that the legislation had language referencing the
adoption of regulation by emergency. She added that emergency regulations could be filed
immediately and stay in effect for three months. She explained that during the three-month
period the Commission would progress through the promulgation process, after which the
regulation could be formally filed.

Commissioner Hill asked which circumstances would allow the Commission to file a regulation
by emergency. Deputy General Counsel Torrisi stated that under G.L. Chapter 30A, an
emergency regulation could only be filed when immediate adoption, amendment, or repeal of a
regulation was necessary for the preservation of the public health, safety, or general welfare and
that observance of the requirements of notice would be contrary to the public interest. She stated
that it was unclear whether the authority regarding emergency regulations in the sports wagering
legislation was broader than the authority in G.L. Chapter 30A. She stated that the legal team
was actively researching that issue.

d. Overview of Plan for Investigatory Process (1:03:53)

Director of Investigations and Enforcement Bureau (“IEB”) Loretta Lillios explained that the
IEB had taken steps to plan for conducting suitability investigations on entities and individuals
connected with sports wagering process. She stated that the IEB anticipated it would conduct
both a general integrity review and a financial stability integrity review. She stated that existing
processes and forms would lend themselves well to this process.


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk?t=3833

Director Lillios stated that a statement of work had been drafted to contract investigators for both
the background review and financial investigations. She stated that she was checking the
statewide contract list. She noted that she anticipated the hiring of a full-time financial
investigator to assist with overseeing the financial investigation. She stated that the requests for
hires would be reevaluated when the anticipated volume of applicants was known. She stated
that she expected to come to the Commission for guidance regarding the standard of review and
guidance regarding the licensure of vendors.

Commissioner Hill sought clarification as to whether this suitability process would be different
than the casino employee’s suitability. Director Lillios noted that the legislation allowed the IEB
to rely upon information gathered from investigations pursuant to G.L. Chapter 23K. She stated
that relying on existing information could save time. She noted that the IEB also outsourced the
casino investigations which were lengthy. She explained that the sports wagering legislation did
not set out a standard for the burden of proof like G.L. Chapter 23K did and stated that the
Commission would need to address that issue. She stated that temporary licensure may be a tool
the Commission could utilize to be more comfortable with the timeline.

Commissioner Hill stated that he did not want the Commission to lower its standards in terms of
suitability for the temporary license process. Chair Judd-Stein sought clarification regarding
suitability of entities. Director Lillios stated that the legislation envisioned both operator licenses
and occupational licenses. She stated that when scoping applicants the IEB reviews who was in
control of the company in terms of ownership and ability to impact the entity’s operations. She
stated that the Commission would scope the entity and determine which associated individuals
and entities would have to submit to the qualification process. She stated that occupational
licenses could be issued to entities that work directly with the sports wagering operator, and
those at supervisor level and above would be subject to licensure.

Chair Judd-Stein asked if the licensed vendors would be required to undergo suitability analysis.
Director Lillios explained that vendors would be required to submit applications and undergo a
background review commensurate with their roles. Commissioner O’Brien stated that she agreed
with Commissioner Hill that the Commission would not lower its standards for the temporary
licensure evaluation.

Commissioner Maynard asked if enough staffing was available for the background investigators
and financial investigators. Director Lillios stated that the legislation had a funding mechanism
which had the costs of investigation fall on the applicant. She stated that the IEB was looking
towards a contract solution rather than in-house hiring. She stated that there were initial
questions regarding the volume of applications and clarity required regarding vendors.

Commissioner Skinner stated that she shared Commissioner Hill and Commissioner O’Brien’s
concerns about wanting to ensure the Commission’s standards were met in each phase of the
application process. Chair Judd-Stein stated that the legal team was still reviewing the



legislation, and that the Commission was awaiting action from the Governor’s office before
evaluating the legislation as a group. Commissioner Maynard stated that the Commission would
be able to address the legislation more fulsomely once it was signed into law.

Executive Director Wells stated that she expected to come before the Commission with the Chief
Financial and Accounting Officer (“CFAQ”) to discuss the process that would allow for
additional hires to be added to the Commission’s budget. Chair Judd-Stein requested that the
CFAO attend the next public meeting to walk through the financial implications for the
Commission and the Commonwealth.

4. Commissioner Updates (1:27:17)

a. Plan for Roundtables with Licensees and Stakeholders

Chair Judd-Stein stated that if the Governor legalized sports wagering the Commission would
convene public roundtables to receive input from stakeholders. She stated that the Commission
would invite Encore Boston Harbor, Plainridge Park Casino, MGM Springfield, Raynham Park,
and Suffolk Downs to discuss plans for sports wagering. She stated that the first-round table
would be limited to existing licensees who were identified as potential sports wagering operators.

Chair Judd-Stein said that the Commission would have to develop questions to ask the
stakeholders. She noted that similar roundtables would be conducted for prospective mobile
sports wagering operators. She explained that the roundtables would be announced publicly, and
that those who would like to participate should reach out to the Commission’s staff. She stated
that the meetings would be streamed on the Commission’s YouTube channel and relevant
materials would be posted on the Commission’s website for public access.

The Commissioners reached consensus to schedule and host roundtables with sports wagering
stakeholders. Commissioner Skinner stated that she strongly encouraged participation from the
existing gaming and horseracing licensees. Chair Judd-Stein stated that some of the licensees had
already expressed interest in attending these roundtables.

Commissioner O’Brien stated that roundtables were helpful when establishing Covid-19
protocols for re-opening casinos. She stated that licensees likely would not want to miss the
opportunity to contribute. Commissioner Maynard agreed.

Chair Judd-Stein stated that she would like to receive input on how the Commission should
address consumer protections. Commissioner O’Brien stated that she would like the existing
licensees to share information with the Commission to the extent they can in order to help in
guiding and drafting regulations. Executive Director Wells stated that it also could be helpful for
the prospective operators to break out differences in implementing retail operations, as opposed
to mobile operations, and explain any potential differences in the timelines. Commissioner


https://youtu.be/r4q6ZV8yWkk?t=5237

O’Brien stated that she would like to receive information as to how the potential operators
planned to address responsible gaming as well.

Chair Judd-Stein stated that the first step was to reach out to licensees. She stated that the
licensees might be able to provide key topics for the Commission’s consideration that could help
frame the conversation. She noted that the Commission would wait for the Governor’s action
before determining the date of the roundtable, however. Commissioners agreed.

5. Other Business (1:36:54)

Hearing no other business, Chair Judd-Stein requested a motion to adjourn.

Commissioner Hill moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Commissioner O’Brien.

Roll call vote:

Commissioner O Brien: Aye.
Commissioner Hill: Aye.
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.
Commissioner Maynard: Aye.
Chair Judd-Stein: Aye.

The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

List of Documents and Other Items Used

1. Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated August 1, 2022
2. Commissioner’s Packet from the August 4, 2022, meeting (posted on massgaming.com)
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https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Notification-and-Agenda-8.4.22.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-8.4.22.pdf

TO:

FROM:

CC:
DATE:
RE:

Interim Chair Maynard
Commissioner O’Brien
Commissioner Hill

Commissioner Skinner

Grace Robinson, CAO to the Chair

Dean Serpa, Executive Director
7 May 2024

Legislative Items for Discussion

Below please find topics of discussion and a summary of language under consideration as a part of the
Massachusetts Legislature’s FY25 budget development process.

Letter re Amendments to Gaming, Sports Wagering and Horse Racing Laws

Attachments:
e January 30, 2024 Letter to legislature

In January 2024, the Commission submitted a letter to the legislature with proposed statutory
amendments to gaming, sports wagering, and horse racing laws within our purview including
the following recommendations:

Align sports wagering oversight with gaming oversight:

a. Amend G.L. c. 23K, 23N, and 128A to create a statutory exemption under the
Massachusetts Public Records Law for records received by the Commission from its
licensees that, in its discretion, are determined to contain trade secrets, competitively-
sensitive or other proprietary information, the public disclosure of which would place
the subject licensee at a competitive disadvantage.

b. Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 21(a)(7) to clarify the authority of the Commission to enter into
nondisclosure agreements with gaming licensees and the types of materials that may be
covered by such agreements.

c. Amend G.L. c. 23N to allow the Commission and the Investigations and Enforcement
Bureau (“IEB”) to obtain or provide pertinent information regarding applicants or
licensees from or to law enforcement entities or sports wagering regulatory authorities
and other domestic, federal or foreign jurisdictions, including the Federal Bureau of



Investigation, and to transmit such information to each other electronically. See G.L. c.
23K, § 6(e).

d. Add language to G.L. c. 23N affording the Commission the ability to direct sports
wagering licensees to provide to the Commission customer tracking data collected or
generated by loyalty programs, player tracking software, player card systems, or online
transactions similar to that required of gaming establishments under Section 97 of
Chapter 194 of the Acts of 2011.

2. Enhanced operational flexibility:

a. Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 61(b) to afford the Commission greater discretion to distribute
funds in the Community Mitigation Funds for the overall enhancement of host,
surrounding, and nearby communities to a gaming establishment.

3. Racing modifications:

a. Add language to G.L. c. 23K, § 60 authorizing the Commission to allocate a limited
percentage of funds annually from the Race Horse Development Fund for the
administration of the Commission’s Racing Division.

b. Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 60 to afford the Commission greater discretion to distribute funds
in the Race Horse Development Fund as may be deemed necessary to enhance the
interests of the racing industry and its participants.

c. Amend G.L. 128A, § 2 to afford the Commission the ability to set a deadline for the filing
of an application for a horse racing license for the following calendar year in lieu of the
existing October 1 date. Similarly, remove the November 15 deadline by which a
decision to grant or dismiss the application must be made by the Commission.

d. Amend G.L. c. 128A, § 5(h) to modernize the purposes and order of priority the
distribution of pari-mutuel taxes and other revenues collected by the Commission
relative to horse racing are expended. Similarly, amend G.L. c. 128A § 5B in conjunction
with section 5(h) to ensure a cohesive method of funding the Commission is established.

4. Responsible Gaming considerations”
a. Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 29 to reflect the use of modern technology and responsible gaming

principles relevant to providing patrons of a gaming establishment monthly access to
their total bets, win, and loss figures.



Language in Massachusetts House of Representatives FY25 Budget for Consideration:

iLottery

Attachments:
e Section 6 of H.4601
e September 12, 2017 Letter to Legislature

Section 6 of the House Passed General Appropriation Bill H.4601 amends existing law to
authorize the sale of online lottery tickets.

The FY25 Senate Ways and Means Budget, released on May 7, 2024, does not include language
related to online lottery tickets.

The House included a similar section in their FY24 budget; however, the Senate did not and it
was not included in the Legislature’s FY24 budget that was sent to the Governor’s desk.

Relevant Legislative History: In 2017, former MGC Chairman Stephen Crosby sent a letter to the
Chairs of the Joint Committee on Consumer Protection and Professional Licensure to outline
concerns that iteration of Commission had with similar bills to authorize online lottery. The chief
concern was the lack of definition of the term “lottery”. The letter also proposes a definition of
“lottery” for consideration.

ABCC:

Attachments:
e Section 29 of H.4601
e Redlined Version of G.L.C. 23K Section 2 with proposed ABCC section
e November 3, 2023 Letter from Todd Grossman and Kathleen Kramer
NOTE: The same letter was sent to both the House Committee on Ways and Means and
the Senate Committee on Ways and Means.

Section 29 of the House Passed General Appropriation Bill H.4601 would amend G.L.C. 23K to
give authority relative to the licensing of alcoholic beverages of certain establishments to the
ABCC.

The FY25 Senate Ways and Means budget, released on May 7, 2024, does not include language
related to the licensing of alcoholic beverages.

Relevant Legislative History: A amendment on the same subject was included in the Legislature’s
fiscal year 2024 budget that was sent to the Governor’s desk. Governor Healey returned that
section proposing a study. Interim Executive Director Todd Grossman and Senior Enforcement
Counsel Kathleen Kramer then submitted a letter to counsel of both the House Committee on
Ways and Means and the Senate Committee on Ways and Means to provide feedback.




Additional Legislative Update:

The FY25 Senate Ways and Means budget was released on May 7, 2024.

This budget does not include an appropriation for item 1050-0140, which is for payments to cities and
towns hosting racing facilities.

Through outside sections 25 and 26, the budget proposes the following redistribution of Gaming Funds:

SECTION 25. Section 55 of chapter 23K of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
striking out, in lines 6 and 7, the words “9 per cent of its gross gaming revenue” and inserting in place
thereof the following words:- 4.5 per cent of its gross gaming revenue to the General Fund and a daily
assessment of 4.5 per cent of said gross gaming revenue.

NOTE: This section halves the 9% daily assessment of PPC’s GGR to 4.5% and would result in an
additional cut of 6.76 M to RHDF.

SECTION 26. Section 59 of said chapter 23K of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
striking out paragraph (2) and inserting in place thereof the following paragraph:-

(2) 100 per cent of the revenue received from a category 1 license shall be transferred as follows:

a. 32 per cent to the Gaming Local Aid Fund established in section 63;
20.8 per cent to the Commonwealth Transportation Fund established in section 2277 of
chapter 29;

c. 19.4 per cent to the Education Fund established in section 64;

d. 13.2 per cent to the Gaming Economic Development Fund established in section 2DDDD of
chapter 29;

e. 6.1 per cent to the Local Capital Projects Fund established in section 2EEEE of chapter 29;

f. 5.5 per cent to the Public Health Trust Fund established in section 58;

g. 2 per cent to the Massachusetts Cultural and Performing Arts Mitigation Trust Fund
established in section 2HHHHH of chapter 29; and

h. 1 per cent to the Massachusetts Tourism Fund established in section 13T of chapter 23A.

NOTE: This proposed budget eliminates distribution to the Race Horse Development Fund and the
Community Mitigation Fund. Unlike the FY25 Governor’s Budget and the FY25 House Budget, this is not a
one-year adjustment and would amend M.G.L. c.23K.



January 30, 2024

The Honorable Karen E. Spilka The Honorable John J. Cronin
President of the Senate Chair, Joint Committee on Consumer Protection
(VIA EMAIL: Karen.Spilka@masenate.gov) and Professional Licensure

(VIA EMAIL: John.Cronin@masenate.gov)
The Honorable Ronald Mariano

Speaker of the House The Honorable Tackey Chan
(VIA EMAIL: Chair, Joint Committee on Consumer Protection
Ronald.Mariano@mahouse.gov) and Professional Licensure

(VIA EMAIL: Tackey.Chan@mahouse.gov)

The Honorable Michael J. Rodrigues

Chair, Joint Committee on Ways and Means The Honorable Barry Finegold

(VIA EMAIL: Chair, Joint Committee on Economic

Michael.Rodrigues@masenate.gov) Development and Emerging Technologies
(VIA EMAIL:

The Honorable Aaron Michlewitz Barry.Finegold@masenate.gov)

Chair, Joint Committee on Ways and Means

(VIA EMAIL: The Honorable Jerald Parisella

Aaron.M.Michlewitz@mahouse.gov) Chair, Joint Committee on Economic

Development and Emerging Technologies
VIA EMAIL: Jerald.Parisella@mahouse.gov)

RE: Amendments to Gaming, Sports Wagering, and Horse Racing laws

Dear Senate President Spilka, Speaker Mariano, Chair Rodrigues, Chair Michlewitz, Chair Cronin, Chair
Chan, Chair Finegold and Chair Parisella:

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (“Commission”) is grateful for the Legislature’s continuous
support and its efforts to ensure that the Commission is well-positioned to carry out its mission effectively.
To that end, the Commission has performed a comprehensive review of existing statutes within its purview
(G.L. c. 23K, G.L. c. 23N, G.L. c. 128A, and G.L. c. 128C), and proposes the statutory amendments that
follow. These proposals are collectively intended to help ensure that the Commission is able to efficiently,
fairly, and transparently execute its mandate while at the same time ensuring that it has a clear, modern,
and flexible statutory base from which to regulate. The following proposals are intended to serve those
ends:

Align Sports Wagering Oversight with Gaming Oversight

e AmendG.L. c. 23K, 23N, and 128A to create a statutory exemption under the Massachusetts Public
Records Law for records received by the Commission from its licensees that, in its discretion, are
determined to contain trade secrets, competitively-sensitive or other proprietary information, the
public disclosure of which would place the subject licensee at a competitive disadvantage
(Rationale- It is difficult for the Commission to engage in robust oversight of the regulated entities
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in the sports wagering or racing space without being able to access certain sensitive information
[e.g.- unaudited financial reports] that are otherwise not subject to an exemption to the public
records law. While there is some ability to protect certain information from public disclosure on
the casino gaming side, language more clearly outlining that authority would be beneficial.);

e Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 21(a)(7) to clarify the authority of the Commission to enter into
nondisclosure agreements with gaming licensees and the types of materials that may be covered by
such agreements (Rationale- Similar to the previous point, it is imperative that the Commission be
afforded the ability to receive sensitive information from its licensees in order to ensure robust
regulatory oversight. While there is some ability to do so at present, a clearer outline of such
authority would be beneficial.);

e Amend G.L. c. 23N to allow the Commission and the Investigations and Enforcement Bureau
(“IEB”) to obtain or provide pertinent information regarding applicants or licensees from or to law
enforcement entities or sports wagering regulatory authorities and other domestic, federal or foreign
jurisdictions, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and to transmit such information to
cach other electronically. See G.L. c. 23K, § 6(e) (Rationale- While this authority exists on the
casino gaming side and is a beneficial tool allowing a cooperative and efficient approach across
regulatory jurisdictions, no such authority exists in the context of sports wagering and may hinder
the Commission’s ability to secure information relative to its licensed entities or applicants.);

e Add language to G.L. c. 23N affording the Commission the ability to direct sports wagering
licensees to provide to the Commission customer tracking data collected or generated by loyalty
programs, player tracking software, player card systems, or online transactions similar to that
required of gaming establishments under Section 97 of Chapter 194 of the Acts of 2011 (Rationale-
The inclusion of this requirement in the casino gaming law was an important step towards
understanding gambling habits and related issues. Similar authority to require such information
should be afforded to the Commission in the sports wagering space.);

Enhanced Operational Flexibility

e Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 61(b) to afford the Commission greater discretion to distribute funds in the
Community Mitigation Funds for the overall enhancement of host, surrounding, and nearby
communities to a gaming establishment (Rationale- At present, the Commission may only
distribute monies from the Fund for the narrow purpose of assisting the host community and
surrounding communities in offsetting costs related to the construction and operation of a gaming
establishment. By broadening the scope for which funds may be distributed, greater benefit may be
achieved in the communities in some way affected by the operation of a casino.);

Racing Modifications
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e Add language to G.L. c. 23K, § 60 authorizing the Commission to allocate a limited percentage of
funds annually from the Race Horse Development Fund for the administration of the Commission’s
Racing Division (Rationale- The funding sources for the operation of the Commission’s Division
of Racing are generally insufficient to support the sort of robust regulatory oversight expected of
the Commission. Broadening the allowable use of monies from the Fund will benefit the entire
industry.);

e Amend G.L. c. 23K, § 60 to afford the Commission greater discretion to distribute funds in the
Race Horse Development Fund as may be deemed necessary to enhance the interests of the racing
industry and its participants (Rationale- At present, monies from the Fund may only be distributed
for three specific purposes: purses, breeding, and health and welfare benefits. By affording the
Commission greater discretion, funds may be awarded for other beneficial uses including the
development of a new race track.);

e Amend G.L. 128A, § 2 to afford the Commission the ability to set a deadline for the filing of an
application for a horse racing license for the following calendar year in lieu of the existing October
1 date. Similarly, remove the November 15 deadline by which a decision to grant or dismiss the
application must be made by the Commission (Rationale- By prescribing artificials dates in the
statute, the Commission is forced to adjust its review to these artificial dates instead of setting out
a reasonable time period by which to effectively review a particular application. Affording the
Commission discretion to set the dates would be a benefit to all involved parties.);

e Amend G.L. c. 128A, § 5(h) to modernize the purposes and order of priority the distribution of
pari-mutuel taxes and other revenues collected by the Commission relative to horse racing are
expended. Similarly, amend G.L. ¢. 128A § 5B in conjunction with section 5(h) to ensure a cohesive
method of funding the Commission is established (Rationale- Given the changes in the racing
industry over the past decade, many of the expenditures identified in the statute are outdated.
Further, the Commission should be afforded discretion to expend the subject funds in the best
interests of the racing industry including for purposes of ensuring rigorous regulatory oversight.);

Responsible Gaming Considerations

e AmendG.L. c. 23K, § 29 to reflect the use of modern technology and responsible gaming principles
relevant to providing patrons of a gaming establishment monthly access to their total bets, win, and
loss figures (Rationale- The statute does not address the use of modern technology, like e-mail, and
does not contemplate responsible gaming related consequences of mailing a notice to a person’s
home. While the principles underlying this section of the statute are sound, the particulars should
be modernized to ensure the intended outcome.)

We appreciate your consideration of these important matters. The Commissioners and team are available
to discuss these proposals at your convenience.
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Respectfully submitted,

MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION

By:

Cwﬁ%[wm - ftun

Cathy Judd-Stein, Chair

e M. O

Eileen M. O’Brien, Commissioner

deage R A

Bradford R. Hill, Commissioner

Nakisha L. Skinner, Commissioner

A

Jordan Maynard, Commissioner

Cc: The Honorable Maura Healey, Governor
The Honorable Andrea Joy Campbell, Attorney General
The Honorable Deborah Goldberg, Treasurer and Receiver General
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SECTION 6. Chapter 10 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking out section

Section 24. (a) The commission is hereby authorized to conduct a state lottery and shall
determine: (i) the types of lotteries to be conducted; (i1) the prices of tickets or shares in the
lottery; (iii) the number and sizes of the prizes on the winning tickets or shares; (iv) the manner
of selecting the winning tickets or shares; (v) the manner of payment of prizes to the holders of
winning tickets or shares; (vi) the frequency of the drawings or selections of winning tickets or
shares; (vii) the types of locations at which tickets or shares may be sold; (viii) the method to be
used in selling tickets or shares; provided, however, that no tickets or shares shall be sold,
offered for sale or purchased from a licensed sales agent or the lottery commission by telephone
call; provided further, that said restriction on telephone calls for sales, offers for sale or purchase
shall not govern the transmittal of lottery information and sales through telephone services solely
between the lottery commission and its duly licensed sales agents; provided further, that the
commission shall authorize licensed sales agents to facilitate point of sale transactions using a
debit card; and provided further, that said commission shall prohibit point of sale transactions
using credit cards as defined in section 1 of chapter 140D and that point of sale transactions
under this section shall be subject to the restrictions pursuant to subsection (b) of section 51 of
chapter 18; (ix) the licensing of agents to sell tickets or shares; provided, that no person under the
age of 18 shall be licensed as an agent; (x) the manner and amount of compensation, if any, to be
paid to licensed sales agents; provided, however, that the amount of compensation, if any, to be
paid to licensed sales agents as a commission pursuant to this section shall be calculated on the
total face value of each ticket or share sold and not on any discounted price of any such ticket or
share sold; and (xi) such other matters necessary or desirable for the efficient and economical
operation and administration of the lottery and for the convenience of the purchasers of tickets or
shares and the holders of winning tickets or shares. The commission may operate the daily
numbers game 7 days a week. Each physical state lottery ticket or share shall have imprinted
thereon the state seal and a serial number.

(b) The commission may establish, and from time-to-time revise, such rules and
regulations as it deems necessary or desirable and shall file the same with the office of the state
secretary. The commission shall establish rules and regulations for lotteries conducted online,
over the internet or through the use of a mobile application that shall, at a minimum:

(1) require age verification measures to be reasonably designed to block access to and

prevent sales of lottery tickets, games or shares online, over the internet, through the use of a
mobile application or through any other means to persons under the age of 18;
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(1) limit sales of lottery tickets, games or shares online, over the internet, through the use
of a mobile application or through any other means to transactions initiated and received, or
otherwise made, within the commonwealth;

(ii1) allow any player to voluntarily prohibit or otherwise exclude themself from
purchasing a lottery ticket, game or share online, over the internet, through the use of a mobile
application or through any other means;

(iv) establish maximum limits for account deposits and transactions of lottery tickets,
games or shares conducted online, over the internet, through the use of a mobile application or
through any other means and allow players to reduce their own deposit or transaction limit at any
time;

(v) clarify that any cash deposited and unspent in a lottery account belongs solely to the
owner of the account and may be withdrawn by the owner at any time subject to the satisfaction
of controls or policies put in place to maintain security of customer funds and to prevent fraud
and unauthorized or unlawful withdrawals;

(vi) require the commission to implement promotional activities to encourage the
purchase of lottery tickets, games or shares through licensed sales agents; and

(vii) require within any online system a search function to find nearby licensed sales
agents offering lottery sales at brick-and-mortar retail stores in the commonwealth.

(c) Notwithstanding any general or special law to the contrary, the name, address,
transaction history, account balance or other personal or identifying information of an individual
who purchases lottery tickets, games or shares online, over the internet, through the use of a
mobile application or through any other means shall not be deemed public records of the
commission for the purposes of section 10 of chapter 66; provided, however, that this subsection
shall not prohibit the commission from using a prize winner’s name, city or town of residence or
photograph to publicize a lottery prize claim in excess of $600; and provided, further that this
subsection shall not prohibit the commission from maintaining, using or sharing such
information in the course of lottery-conducted investigation or an investigation by law
enforcement or in compliance with sections 28A or 28B.

(d) The commission shall advise and make recommendations to the director regarding the
operation and administration of the lottery. The commission shall report monthly to the
governor, the attorney general and the general court the total lottery revenues, prize
disbursements and other expenses for the preceding month and shall make an annual
independently audited financial report to the same, which shall include a full and complete
statement of lottery revenues, prize disbursements and other expenses, including such
recommendations as it may deem necessary or advisable, which shall be made available
electronically to the general public not later than the earliest date established for reports in
section 12 of chapter 7A. The commission shall report immediately to the governor and the
general court any matters that require immediate changes in the laws of the commonwealth to
prevent abuses and evasions of the lottery law or rules and regulations promulgated thereunder,
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or to rectify undesirable conditions in connection with the administration or operation of the state
lottery.

(e) The commission may carry on a continuous study and investigation of the lottery
throughout the commonwealth in order to: (i) ascertain any defects in the state lottery law or in
the rules and regulations issued thereunder whereby any abuse in the administration and
operation of the lottery or any evasion of said law or said rules and regulations may arise or be
practiced; (ii) formulate recommendations for changes in said law and the rules and regulations
promulgated thereunder to prevent such abuses and evasions; and (ii1) guard against the use of
said law and rules and regulations issued thereunder as a cloak for the carrying on of organized
gambling and crime.

(f) The commission shall make a continuous study and investigation of: (i) the operation
and administration of similar laws in other states or countries; (ii) any literature on the subject
that from time-to-time may be published or available; (iii) any federal laws that may affect the
operation of the lottery; and (iv) the reaction of citizens of the commonwealth to existing and
potential features of the lottery with a view to recommending or effecting changes that will tend
to better serve and implement the purposes of the state lottery law.

(g) The concurrence of the chair and not less than 2 other members of the commission
shall be required for all official actions of the commission. A copy of the minutes of each
meeting of the commission, including any rules and regulations adopted by the commission or
any amendments thereof, shall be forthwith transmitted, by and under the certification of the
secretary thereof, to the governor.

(h) The commission shall have the power to issue subpoenas to compel the attendance of
witnesses and the production of documents, papers, books, records and other evidence before it
in any matter over which it has jurisdiction, control or supervision. The commission shall have
the power to administer oaths and affirmations to persons whose testimony is required.
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September 12, 2017

Chairwoman Barbara L’Italien

Joint Committee on Consumer Protection and Professional Licensure
24 Beacon Street

Room 109-E

Boston, MA 02133

Chairman Tackey Chan

Joint Committee on Consumer Protection and Professional Licensure
24 Beacon Street

Room 42

Boston, MA 02133

RE:  Online Lottery Legislation
Dear Chairwoman L’Italien and Chairman Chan;

Please allow this correspondence to address in advance certain concemns raised by the language of
the three lottery bills (SB 134, HB 135 and HB 26) currently scheduled for a hearing on September 19,
2007.

As you know, one of the policy objectives of the Expanded Gaming Act, M.G.L. c. 23K is
“enhancing and supporting the performance of the state lottery.” Thus the Massachuselts Gaming
Commission {(MGC) endeavors to work towards the mutual benefit of both the lottery as well as the
nascent gaming industry in the Commonwealth. While much of the current focus in the local gaming
community is centered on the construction of the casinos in Springfield and Everett, a number of other
gaming and gaming-adjacent issues were recently investigated by the legislature’s Special Commission
on Online Gaming and Daily Fantasy Sports. Specifically, the Commission concluded that the
legalization of online gaming was “inevitable™ and advised a cooperative relationship between the MGC
and the Legislature to address and investigate online gaming subjects prior to legalization. It is through
this lens that the MGC views the three bills seeking to establish an online lottery.

One of the common elements amongst the three bills is the lack of a definition of “lottery” or
“lottery games.” The MGC believes that the type of lottery products that will be offered online require a
definition to avoid future conflict with online casino gaming or other types of online gaming, to the extent
they are legalized in the Commonwealth. The lack of such a definition is problematic given the very
broad definition of a “lottery” in Massachusetts case law. Courts have broadly defined the term “lottery”
to include any activities that contain “(1) the payment of a price for (2) the possibility of winning a prize,
depending upon (3) hazard or chance.” See Com. v. Stewart-Johnson, 78 Mass. App. Ct. 592, 594
(2011), quoting, Com. v. Lake, 317 Mass. 264, 267 (1944). Utilizing this definition and failing to clarify
the exact nature
of the games that the Lottery Commission would be offering online would invariably lead to
confusion. The Special Commission was prohibited from discussing any lottery related topics;
however, it is critical to address this distinction prior to enacting legislation lest it lead to future
conflict between casino and lottery interests about the nature of the games each is allowed to
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The MGC believes that there are balanced approaches that would allow the lottery to expand
while at the same time acknowledging the likelihood of casino and other gaming interests advancing into
the online realm. One approach would be to define “online lottery games.” Below is a viable definition
that clearly identifies the types of games that the lottery would be able to offer online:

“Online Lottery Games” means the following types of online games offered through the
use of communication technology':

(a) Instant ticket or “scratch” games in which winners are determined by the purchaser
revealing various numbers, letters, characters, words, symbols or pictures on their
ticket and seeking to match the revealed images to the winning sequence as provided
by the rules of the game.

(b} Passive lottery games wherein purchased tickets bear pre-assigned numbers, words,
symbols or pictures. Winners in such games shall be determined by publicly held
drawings wherein randomly drawn numbers, words, symbols or pictures are selected
and tickets matching those numbers, words, symbols or pictures drawn shall entitle
the ticket holder to the prize indicated on the ticket and in accordance with the prize
structure established by the game rules.

(c) Active lottery games wherein an individual purchases tickets and chooses their own
sequence of numbers, words, symbols or pictures. Winners in such games shall be
determined by publicly held drawings wherein randomly drawn numbers, words,
symbols or pictures are selected and tickets matching those numbers, words, symbols
or pictures drawn shall entitle the ticket holder to the prize indicated on the ticket and
in accordance with the prize structure established by the game rules.

This definition provides clear guidelines for the expansion of lottery-style games into an online
forum without creating any confusion between the types of games offered by the lottery and casino games
that may arrive in the future. The MGC would be happy to discuss a collaborative approach towards
crafting legislation that advances all interests while minimalizing any potential for future conflict.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours

ephen P. Crosby L“r
Chairman

! Communications technology would be separately defined as: any method used and the components employed to
facilitate the transmission and receipt of information, including transmission and reception by systems using wire,
wireless, cable, radio, microwave, light, fiber optics, satellite or computer data networks, including the internet and
intranets.
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SECTION 29A. Section 2 of chapter 23K of the General Laws, as so appearing, is
hereby amended by inserting, after the definition of “gaming establishment”, the following 2
definitions:-

“Gaming establishment contract vendor”, as defined in section 1 of chapter 138.
“Gaming establishment self-owned vendor”, as defined in section 1 of chapter 138.

SECTION 29B. Said section 2 of said chapter 23K, as so appearing, is hereby further
amended by inserting after the definition of “slot machine”, the following 2 definitions:-

“Special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license”, as defined in
section 1 of chapter 138.

“Special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license”, as defined
in section 1 of chapter 138.

SECTION 29C. Section 26 of said chapter 23K, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
inserting after the word “establishment”, in line 5, the following words:- ; provided, however,
that a special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license and a special
gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license may be granted by the
alcoholic beverages control commission pursuant to section 79 of chapter 138.

SECTION 29D. Section 35 of said chapter 23K, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
striking out subsection (b) and inserting in place thereof the following subsection:-

(b)(1) If the bureau finds that a person is not in compliance with any order issued under
this section, it shall assess a civil administrative penalty. The penalty may be assessed whether or
not the violation was willful. In determining the amount of the civil penalty, the bureau shall
consider: (1) the nature of the violation; (ii) the length of time the violation occurred; (iii) the risk
to the public and to the integrity of gaming operations created by the conduct of the person; (iv)
the seriousness of the conduct of the person; (v) any justification or excuse for such conduct by
the person; (vi) the prior history of the particular person involved with respect to gaming
activity; (vii) any corrective action taken by the person to prevent future misconduct; and (viii)
any other relevant factors.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), any civil administrative penalty to be assessed for a
violation of sections 34, 34C or 69 of chapter 138 or 204 CMR 2.05(2), including any successor
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545  regulation, against a gaming establishment self-owned vendor or gaming establishment contract
546  vendor shall be determined by the alcoholic beverages control commission pursuant to
547  subsection (c) of section 64 of chapter 138.
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G.L.C. 23K Section 2

As used in this chapter the following words shall, unless the context clearly requires otherwise,
have the following meanings:—

"Affiliate", a person who directly or indirectly controls, or is controlled by, or is under common
control with, a specified person.

"Applicant", a person who has applied for a license to engage in activity regulated under this
chapter.

"Application", a written request for a finding of suitability to receive a license or engage in an
activity which is regulated by this chapter.

"Bureau", the investigations and enforcement bureau in the commission.

"Business", a corporation, sole proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company or any other
organization formed for the purpose of carrying on a commercial enterprise.

"Category 1 license", a license issued by the commission that permits the licensee to operate a
gaming establishment with table games and slot machines.

"Category 2 license", a license issued by the commission that permits the licensee to operate a
gaming establishment with no table games and not more than 1,250 slot machines.

"Capital expenditure", money spent by a gaming licensee to upgrade or maintain depreciable and
tangible long-term physical assets that are capitalized on the gaming licensee's books under
generally accepted accounting principles and excluding expenditures or charges for the usual and
customary maintenance and repair of any fixed asset.

"Cashless wagering system", a method of wagering and accounting in which the validity and
value of a wagering account, promotional account, wagering instrument or wagering credit, not
including a slot machine printed voucher, are determined, monitored and retained for an
individual by an electronic system operated and maintained by a gaming licensee which
maintains a record of each transaction involving the wagering account, promotional account,
wagering instrument or wagering credit, exclusive of the game or gaming device on which
wagers are being made, including electronic systems which facilitate electronic transfers of
money directly to or from a game or gaming device.

"Chair", the chair of the commission.

"Cheat", to alter the selection of criteria which determines the results of a game or the amount or
frequency of payment in a game.

"Cheating and swindling device" or "cheating and swindling game", (i) a coin, token or slug other
than a lawful coin or legal tender of the United States or a coin not of the same denomination as
the coin intended to be used by the gaming establishment while playing or using a slot machine
in a gaming establishment, except that a "cheating and swindling device" shall not include a
token or similar object which is approved by the commission; (ii) a bogus or counterfeit chip,
coin or die; a marked card; a computerized, electronic, electrical, mechanical or magnetic device;
a tool, drill, wire, key or other device designed, constructed or programmed specifically for: (A)
use in obtaining an advantage in a game; (B) opening, entering or affecting the operation of a



gaming device; or (C) removing from a slot machine, other gaming device or drop box any
money or other contents; (iii) a tool, drill, wire, coin or token attached to a string or wire, or an
electronic or magnetic device to facilitate the alignment of a winning combination; or (iv) a
gaming device that has been manufactured, serviced, marked, plugged or tampered with, or
placed in a condition or operated in a manner to: (1) deceive, or attempt to deceive, the public; or
(2) alter, or attempt to alter, the normal random selection of characteristics, the normal chance of
the game or the result of the game at a gaming establishment.

"Close associate", a person who holds a relevant financial interest in, or is entitled to exercise
power in, the business of an applicant or licensee and, by virtue of that interest or power, is able
to exercise a significant influence over the management or operation of a gaming establishment
or business licensed under this chapter.

"Commission", the Massachusetts gaming commission established in section 3.
"Commissioner", a member of the commission.

"Complimentary service or item", a service or item provided at no cost or at a reduced cost to a
patron of a gaming establishment.

"Conservator", a person appointed by the commission to temporarily manage the operation of a
gaming establishment.

"Credit card", a card, code or other device with which a person may defer payment of debt, incur
debt and defer its payment, or purchase property or services and defer payment therefor, but not
a card, code or other device used to activate a preexisting agreement between a person and a
financial institution to extend credit when the person's account at the financial institution is
overdrawn or to maintain a specified minimum balance in the person's account at the financial
institution.

"Credit instrument", a writing which evidences a gaming debt owed to a person who holds a
gaming license at the time the debt is created, including any writing taken in consolidation,
redemption or payment of a previous credit instrument.

"Division", the division of gaming enforcement in the office of the attorney general.
"Executive director", the executive director of the Massachusetts gaming commission.
"Gambling", the playing of a game by a patron of a gaming establishment.

"Game", a banking or percentage game played with cards, dice, tiles, dominoes or an electronic,
electrical or mechanical device or machine played for money, property, checks, credit or any
other representative of value which has been approved by the commission.

"Gaming", dealing, operating, carrying on, conducting, maintaining or exposing any game for
pay.

"Gaming area", the portion of the premises of a gaming establishment in which or on which
gaming is conducted.

"Gaming device" or "gaming equipment", an electronic, electrical or mechanical contrivance or
machine used in connection with gaming or a game.



"Gaming employee", an employee of a gaming establishment who: (i) is directly connected to the
operation or maintenance of a slot machine or game taking place in a gaming establishment; (ii)
provides security in a gaming establishment; (iii) has access to a restricted area of a gaming
establishment; (iv) is connected with the operation of a gaming establishment; or (v) is so
designated by the commission.

"Gaming establishment", the premises approved under a gaming license which includes a gaming
area and any other nongaming structure related to the gaming area and may include, but shall not
be limited to, hotels, restaurants or other amenities.

“Gaming establishment contract vendor”, as defined in section 1 of chapter 138.
“Gaming establishment self-owned vendor”, as defined in section 1 of chapter 138.

"Gaming license", a license issued by the commission that permits the licensee to operate a
gaming establishment.

"Gaming licensee", a person or entity who holds a gaming license under this chapter.

"Gaming position", a designated seat or standing position where a patron of a gaming
establishment can play a game.

"Gaming service employee", an employee of a gaming establishment who is not classified as a
gaming employee or a key gaming employee, but is required to register with the commission.

"Gaming vendor", a person who offers goods or services to a gaming applicant or gaming
licensee on a regular or continuing basis which directly relates to gaming including, but not
limited to, gaming equipment and simulcast wagering equipment manufacturers, suppliers and
repairers.

"Gaming vendor license", a license issued by the commission that permits the licensee to act as a
vendor to a gaming establishment.

"Governing body", in a city having a Plan D or Plan E charter the city manager and city council
and in any other city the mayor and the city council and in towns the board of selectmen.

"Gross revenue" or "gross gaming revenue", the total of all sums actually received by a gaming
licensee from gaming operations less the total of all sums paid out as winnings to patrons;
provided, however, that the total of all sums paid out as winnings to patrons shall not include the
cash equivalent value of any merchandise or thing of value included in a jackpot or payout; and
provided further, that "Gross revenue" shall not include any amount received by a gaming
licensee from simulcast wagering or from credit extended or collected by the gaming licensee for
purposes other than gaming; provided further, that the issuance to or wagering by patrons of a
gaming establishment of any promotional gaming credit shall not be taxable for the purposes of
determining gross revenue.

"Holding company", a corporation, association, firm, partnership, trust or other form of business
organization, other than a natural person, which, directly or indirectly, owns, has the power or
right to control, or has the power to vote any significant part of the outstanding voting securities
of a corporation or any other form of business organization which holds or applies for a gaming
license; provided, however, that a "holding company", in addition to any other reasonable use of
the term, shall indirectly have, hold or own any such power, right or security if it does so through



an interest in a subsidiary or any successive subsidiaries, notwithstanding how many such
subsidiaries may intervene between the holding company and the gaming licensee or applicant.

"Host community", a municipality in which a gaming establishment is located or in which an
applicant has proposed locating a gaming establishment.

"Impacted live entertainment venue", a not-for-profit or municipally-owned performance venue
designed in whole or in part for the presentation of live concerts, comedy or theatrical
performances, which the commission determines experiences, or is likely to experience, a
negative impact from the development or operation of a gaming establishment.

"Institutional investor", any of the following entities having a 5 per cent or greater ownership
interest in a gaming establishment or gaming licensee: a corporation, bank, insurance company,
pension fund or pension fund trust, retirement fund, including funds administered by a public
agency, employees' profit-sharing fund or employees' profit-sharing trust, an association
engaged, as a substantial part of its business or operation, in purchasing or holding securities, or
any trust in respect of which a bank is a trustee or co-trustee, investment company registered
under the federal Investment Company Act of 1940, collective investment trust organized by
banks under part 9 of the Rules of the Comptroller of Currency, closed end investment trust,
chartered or licensed life insurance company or property and casualty insurance company,
investment advisor registered under the federal Investment Advisers Act of 1940, and such other
persons as the commission may reasonably determine to qualify as an institutional investor for
with the purposes of this chapter.

"Intermediary company", a corporation, association, firm, partnership, trust or other form of
business organization, other than a natural person, which is a holding company with respect to a
corporation or other form of business organization which holds or applies for a gaming license,
and is a subsidiary with respect to a holding company.

"Junket", an arrangement intended to induce a person to come to a gaming establishment to
gamble, where the person is selected or approved for participation on the basis of the person's
ability to satisfy a financial qualification obligation related to the person's ability or willingness
to gamble or on any other basis related to the person's propensity to gamble and pursuant to
which and as consideration for which, any of the cost of transportation, food, lodging, and
entertainment for the person is directly or indirectly paid by a gaming licensee or an affiliate of
the gaming licensee.

"Junket enterprise", a person, other than a gaming licensee or an applicant for a gaming license,
who employs or otherwise engages the services of a junket representative in connection with a
junket to a licensed gaming establishment, regardless of whether or not those activities occur
within the commonwealth.

"Junket representative", a person who negotiates the terms of, or engages in the referral,
procurement or selection of persons who may participate in, a junket to a gaming establishment,
regardless of whether or not those activities occur within the commonwealth.

"Key gaming employee", an employee of a gaming establishment who is: (i) in a supervisory
capacity; (ii) empowered to make discretionary decisions which regulate gaming establishment
operations; or (iii) so designated by the commission.



"License", a license required under this chapter.

"List of excluded persons", the list of excluded persons maintained by the commission under
section 45.

"Lottery", the state lottery established in section 24 of chapter 10.

"Major policymaking position", the executive or administrative head of the commission and any
person whose salary equals or exceeds that of a state employee classified in step 1 of job group
XXV of the general salary schedule in section 46 of chapter 30 and who reports directly to the
commission or the administrative head of any bureau or other major administrative unit within
the commission and persons exercising similar authority.

"Non-gaming vendor", a supplier or vendor including, but not limited to, a construction
company, vending machine provider, linen supplier, garbage handler, maintenance company,
limousine service company, food purveyor or supplier of alcoholic beverages, which provides
goods or services to a gaming establishment or gaming licensee, but which is not directly related
to games.

"Operation certificate", a certificate of compliance issued by the commission to the operator of a
gaming establishment.

"Person", an individual, corporation, association, operation, firm, partnership, trust or other form
of business association.

"Promotional gaming credit", a slot machine or table game credit or other item issued by a
gaming licensee to a patron to enable the placement of a wager at a slot machine or table game.

"Qualification" or "qualified", the process of licensure set forth by the commission to determine
that all persons who have a professional interest in a gaming license, or gaming vendor license,

or the business of a gaming licensee or gaming vendor, meet the same standards of suitability to
operate or conduct business with a gaming establishment.

"Rewards card", a card issued to a patron of a gaming establishment that tracks the amount of
money or time spent gaming in order to determine the value of provisions or complimentary
services to the patrons at a gaming establishment.

"Slot machine", a mechanical, electrical or other device, contrivance or machine which, upon
insertion of a coin, token or similar object therein, or upon payment of any consideration
whatsoever, is available to play or operate, the play or operation of which, whether by reason of
the skill of the operator or application of the element of chance, or both, may deliver or entitle
the individual playing or operating the machine to receive cash, or tokens to be exchanged for
cash, or to receive merchandise or any other thing of value, whether the payoff is made
automatically from the machine or in any other manner, except that the cash equivalent value of
any merchandise or other thing of value shall not be included in determining the payout
percentage of a slot machine.

“Special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license”, as defined in section
1 of chapter 138.

“Special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license”, as defined in
section 1 of chapter 138.



"State police", the department of state police established in chapter 22C.

"Subsidiary", a corporation, a significant part of whose outstanding equity securities are owned,
subject to a power or right of control, or held with power to vote, by a holding company or an
intermediary company, or a significant interest in a firm, association, partnership, trust or other
form of business organization, other than a natural person, which is owned, subject to a power or
right of control, or held with power to vote, by a holding company or an intermediary company.

"Surrounding communities", municipalities in proximity to a host community which the
commission determines experience or are likely to experience impacts from the development or
operation of a gaming establishment, including municipalities from which the transportation
infrastructure provides ready access to an existing or proposed gaming establishment.

"Table game", a game, other than a slot machine, which is authorized by the commission to be
played in a gaming establishment.

"Transfer", the sale or other method, either directly or indirectly, of disposing of or parting with
property or an interest therein, or the possession thereof, or of fixing a lien upon property or
upon an interest therein, absolutely or conditionally, voluntarily or involuntarily, by or without
judicial proceedings, as a conveyance, sale, payment, pledge, mortgage, lien, encumbrance, gift,
security or otherwise; provided, however, that the retention of a security interest in property
delivered to a corporation shall be deemed a transfer suffered by such corporation.

"Wager", a sum of money or representative of value that is risked on an occurrence for which the
outcome is uncertain.

G.L.C. 23K Section 26

(a) Notwithstanding chapter 138 or any other general or special law or rule or regulation to the
contrary, the commission may grant, upon request of an applicant for a gaming license, a gaming
beverage license for the sale and distribution of alcoholic beverages to be drunk on the premises
of a gaming establishment; provided, however, that a special gaming establishment contract
vendor alcoholic beverage license and a special gaming establishment self-owned vendor
alcoholic beverage license may be granted by the alcoholic beverages control commission
pursuant to section 79 of chapter 138. The division of gaming liquor enforcement of the
alcoholic beverage control commission shall have the authority to enforce, regulate and control
the distribution of alcoholic beverages in a gaming establishment.

(b) The fee for the gaming beverage license and any renewals of the license shall be determined
by the commission. The application fee shall be remitted with the gaming application fee.

(c) Notwithstanding any regulation to the contrary, a licensee under this section may distribute
alcohol free of charge and for on-premises consumption to patrons in the gaming area or as a
complimentary service or item in the gaming establishment; provided, however, that the
commission, in consultation with the alcoholic beverages control commission, shall promulgate
regulations on such distribution and the forms of identification that may be presented to the
gaming licensee to demonstrate proof that a person has attained the age of 21; and provided
further, that such regulations shall include requirements relative to alcohol training certification
for an employee who serves alcohol at a gaming establishment.



(d) The request submitted to the commission for a gaming beverage license by an applicant for a
gaming license shall detail all areas where alcoholic beverages will be served within the gaming
establishment. In issuing a gaming beverage license, the commission shall describe the scope of
the particular license and any restrictions and limitations; provided, however, that the gaming
beverage license shall not permit the sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages between the
hours of 2 a.m. and 8 a.m.

(e) A gaming licensee shall be responsible for violations of the gaming beverage license in the
gaming establishment. The commission may revoke, suspend, refuse to renew or refuse to
transfer a gaming beverage license for violations of chapter 138 that pertain to the sale and
distribution of alcohol consumed on the premises and the regulations adopted by the
commission. If, at any time, a gaming licensee elects temporary suspension of its gaming license
due to violations of this section, the gaming licensee shall owe the commonwealth the average
tax on gross gaming revenue based on an appropriate period of time as determined by the
commission for the number of days operation was suspended.

(f) A gaming beverage license shall be nontransferable without prior approval from the
commission. If the gaming beverage license is cancelled, revoked or no longer in use, it shall be
returned physically, with all the legal rights, privileges and restrictions pertaining to the license,
to the commission and the commission may then grant the license to a new gaming licensee
under the same conditions as specified in this section.

(g) A license granted under this section shall not decrease the number of such licenses authorized
to be granted to the host community under chapter 138.

G.L.C. 23K Section 35

(a) The bureau may issue orders requiring persons to cease any activity which violates this
chapter, a regulation adopted hereunder or any law related to gaming in the commonwealth. The
bureau may, in its order, require compliance with such terms and conditions as are reasonably
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this chapter.

(b)(1) If the bureau finds that a person is not in compliance with any order issued under this
section, it shall assess a civil administrative penalty. The penalty may be assessed whether or not
the violation was willful. In determining the amount of the civil penalty, the bureau shall
consider: (1) the nature of the violation; (ii) the length of time the violation occurred; (iii) the risk
to the public and to the integrity of gaming operations created by the conduct of the person; (iv)
the seriousness of the conduct of the person; (v) any justification or excuse for such conduct by



the person; (vi) the prior history of the particular person involved with respect to gaming
activity; (vii) any corrective action taken by the person to prevent future misconduct; and (viii)
any other relevant factors.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), any civil administrative penalty to be assessed for a violation
of sections 34, 34C or 69 of chapter 138 or 204 CMR 2.05(2), including any successor
regulation, against a gaming establishment self-owned vendor or gaming establishment contract
vendor shall be determined by the alcoholic beverages control commission pursuant to
subsection (c) of section 64 of chapter 138.

(c) In addition to collecting any civil penalties recoverable under this chapter or any other
general or special law, the bureau may bring an action in the superior court to restrain, prevent or
enjoin any conduct prohibited by this chapter or to compel action to comply immediately and
fully with any order issued by the bureau. Except in cases of emergency where, in the opinion of
the court, immediate abatement of the unlawful conduct is required to protect the public interest,
the court may in its decree fix a reasonable time during which the person responsible for the
unlawful conduct may abate and correct the violation. The expense of the proceeding shall be
recoverable from the subject of the proceeding.

(d) Upon a recommendation from the bureau, the commission shall issue orders to condition,
suspend or revoke a license or permit issued under this chapter.

(e) The bureau shall issue an order to cease and desist any activity if the bureau finds that a
licensee has engaged in or is about to engage in an act or practice which constitutes a violation of
this chapter or any other laws of the commonwealth and may take such affirmative action to
effectuate the order. If the bureau finds that the licensee is engaged in an act or practice that
would cause irreparable harm to the security and integrity of the gaming establishment or the
interests of the commonwealth in ensuring the security and integrity of gaming under this
chapter, the bureau may issue a temporary suspension of the license.

(f) Any licensee who has been issued a temporary order of suspension by the bureau shall be
entitled to a hearing before the commission on such suspension within 7 days after the order was
issued. At the conclusion of the hearing, the commission may issue a final order to condition,
suspend or revoke the license in question.

(g) A licensee shall have the right to an adjudicatory hearing on an order issued by the bureau
under chapter 30A.

G.L.C Chapter 138 Section 1

The following words as used in this chapter, unless the context otherwise requires, shall have the
following meanings:—

"Alcohol", all alcohol other than denatured alcohol or alcohol described in section three hundred
and three A of chapter ninety-four.

"Alcoholic beverages", any liquid intended for human consumption as a beverage and containing
one half of one per cent or more of alcohol by volume at sixty degrees Fahrenheit.



"Alcohol-related incapacitation”, the condition of an intoxicated person who, by reason of the
consumption of intoxicating liquor, is: (a) unconscious; (b) in need of medical attention; or (c)
likely to suffer or cause physical harm or damage property.

"Club", a corporation chartered for any purpose described in section two of chapter one hundred
and eighty, whether under federal or state law, including any body or association lawfully
operating under a charter granted by a parent body so chartered, and including also any
organization or unit mentioned in clause twelfth of section five of chapter forty, owning, hiring,
or leasing a building, or space in a building, of such extent and character as may be suitable and
adequate for the reasonable and comfortable use and accommodation of its members; provided,
that its affairs and management are conducted by a board of directors, executive committee, or
similar body chosen by the members at its annual meeting, and that no member or any officer,
agent or employee of the club is paid, or directly or indirectly receives in the form of salary or
other compensation, any profits from the disposition or sale of alcoholic beverages beyond the
amount of such salary as may be fixed and voted annually within two months after January first
in each year by the members or by its directors or other governing body and as shall in the
judgment of the local licensing authorities and the commission be reasonable and proper
compensation for the services of such member, officer, agent or employee. Such club shall file
with the local licensing authorities and the commission annually within three months after
January first in each year a list of the names and residences of its officers, together with the
amount of salary or compensation received by each employee engaged in the handling or selling
of alcoholic beverages.

"Commission", the alcoholic beverages control commission established under section 70 of
chapter 10.

"Continuing care retirement community", a facility providing continuing care to residents as
defined by section 76 of chapter 93; provided, however, that such facility shall include a certified
assisted living residence pursuant to chapter 19D.

"Direct wine shipper", a person who sells, delivers or exports wine to consumers in the
commonwealth under a license issued pursuant to section 19F.

"Farmer-brewer", any person who grows cereal grains or hops for the purpose of producing malt
beverages and who is licensed to operate a farmer-brewery under section nineteen C;

"Farmer-brewery", any plant or premise where malt beverages are produced from the
fermentation of malt with or without cereal grains or fermentable sugars, or of hops, provided
that said hops or cereal grains are grown by the farmer-brewer.

"Farmer-distiller", a person who grows fruits, flowers, herbs, vegetables, cereal grains or hops for
the purpose of producing alcoholic beverages and who is licensed to operate a farmer-distillery
under section 19E.

"Farmer-distillery", a plant or premise where distilled spirits are produced, manufactured or
distilled.

"Farmer-winery", any plant or premise where wine is produced, rectified, blended or fortified
from fruits, flowers, herbs or vegetables.



“Gaming establishment contract vendor”, a vendor that contracts with a gaming establishment, as
defined by section 2 of chapter 23K, to sell or serve alcoholic beverages at the gaming
establishment for consumption on premises; provided, however, that a gaming establishment
contract vendor shall include, but shall not be limited to, a restaurant, bar or club; and provided
further, that a gaming establishment contract vendor shall not include a vendor that serves
alcohol in a gaming area to patrons who are actively participating in gambling.

“Gaming establishment self-owned vendor”, a vendor owned or operated by a gaming
establishment, as defined by section 2 of chapter 23K, that sells or serves alcoholic beverages at
the gaming establishment for consumption on premises; provided, however, that a gaming
establishment self-owned vendor shall include, but shall not be limited to, a restaurant, bar or
club owned or operated by said gaming establishment; and provided further, that a gaming
establishment self-owned vendor shall not include a vendor that serves alcohol in a gaming area
to patrons who are actively participating in gambling.

"Host brewer", a person or entity licensed pursuant to section 19 or 19C to manufacture malt
beverages who has entered into an alternating proprietorship arrangement with a tenant brewer
approved by the United States Department of the Treasury Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade
Bureau to manufacture or package malt beverages on behalf of the tenant brewer.

"Hotel", a building or part of a building owned or leased and operated by a person holding a duly
issued and valid license as an innholder, under the provisions of chapter one hundred and forty
and provided with adequate and sanitary kitchen and dining room equipment and capacity for
preparing, cooking and serving suitable food for its guests, including travelers and strangers and
its other patrons and customers, and in addition meeting and complying with all the requirements
imposed upon innholders under said chapter one hundred and forty.

"Licensing authorities", the commission or the local licensing authorities, or both, as the case
may be.

"Liqueur or cordial", all alcoholic beverages manufactured or produced by mixing or redistilling
neutral spirits, brandy, gin, or other distilled spirits with or over fruits, flowers, plants or pure
juices therefrom, or other natural flavoring materials, or with extracts derived from infusions,
percolations, or maceration of such materials and containing no less than two and one-half
percent sugar by weight.

"Local licensing authorities", the licensing boards and commissions established in any city or
town under special statute or city charter or under section four or corresponding provisions of
earlier laws, or, in a city having no such board or commission or having a board rendered
inactive under section eight, the aldermen, or, in a town having no such board or commission, the
selectmen.

"Malt beverages", all alcoholic beverages manufactured or produced by the process of brewing or
fermentation of malt, with or without cereal grains or fermentable sugars, or of hops, and
containing not more than twelve per cent of alcohol by weight.

"Powdered alcohol", a nonmedicinal product in powdered or crystalline form that contains
alcohol and is intended for consumption by direct use or when mixed with water or another
substance.



"Pub brewer", a person who is licensed to operate a pub brewery under section 19D.

"Pub brewery", a plant or premise licensed under sections 12 and 19D where malt beverages are
authorized to be produced and sold and where alcoholic beverages or wine or malt beverages
only are authorized to be sold for consumption on the premises according to commission
regulations.

"Restaurant", space, in a suitable building, leased or rented or owned by a person holding a duly
issued and valid license as a common victualler under the provisions of said chapter one hundred
and forty, and provided with adequate and sanitary kitchen and dining room equipment and
capacity for preparing, cooking and serving suitable food for strangers, travelers and other
patrons and customers, and in addition meeting and complying with all the requirements imposed
upon common victuallers under said chapter one hundred and forty. No advertising matter,
screen, curtain or other obstruction which, in the opinion of the licensing authorities, prevents a
clear view of the interior of a restaurant shall be maintained in or on any window or door thereof
after the said authorities have ordered the removal of such obstruction and have afforded the
licensee thereof a reasonable opportunity to remove the same.

"Ship chandler", one whose primary business is providing supplies and equipment to ships.

“Special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license”, a license that
permits a gaming establishment contract vendor to sell or serve alcoholic beverages at a gaming
establishment, as defined by section 2 of chapter 23K.

“Special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license”, a license that
permits a gaming establishment self-owned vendor to sell or serve alcoholic beverages at a
gaming establishment, as defined by section 2 of chapter 23K.

"Tavern", an establishment where alcoholic beverages may be sold, as authorized by this chapter,
with or without food, to be served to and drunk by patrons in plain view of other patrons, all
entrances to which shall open directly from a public way. The business conducted therein shall
be open to public view from the sidewalk level and the establishment shall be properly lighted.
No window facing a public way shall be obstructed by any screen or other object extending more
than five feet above the level of the sidewalk on which the establishment abuts, but in no event
shall any screen or obstruction prevent a clear view of the interior of said tavern.

"Tenant Brewer", a person or entity that has been licensed pursuant to section 19 or section 19C
or a license holder outside the commonwealth that is authorized to manufacture, export and
import malt beverages and has a transportation permit issued pursuant to section 22 who has
entered into an alternating proprietorship arrangement with a host brewer approved by the United
States Department of the Treasury Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau to manufacture
or package malt beverages at a host brewer's premises.

"Winegrower", any person licensed to operate a farmer's winery under section nineteen B.

"Winery", a plant or premise where wine is produced, rectified, blended or fortified from fruits,
flowers, herbs or vegetables, or where wine is bottled or packaged.

"Wines", all fermented alcoholic beverages made from fruits, flowers, herbs or vegetables and
containing not more than twenty-four per cent of alcohol by volume at sixty degrees Fahrenheit,



except cider containing not more than three per cent, or containing more than six per cent, of
alcohol by weight at sixty degrees Fahrenheit.

G.L.C. Chapter 138 Section 64

(a) The licensing authorities after notice to the licensee and reasonable opportunity to be heard,
may modify, suspend, revoke or cancel the license upon satisfactory proof that the licensee has
violated or permitted a violation of any condition thereof, or any law of the commonwealth. If at
any hearing a licensee is charged with serving or selling alcohol or alcoholic beverages to a
person under 21 years of age, written notice of said allegations shall be sent by the licensing
authorities to the parent or guardian of such person. If the license is revoked, the licensee shall be
disqualified to receive a license for 1 year after the expiration of the term of the license so
revoked, and if the licensee is the owner of the premises described in such revoked license, no
license shall be issued to be exercised on said premises for the residue of the term thereof.

(b) If it appears to the commission that a license has been issued under this chapter by the local
licensing authorities in excess of the quota prescribed by section 17 or in violation of section
16A or any other provision of this chapter, the commission shall, after notice to said authorities
and to the holder of such license and after reasonable opportunity to be heard, revoke such
license, whereupon such license shall be surrendered to said authorities, and the decision of the
commission shall be final and conclusive. The holder of a license so revoked shall not be subject
to prosecution for any sales theretofore made by the licensee under such license on the ground
that such license was illegally issued. The city or town whose licensing authorities issued any
license so revoked shall forthwith refund to the holder thereof the entire fee paid therefor and
authority is hereby granted to such city or town to pay the same out of any funds available.



(c) The commission after notice to the licensee and reasonable opportunity to be heard, may
modify, suspend, revoke or cancel a special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic
beverage license or a special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license
upon satisfactory proof that the licensee has violated or permitted a violation of sections 34, 34C
or 69 or 204 CMR 2.05 (2), including any successor regulation, or any condition of the license.
The commission may accept a fine or civil administrative penalty in lieu of suspension of the
license pursuant to section 23.

G.L.C. Chapter 138 Section 79 (New)

Section 79. (a)(1) The commission may issue a special gaming establishment contract vendor
alcoholic beverage license or a special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic
beverage license to a qualified applicant who is a gaming establishment contract vendor or
gaming establishment self-owned vendor as determined by the commission.

(2) The commission shall establish rules, regulations or guidance related to any requirements for
licensure pursuant to this section, including, but not limited to, any limitation on the purchase or
sale of alcoholic beverages by the holder of a license under this section and any authorized
sources pursuant to subsection (b).

(3) The commission shall deny any application of either a special gaming establishment contract
vendor or a special gaming establishment self-owned vendor that is not of responsible character.

(b) Any special gaming establishment contract vendor or special gaming establishment self-
owned vendor issued a special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license
or special gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license pursuant to this
section may purchase and sell alcoholic beverages from sources authorized by the commission
and pursuant to section 12, as applicable; provided, that said authorized sources shall be allowed
to sell alcoholic beverages to the special licenses as authorized by the commission and pursuant
to said section 12, as applicable; and provided further, that the commission shall promulgate
rules, guidance or regulations on said authorized sources.

(c) A special gaming establishment contract vendor alcoholic beverage license or a special
gaming establishment self-owned vendor alcoholic beverage license shall not count toward any

municipal quota and shall not be transferable.

(d) The commission may promulgate regulations, rules or guidelines to implement this section.



November 3, 2023

Molly Conneely, General Counsel
House Committee on Ways & Means

(VIA EMAIL: Molly.Conneely(@mahouse.gov)
Attorney Conneely,

We would like to take this opportunity to offer comment regarding proposed legislative language
related to enforcement of alcoholic beverage control in gaming establishments. The Massachusetts
Gaming Commission (“MGC”) is aware that this issue came up during the Legislature’s FY24
budget process and that it was ultimately returned with an amendment proposing a study of the
issue by Governor Healey.

Currently, the responsibility of enforcing such regulations inside gaming establishments lies with
the MGC’s Investigations and Enforcement Bureau (“IEB”). As you know, casino properties in
Massachusetts are permitted to serve alcoholic beverages on their gaming floors and in
establishments located inside of the casino properties such as restaurants and night clubs. To ensure
consistency and public safety, the IEB is responsible for enforcement both at locations operated
by the casino as well as other entities inside a casino. Indeed, by law there is one umbrella license
issued by the MGC to each gaming licensee under which all alcoholic beverages are served
regardless of location within the facility.

When there is a potential violation of the law or MGC regulations (205 CMR 136.00), the IEB
works with its gaming agents stationed at a given property to review evidence and consults with
the Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission (“ABCC”). The IEB then works with the licensee
and/or entity where a potential violation has been identified to understand the issue and potentially
issue corrective actions. These actions are tracked publicly to ensure transparency. The current
process of enforcement of alcohol regulations at gaming establishments ensures public safety,
licensee and vendor compliance, consistency, and transparency. The MGC would not recommend
making any changes at this time.

We appreciate the Legislature’s interest in understanding best practices related to enforcement of
alcoholic beverage control regulations at gaming establishments. If the Legislature desires to make
a change to the current practice, given the successful track record of enforcement, the MGC would
recommend first accepting Governor Healey’s amendment to comprehensively study the matter.

Should the Legislature move forward with changes, the MGC sees complications with the
proposed language that we have reviewed. The proposed language sets out different enforcement
mechanisms for entities located in the same gaming establishment by distinguishing alcoholic
beverages that is consumed on the gaming floor from other establishments. This change would

* %k k&

MHHH‘.[L'IILIHL'.“_H (_‘}‘.lTHiHH' (_..\HTH”ﬁHHi(HI
101 Federal Hrrmr, 12th I‘\Il'll'll', Hi'l.‘}f(flﬂ, Massachusetts 02110 | TEL 617.979.8400 | FAX 617.725.0258 | ww \\.IIIJI‘;%-_‘_‘\;IIIIiII_‘_"\.( 0in




likely create inequitable enforcement for the same types of violations as well as different
enforcement actions involving a single individual who consumed alcoholic beverages at multiple
locations on the casino property. The language you shared also presents inconsistencies by first
suggesting the IEB would determine a civil administrative penalty after consulting with the ABCC,
then later suggests any civil administrative penalty be determined jointly by the IEB and the
ABCC. It is important to note that the IEB already consults with the ABCC when there is a
potential violation of the MGC alcoholic beverage control regulations. This proposed language
would present practical challenges in terms of enforcement, compliance, and administration for
the MGC, the ABCC, casino licensees, and establishments inside casino properties that serve
alcoholic beverages.

Thank you for affording us the opportunity to provide feedback on this proposed language. The
MGC would be happy to make any member of our staff available for further discussion on this
matter, and respectfully request that no substantive changes be made at this time.

Very truly yours,

B~ _

Todd M. Grossman
Interim Executive Director &
General Counsel

A TN

Kathleen Kramer

Senior Enforcement Counsel
Investigations & Enforcement
Bureau
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MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION

MEMORANDUM

To:  Interim Chair Maynard and Commissioners Hill, O’Brien, and Skinner
From: Dean Serpa, Executive Director, and Derek Lennon, CFAO

Date: 5/9/2024

Re:  Fiscal Year 2024 (FY24) Third Budget Update

Summary:

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (MGC) approved an FY24 budget of $55.78M for Gaming, Racing,
Community Mitigation, Sports Wagering, and Research & Responsible Gaming Regulatory Controls. In the
first two quarterly updates we made the following adjustments:

e Increased spending projections of the Gaming Control Fund by $752.2K to address the declining
revenue stream in racing as well as for the costs we paid out to the independent monitor.

e Decreased spending projections for the Racing Oversight Trust Fund by $824.8K by shifting shared
and administrative costs off racing and onto Gaming and Sports Wagering to account for the
decreasing revenue stream from racing funding sources.

e Increased spending projections for the Sports Wagering Control Fund by $1.034M to account for a
portion of the shared costs shifted from racing, the costs associated with durable suitability for
sports wagering operators, as well as providing funding to the Office of the Attorney General

e Increased revenue estimates for the Gaming Control Fund by $76.4K for the costs of the
independent monitor and increased fees

e Increased revenue estimates for the Sports Wagering Control Fund by $1.4M for the additional fees
for operators’ durable suitability investigations.

In this quarterly update, staff is making the following adjustments:
e Decreasing the Gaming Control Fund spending projections by $292.3K for:
o The costs of the independent monitor that were paid in the third quarter of FY24;
o Shifting some grant funding to the consulting item; and
o Shifting GEU costs from Gaming to Sports Wagering.
e Increasing the Gaming Control Fund Revenue by $347.7K for reimbursements of the costs
associated with the independent monitor as well as billings for additional security details at EBH.
e Keeping the Sports Wagering Control Fund spending projections the same by decreasing payroll
projections by the same amount as the GEU costs that was shifted to this item.
e Decreasing Sports Wagering Control Fund Revenue Projections for lagging licensing fees.

Gaming Control Fund

Spending Update:

When the Commission approved the initial FY24 budget, it was with the knowledge that we did not budget
anything for the independent monitor, as that item is revenue-neutral (each dollar of expense is offset by

a corresponding dollar of revenue). We are increasing the spending projection by $257.7K for the
independent monitor bills paid between 1/1/2024 and 3/31/2024. We are increasing the revenue
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projection by that same amount. We are also moving $45K from the grant line in the Chief People and
Diversity Officer’s budget to the consultant line to pay for a portion of the licensee diversity audit. We are
moving $550K of GEU costs to the sports wagering account to reflect the work the State Police have done
in durable suitability reviews for the sports wagering operators. We will continue monitoring litigation
costs, and the IT data center move costs that were identified during the FY24 budget building process as
potential areas of exposure. As of this update, there are no additional funds needed to cover these costs
and they remain within budgeted levels.

Revenue Update:

The FY24 Budget for the Gaming Control Fund relies on fees from licensing, fees from slot machines, and
an assessment to maintain regulatory oversight of the gaming operations. Revenue projections are being
increased by $257.7K for the independent monitor bills that have been paid and billed to Encore Boston
Harbor in the third quarter of FY24. In addition, we are increasing revenue projections for reimbursements
for dedicated security at EBH by $90K. The impact of the revenue adjustments results in an increase in
revenue projections for the gaming control fund of $347.7K.

Sports Wagering Control Fund

Spending Update:

When the Commission approved the FY24 Sports Wagering Control Fund, it authorized $750K in additional
funding for staff to work with and keep the program running, without having to come back to the
Commission for each change it wanted to make. Through the first two quarters of FY24 the Sports Wagering
Division utilized $431K of the $750K set aside on four compliance officer positions and an extension of the
GLI contract. As of the close of the third quarter commitments against the set aside remain at $431K.

This quarter we are moving $550K of GEU costs from Gaming to this item to reflect work conducted by the
MSP into operator durable suitability reviews. We are decreasing the payroll item by the same amount as
we have only spent 36% of projected payroll at 75% of the way through the year on the Sports Wagering
Control Fund. This reduction will leave the payroll at ~43% spent at 75% of the year, leaving a cushion for
any unanticipated items that may arise between now and the end of the year.

Revenue Update:

As reported in the first and second quarterly updates, vendor and employee licensing fees continue to
lag the initial estimates. With three quarters closed out we are adjusting the revenue estimates down
by $325K for licensing revenue. We do not recommend adjusting the assessment on sports wagering
licensees currently because we do still have a cushion in payroll on this item as well as a balance of over
S300K in the $750K set-aside the Commission authorized at the beginning of FY24.

Attachment A to this document shows the initial budgets, actual spending, and revenue through the first
two quarters of FY24, as well as the recommended adjustments contained in this memorandum.

Conclusion:
We are making the following adjustments consistent with the details in this memorandum which do not
increase our budget:

e Decrease Gaming Control Fund spending projections by $292.3K;

e Increase Gaming Control Fund revenue projections by $347.7K; and

e Decrease Sports Wagering Control Fund revenue projections by $325K.

Attachment A: FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue as of 4/1/2024.
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FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue 4-1-2024

FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500001--Gaming Control Fund
MGC Regulatory Cost
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S 8,475,341.00 S 169,185.91 S - S 8,644,526.91 | $ 6,494,980.71 75% 75%
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN S 92,617.00 S - S - S 92,617.00 | $ 21,576.43 23% 75%
CC SPECIAL EMPLOYEES S 176,800.00 S - S - S 176,800.00 | $ 215,382.98 122% 75%
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX S 3,593,376.75 S 77,504.07 S - S 3,670,880.82 | S 2,850,243.50 78% 75%
EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES S 683,354.92 S - S - S 683,354.92 | $ 333,854.01 49% 75%
FF PROGRAM, FACILITY, OPERATIONAL SUPPIES S 20,000.00 S - S - S 20,000.00 | $ 5,131.15 26% 75%
GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL S 1,074,392.38 S - S - S 1,074,392.38 | $ 1,021,995.38 95% 75%
HH CONSULTANT SVCS (TO DEPTS) S 903,500.00 S 61,383.31 S 302,708.23] $ 964,883.31 | $ 1,015,250.07 105% 75%
JJ OPERATIONAL SERVICES S 11,391,530.56 S 388,377.37 S (550,000.00)] S 11,779,907.93 | $ 6,449,174.64 55% 75%
KK Equipment Purchase S 62,000.00 S - S - S 62,000.00 | $ 25,701.39 41% 75%
LL EQUIPMENT LEASE-MAINTAIN/REPAR S 47,807.90 S - S - S 47,807.90 | S 17,520.79 37% 75%
NN NON-MAJOR FACILITY MAINTENANCE REPAIR S 30,000.00 S - S - S 30,000.00 | $ 14,626.88 49% 75%
PP STATE AID/POL SUB/OSD S 150,000.00 S - S (45,000.00)] S 150,000.00 | $ 121,177.50 81% 75%
TT PAYMENTS & REFUNDS S - S - S - S - S - 75%
UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses S 4,213,112.43 S - S - S 4,213,112.43 | $ 2,551,126.45 61% 75%
MGC Regulatory Cost Subtotal: $ 30,913,832.94 S 696,450.66 S (292,291.77)] S 31,610,283.60 | S 21,137,741.88 67% 75%
r
EE--Indirect Costs S 2,549,564.19 - ) 55,756.33 $ - S 2,605,320.52 | $ 1,605,007.55 62% 75%
Office of Attorney General
ISA to AGO S 2,927,384.00 S - S - S 2,927,384.00 | $ 2,235,103.53 76% 75%
TT Reimbursement for AGO 0810-1024 S - S - S 363,255.70
AGO State Police S 996,738.55 S 996,738.55 | § 415,206.20 42% 75%
Office of Attorney General Subtotal: S 3,924,122.55 - ) - ) - ) 3,924,122.55 | $ 3,013,565.43 77% 75%
ISA to ABCC S 75,000.00 - ) - ) - S 75,000.00 | $ - 0% 75%
Gaming Control Fund Total Costs S 37,462,519.68 - S 752,206.99 S (292,291.77)] S 38,214,726.67 | S 25,756,314.86 67% 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Gaming Control Fund Beginning Balance 0500 S - S 1,406,566.97 §$ - S 1,406,566.97 | S 1,406,566.97
EBH Security fees 0500/Independent Monitor S - S 61,383.31 S 257,708.23] S 61,383.31 ]S 88,896.75
ENHANCED EBH Security fees S 50,000.00 S 115,000.00 S 90,000.00 | S 165,000.00 | S 249,374.30
Category/Region Collection Fees 0500 S - S - S - S - S -
Prior Year Independent Monitory Fees 500 S - S 6,317.66 S - S 6,317.66 | $ -
IEB background / investigative collections 0500 S 250,000.00 S (100,000.00) $ (120,000.00)] S 150,000.00 | $ 26,022.66
Phase 1 Refunds 0500 S - S - S - S -
Phase 2 Category 1 Collections (restricted) 0500 S - S - S - S -
Region C Phase 1 Investigation Collections 0500 $ - S - S - S -
Region C Phase 2 Category 1 Collections 0500 S - S - S - S -
Grant Collections (restricted) 0500 S - S - S - S -
Region A slot Machine Fee 0500 S 1,501,200.00 S - S - S 1,501,200.00 | S 1,501,200.00
Region B Slot Machine Fee 0500 S 898,200.00 S - S - S 898,200.00 | $ 898,200.00
Slots Parlor Slot Machine Fee 0500 S 536,400.00 S - S - S 536,400.00 | S 536,400.00
Gaming Employee License Fees (GEL) 3000 S 300,000.00 S - S - S 300,000.00 | S 185,600.00
Key Gaming Executive (GKE) 3000 S 10,000.00 S - S - S 10,000.00 | $ 6,000.00
Key Gaming Employee (GKS) 3000 S 80,000.00 S - S - S 80,000.00 | $ 66,000.00
Non-Gaming Vendor (NGV) 3000 S 50,000.00 S - S - S 50,000.00 | $ 43,200.00
Vendor Gaming Primary (VGP) 3000 S 30,000.00 S - S 120,000.00] $ 30,000.00 | $ 150,000.00
Vendor Gaming Secondary (VGS) 3000 S - S - S - S - S 5,000.00
Gaming School License (GSB)/LIQ S - S - S - S - S 500.00
Gaming Service Employee License (SER) 3000 S 75,000.00 S - S - S 75,000.00 | $ 34,200.00
Subcontractor ID Initial License (SUB) 3000 S 15,000.00 S - S - S 15,000.00
Temporary License Initial License (TEM) 3000 S 10,000.00 S - S - S 10,000.00
Assessment for PHTF S 5,000,000.00 S - S - S 5,000,000.00
Tranfer PHTF Assessment to PHTF S  (5,000,000.00) S - S - S (5,000,000.00)
Veterans Initial License (VET) 3000 S - S - S - S -
Transfer of Licensing Fees to CMF 0500 S - S - S - S -
Assessment 0500 $  33,648,719.68 $  (1,412,884.63) $ - |$  32,235835.05|$ 26,245,951.50
Misc/MCC Grant S - S - S - S -
Miscellaneous 0500 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00
Bank Interest 2700 S 3,000.00 S - S - S 3,000.00 | $ 5,071.38
Grand Total $ 37,462,519.68 S - S 76,383.31 $ 347,708.23 | $ 37,538,902.99 | $ 31,448,183.56
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
4000-1101 Research and Responsible Gaming/Public
Health Trust Fund
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S 334,980.49 S - S - S 334,980.49 | $ 245,779.98 73% 75%
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN S 7,250.00 S - S - S 7,250.00 | S 5,094.41 70% 75%
CC SPECIAL EMPLOYEES S - S - S - S - 0% 75%
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX S 146,466.23 S - S - S 146,466.23 | S 111,362.93 76% 75%
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FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue 4-1-2024

EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES S 420,902.90 S - S - S 420,902.90 | $ 296,463.75 70% 75%
FF PROGRAMMATIC FACILITY OPERATONAL SUPPLIES S 1,000.00 S - S - S 1,000.00 - 0% 75%
HH CONSULTANT SVCS (TO DEPTS) S 3,655,000.00 S - S - S 3,655,000.00 | $ 2,498,675.37 68% 75%
JJ OPERATIONAL SERVICES S 15,000.00 S - S - S 15,000.00 | $ 515.81 3% 75%
MM PURCHASED CLIENT/PROGRAM SVCS S - S - S - S - 0% 75%
PP STATE AID/POL SUB S 1,320,000.00 S - S - S 1,320,000.00 | S 651,141.31 49% 75%
UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
ISA to DPH S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
Research and Responsible Gaming/Public Health Trust
Fund Subtotal: S 5,900,599.62 $ = S = $ - S 5,900,599.62 | $  3,809,033.56 65% 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Public Health Trust Fund ISA S 4,575,000.00 S 2,103,781.92 S - S 6,678,781.92 | $ 6,678,781.92
Current Budget
Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500002
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date % BFY
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments [(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
Greyhound Balance Forward Simulcast 7200 S 500,000.00 $ 776,129.08 $ - S - S 500,000.00 | $ 776,129.08
Plainridge Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00 | $ 7,349.52
Raynham Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S 20,000.00 S - S - S 20,000.00 | $ 24,387.06
Suffolk Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00 | S 5,843.37
TVG Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00 | $ -
TWS Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S 2,000.00 S 2,000.00 | S 4,248.84
Wonderland Greyhound Import Simulcast 7200 S - S - S - S - S 3.55
$ 537,000.00 $  776,129.08 $ - $ - |$ 537,000.00 | $ 817,961.42
~ BudgetProjections
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
1050003
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S 816,563.62 S (255,202.49) S - S 561,361.13 | $ 405,646.00 72% 75%
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN S 13,000.00 S - S - S 13,000.00 | $ 228.65 2% 75%
CC SPECIAL EMPLOYEES $ 487,240.00 S - S - S 487,240.00 | $ 245,831.20 50% 75%
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX S 352,245.95 S (116,908.26) S - S 235,337.69 | S 187,280.17 80% 75%
EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES S 42,385.00 S - S - S 42,385.00 S 22,505.29 53% 75%
FF PROGRAMMATIC FACILITY OPERATONAL SUPPLIES S 42,000.00 S - S - S 42,000.00 | S - 0% 75%
HH CONSULTANT SVCS (TO DEPTS) S 25,000.00 S - S 25,000.00 | $ - 0% 75%
JJ OPERATIONAL SERVICES S 784,877.37 S (388,377.37) S - S 396,500.00 | $ 205,182.82 52% 75%
KK EQUIPMENT PURCHASES S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
LL EQUIPMENT LEASE-MAINTAIN/REPAR S 915.00 S - S - S 915.00 0% 75%
MM PURCHASED CLIENT/PROGRAM SVCS S 85,000.00 S - S - S 85,000.00 0% 75%
NN INFRASTRUCTURE: S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - S 258,390.07 #DIV/0! 75%
UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses S 10,000.00 S - S - S 10,000.00 | S 1,163.14 12% 75%
EE --Indirect Costs $ 204,504.23 S (64,357.99) $ - S 140,146.24 | S 85,271.36 61% 75%
ISA to DPH S 70,000.00 S - S - S 70,000.00 0% 75%
Grand Total S 2,933,731.17 $ - S (824,846.11) $ - S 2,108,885.06 | $ 1,411,498.70 67% 75%

Revenues
Racing Oversight and Development Balance Forward
0131
Plainridge Assessment 4800
Plainridge Daily License Fee 3003
Plainridge Occupational License 3003/3004
Plainridge Racing Development Oversight Live 0131

Raynham Assessment 4800
Raynham Daily License Fee 3003

Suffolk Assessment 4800

Suffolk Commission Racing Development Oversight
Simulcast 0131

Suffolk Daily License Fee 3003

Suffolk Occupational License 3003/3004

Suffolk Racing Development Oversight Live 0131

Plainridge Racing Development Oversight Simulcast 0131

Raynham Racing Development Oversight Simulcast 0131
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296,074.28
60,000.00
109,500.00
50,000.00
25,000.00

100,000.00
55,000.00
92,700.00

75,000.00
640,000.00
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Actuals To Date

Total
S 296,074.28
S 50,420.68
S 84,600.00
S 19,200.00
S 8,353.11
S 60,043.70
S 39,485.96
S 61,800.00
S 43,112.56

S 418,690.36

S 53,024.39
S 51,900.00




FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue 4-1-2024

Suffolk TVG Commission Live 0131 S - S - S -1 -
Suffolk TVG Commission Simulcast 0131 S 420,000.00 S - S - 1s 420,000.00 | $ 277,229.76
Suffolk Twin Spires Commission Live 0131 S - S - S - 1S -
Suffolk Twin Spires Commission Simulcast 0131 S 200,000.00 S - S - 1S 200,000.00 | $ 108,066.82
Suffolk Xpress Bet Commission Live 0131 S - S - S - 1s -
Suffolk Xpress Bet Commission Simulcast 0131 S 50,000.00 S - S - 1S 50,000.00 | $ 43,984.20
Suffolk NYRA Bet Commission Live 0131 S - S - S -1 -
Suffolk NYRA Bet Commission Simulcast 0131 S 100,000.00 S - S - 1S 100,000.00 | $ 67,040.51
Transfer to General Fund 10500140 0000 S - S - S -
Wonderland Assessment 4800 S - S - S - 1s - S 218.38
Wonderland Daily License Fee 3003 S - S - S - 1S - S 1,200.00
Wonderland Racing Development Oversight Simulcast
0131 $ 2,000.00 S - S -1 2,000.00 | $ 69.83
Plainridge fine 2700 S 25,000.00 S - S -1 25,000.00 | $ 25,750.00
Suffolk Fine 2700 $ - $ - S - s -
Plainridge Unclaimed wagers 5009 S - S - S - 1s - S 116,328.16
Suffolk Unclaimed wagers 5009 S - S - S - 1s - S -
Raynham Unclaimed wagers 5009 S - S - S -1 - S 127,549.82
Wonderland Unclaimed wagers 5009 S - S - S -1 - S -
Return of Unclaimed wagers S - S - S - 1S -
Misc/Bank Interest 0131 S 750.00 S - S - 1S 750.00 | S 100.00
Grand Total S 2,097,550.00 $ 296,074.28 $ - S - S 2,393,624.28 | $  1,954,242.52
~ BudgetProjections
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500004
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S 213,962.43 S - S - S - S 213,962.43 | S 155,898.26 73% 75%
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN S 5,000.00 S - S - S - S 5,000.00 | S 893.84 18% 75%
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX $ 93,552.53 S - S - S - S 93,552.53 | S 70,637.52 76% 75%
EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES S 22,877.37 § - S - S - S 22,877.37 ]S 19,880.05 87% 75%
GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL S - S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
HH CONSULTANT SVCS (Grant) S - S - S - S - S - S 41,710.00 #DIV/0! 75%
PP STATE AID/GRANTS S 10,000,000.00 S - S - S - S 10,000,000.00 | $ 2,774,048.80 28% 75%
UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses S 50,000.00 $ - S - S - S 50,000.00 | $ - 0% 75%
Grand Total $ 10,385,392.33 $ - S - S - $ 10,385,392.33 | $  3,063,068.47 29% 75%
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Balance forward prior year S - S 52,882,261.57 S - S - S - S 52,882,261.57 75%
Grand Total S - S 52,882,261.57 $ - S - S - $52,882,261.57
~ BudgetProjections
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500005
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS (Race Horse Dev
Fund) S - S - S - S - S - S 13,648,447.94 #DIV/0! 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Balance forward prior year 3003 S 22,851,539.76 S 22,851,539.76 | § 22,851,539.76
Race Horse Development Fund assessment 3003 S 25,000,000.00 S 25,000,000.00
Grand Total $ 25,000,000.00 $ 22,851,539.76 S - S - $ 47,851,539.76 | $ 22,851,539.76
10500008
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
Casino forfeited money MGC Trust MGL 267A S4 S - S 7,229.00 S 7,229.00 $7,229.00 100% 75%
Grand Total S - S 7,229.00 $ - S - S 7,229.00
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500012/ P promo
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%

Revenues
Plainridge Import Harness Horse Simulcast 0131
Plainridge Racing Harness Horse Live 0131
Raynham Import Plainridge Simulcast 0131
Suffolk Import Plainridge Simulcast 0131

Initial Projection
S 15,000.00
S 10,000.00
S 5,000.00
S 2,000.00
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Plainridge Racecourse Promo Fund Beginning Balance
7205

TVG Live 0131

TVG Simulcast 0131

Twin Spires Live 0131

Twin Spires Simulcast 0131
Xpress Bets Live 0131
Xpress Bets Simulcast 0131
NYRA Live 0131

NYRA Simulcast 0131
Grand Total

“wvmnunmonnonodou;my: o,y nnn

200,000.00

15,000.00

7,500.00

3,000.00

3,000.00
260,500.00

FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue 4-1-2024

$

266,862.30

S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
$
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200,000.00

15,000.00

7,500.00

3,000.00

3,000.00
260,500.00

S 266,862.30

2 16,316?79
$ 4,381.22
$ 2,154.57
$ 2,121.10

S 311,636.05

Current Budget

FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500013/ P Cap
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - S - S 202,867.99 #DIV/0! 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Plainridge Import Harness Horse Simulcast 0131 S 20,000.00 S - S - S 20,000.00 | S 18,495.39
Plainridge Racing Harness Horse Live 0131 S 15,000.00 S - S - S 15,000.00 | $ 13,694.66
Raynham Import Plainridge Simulcast 0131 S 2,000.00 S - S - S 2,000.00 | S 4,212.65
Suffolk Import Plainridge Simulcast 0131 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00 | S 2,356.39
Plainridge Capital Improvement Fund Beginning Balance
7205 S 500,000.00 $ 908,949.10 S - S - S 500,000.00 | $ 908,949.10
TVG Live 0131 S - S - S - S - S -
TVG Simulcast 0131 S 40,000.00 S - S - S 40,000.00 | S 38,990.82
Twin Spires Live 0131 S - S - S - S - S -
Twin Spires Simulcast 0131 S 20,000.00 S - S - S 20,000.00 | $ 12,649.32
Xpress Bets Live 0131 S - S - S - S -
Xpress Bets Simulcast 0131 S 10,000.00 S - S - S 10,000.00 | $ 3,809.67
NYRA Live 0131 $ - $ - S - IS -
NYRA Simulcast 0131 S 5,000.00 S - S - S 5,000.00 | $ 5,826.81
Grand Total $617,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $617,000.00 $1,008,984.81
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500021/ S promo
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
~ RevenueProjections
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed Current Budget Actuals To Date
Revenues Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments |(Initial+Apvd Adjmts) Total
Plainridge Import Suffolk Simulcast 0131 S 15,000.00 S - S - S 15,000.00 | $ 15,291.57
Raynham Import Suffolk Simulcast 0131 S 10,000.00 S - S - S 10,000.00 | $ 8,914.83
Suffolk Import Running Horse Simulcast 0131 S 30,000.00 S - S - S 30,000.00 | $ 15,859.97
Suffolk Racing Running Horse Live 0131 S - S - S - S -
Suffolk Promotional Fund Beginning Balance 7205 S 450,000.00 $§ 1,025,040.52 S - S - S 450,000.00 | $ 1,025,040.52
TVG Live 0131 S - S - S - S - S -
TVG Simulcast 0131 S 75,000.00 S - S - S 75,000.00 | $ 85,206.15
Twin Spires Live 0131 S - S - S - S -
Twin Spires Simulcast 0131 S 50,000.00 S - S - S 50,000.00 | $ 32,864.89
Xpress Bets Live 0131 S - S - S - S -
Xpress Bets Simulcast 0131 S - S - S - S -
NYRA Live 0131 $ - $ - S - S -
NYRA Simulcast 0131 S 20,000.00 S - S - S 20,000.00 | $ 21,469.92
Grand Total $650,000.00 $1,025,040.52 $0.00 $0.00 $650,000.00 $1,204,647.85
~ BudgetProjectons
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500022/ S Cap
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S 2,160.00 #DIV/0! 75%

Revenues
Plainridge Import Suffolk Simulcast 0131
Raynham Import Suffolk Simulcast 0131
Suffolk Import Running Horse Simulcast 0131
Suffolk Racing Running Horse Live 0131
Suffolk Capital Improvement Fund Beginning Balance
7205
TVG Live 0131
TVG Simulcast 0131
Twin Spires Live 0131

$ - s - - s :
.~ RevenueProjections

FY23 Balance

Initial Projection
75,000.00
50,000.00

100,000.00

4,500,000.00

200,000.00

$

Forward

6,054,481.90

v n unun
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Approved
Adjustments
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Proposed
Adjustments

Current Budget

(Initial+Apvd Adjmts)

S

w n n

75,000.00
50,000.00
100,000.00

4,500,000.00

200,000.00

Actuals To Date

Total
S 50,388.56
S 26,516.22
S 58,802.24
S 6,054,481.90
$ i,
S 243,668.51




FY24 Actuals Spending and Revenue 4-1-2024

Twin Spires Simulcast 0131 S 100,000.00 S - S - S 100,000.00 | $ 104,247.47
Xpress Bets Live 0131 $ - $ - S - s -
Xpress Bets Simulcast 0131 $ - S - S - 1S -
NYRA Live 0131 $ - $ - S - S -
NYRA Simulcast 0131 S 75,000.00 S - S - S 75,000.00 | $ 73,789.95
Grand Total $5,100,000.00 $6,054,481.90 $0.00 $0.00 $5,100,000.00 $6,611,894.85
~ BudgetProjections
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10500140
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS $ 1,112,591.00 $ - S - S - S 1,112,591.00 | $ 456,585.85 41% 75%
~ BudgetProjections
Current Budget
FY23 Balance Approved Proposed (Initial+Bal Actuals To Date % BFY
Row Labels Initial Projection Forward Adjustments Adjustments Fwd+Apvd Adjmts) Total %Spent Passed
10501384
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION S 3,567,552.78 S 299,349.91 S (550,000.00)] S 3,866,902.69 | $ 1,403,913.36 36% 75%
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN S 7,000.00 S - S - S 7,000.00 | S 3,807.78 54% 75%
CC SPECIAL EMPLOYEES S 147,600.00 S - S - S 147,600.00 | $ - 0% 75%
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX S 1,546,946.34 S 137,132.19 S - S 1,684,078.53 | S 612,117.88 36% 75%
EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES S 34,500.00 S - S - S 34,500.00 | $ 16,984.17 49% 75%
FF PROGRAMMATIC FACILITY OPERATONAL SUPPLIES S - S - S - S - S 1,342.20 #DIV/0! 75%
GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL S 393,114.12 S - S - S 393,114.12 | S 13,685.26 3% 75%
HH CONSULTANT SVCS (TO DEPTS) S 950,000.00 S 742,297.00 S - S 1,692,297.00 | $ 1,533,017.21 91% 75%
JJ OPERATIONAL SERVICES S 541,519.27 S (250,000.00) S 550,000.00 | $ 291,519.27 | S - 0% 75%
KK EQUIPMENT PURCHASES S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
LL EQUIPMENT LEASE-MAINTAIN/REPAR $ - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
NN INFRASTRUCTURE: S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
OO ALL SPENDING CATEGORIES S 750,000.00 S (431,061.33) S - S 318,938.67 | S - 0% 75%
00--ISA AGO S - S 500,000.00 $ - S 500,000.00 | $ - 0% 75%
TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS S - S - S - S - S - #DIV/0! 75%
UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses S 737,026.94 S - S - S 737,026.94 | $ 465,353.64 63% 75%
EE --Indirect Costs S 440,545.25 S 37,229.70 §$ - S 477,774.95 | $§ 308,448.54 65% 75%
Grand Total S 9,115,804.70 S 1,034,947.47 S - S 10,150,752.17 | $ 4,358,670.04 43% 75%

Revenues
BALANCE FORWARD PRIOR YEAR
CATERGORY 1
CATERGORY 2
CATEROGRY 3 (TETHERED)
CATERGORY 3 (UNTETHERED)
SW GAMING CONTROL FUND BALANCE 0500
EMPLOYEE LICENSING FEES 3000
VENDOR SW FEES 3000
FANTASY FEES 3000
ASSESSMENT 0500
FINES & PENALTIES 2700
MISC 0500
IEB BACKGROUND/INVESTIGATIVE FEES 3000
BANK INTEREST SW
Grand Total

FY23 Balance

R V2T Vo Sk Vo Vs SRV 72 T Vo T Vo S Vo St V0 SR V0 SRV R 72 B Vo 0

Initial Projection

300,000.00
400,000.00

8,160,804.70
50,000.00
200,000.00
5,000.00
$9,115,804.70

Forward

Approved

Adjustments

2,386,176.06
283,898.52
27,404.73
595,571.12
489,935.07

(2,386,176.06)

$1,396,809.44

RV Vo Ve BV S VA Vo S Vo S Vo S Vo K Vo SR Vo S Vo SR Vo S V8

Proposed

Adjustments

(75,000.00)
(250,000.00)

($325,000.00)

Current Budget

(Initial+Apvd Adjmts)

$

S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S
S

2,386,176.06
283,898.52
27,404.73
595,571.12
489,935.07
300,000.00
400,000.00

5,774,628.64
50,000.00
200,000.00
5,000.00

$10,512,614.14

R V2 3 Vo Sk Vo R V) SV R "2 B Vo i Vo R Vo b Vo R Vo BV R V2 B Vo

Actuals To Date

Total

2,682,985.50
200,000.00
550,000.00
420,000.00
180,010.00
15,000.00
6,018,121.68

100,000.00
2,428.68

$10,168,545.86
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TO: Interim Chair Maynard
Commissioner O’Brien
Commissioner Hill
Commissioner Skinner

FROM: Derek Lennon, Chief Financial Officer; John Scully, Finance and Budget Office Manager;
Grace Robinson, Chief Administrative Officer to the Chair

CC: Dean Serpa, Executive Director
DATE: 3 May 2024

RE: FY25 Commissioners Budget
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Finance and Procurement team has begun the FY25 budget process, reviewing existing budgets with
each division and receiving proposals for revisions. The Commissioners are participating in the same
budgeting planning process during the public meeting in order to comply with open meeting laws and
state ethics.

Excluding payroll, the proposed FY25 Commissioner’s budget is equal to the FY24 budget and there are
no changes to individual line items.

Any proposed expansions to the budget will require sufficient justification and detailed calculations to
demonstrate the need of the item(s), and/or specific consequences if the item were reduced or
eliminated.

The Commission will vote on the final budget for the entire agency at a public meeting in June.

Clarifying Details:

A. Budget Allocations
a. There are slight changes to the budget allocations across our appropriations. Below are
the FY25 budget allocations:
i. Gaming will carry 67% of the budget.
ii. Sports Wagering will carry 30% of the budget.
iii. Racing will carry 3% of the budget.
B. Salaries (AA)
a. The salary line item includes Commissioner salaries (5), Executive Assistant salary (1),
and CAO to the Chair salary (1).
b. The Fringe Benefit Cost Recoupment has increased.



SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS:

1. Proposed FY25 Commissioners Budget

CONCLUDING STATEMENT:

The Finance and Procurement team have reviewed the budgetary needs of the Commissioners and are
comfortable with the proposed FY25 Commissioners budget.



Next Year Budget All Departments

Approp Unit Obj Obj Object_name Item Short Name New Description Current Year NY Amount Variance (Next
Class Code Amount Year-Current Year)
10500001 Mass. Gaming Commission
1500 Commissioners
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION
AO1 Salaries: Inclusive Employee Compensation  Employee Compensation $595,397.04 $698,593.14 $103,196.10
Obi Class Totals: $595.397.04 $698,593.14 $103.196.10
BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN
BO1  Other Out Of State Travel - INCLUSIVE: AIRFARE, Travel Reimbursements Travel Reimbursements $18,000.00 $18,000.00 $0.00
HOTEL, LODGI --In State (6 Commission Meetings a Year,
Site Visits)
--Out of Pocket Out of State Expenses
Obi Class Totals: $18.000.00 $18.000.00 $0.00
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX
D09  Fringe Benefit Cost Recoupment Fringe Fringe rate of 43.36% $258,759.55 $302,909.99 $44,150.44
Taxes Tax rate of 2.45% $14,587.23 $17,115.53 $2,528.30
Obi Class Totals: $273.346.78 $320,025.52 $46.678.74
EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
E02  Printing Expenses & Supplies Office Supplies Lane Printing, etc. $200.00 $200.00 $0.00
E12  Subscriptions, Memberships & Licensing Fees Subscriptions Trade Journals $5,950.00 $5,950.00 $0.00
E22  Temp Use Space/Confer-Incidental Includes Meeting Space Temporary Space @ 6mtgs - $2K meeting $32,000.00 $32,000.00 $0.00
Reservation Fees space 6 mtgs and $5k to stream for 4 of the
meetings
Team Building Team Building, Agency Conferences $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $0.00
E30  Credit Card Purchases Credit Card Allowable Credit Card Expenses $7,500.00 $7,500.00 $0.00
E41  Out Of State Travel Expen on Behalf of State Employ Travel Agency Fees Travel $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $0.00
EE2  Conference, Training and Registration Fees Registration Fees Conference/Trainings $7,000.00 $7,000.00 $0.00
Obij Class Totals: $70.650.00 $70.650.00 $0.00
GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL
GO1  Space Rental 75-101 Parking Garage Parking 75-101--5 spaces. Two of the $13,642.20 $13,642.20 $0.00
spaces are included in the lease. This item
pays for 3 of the spaces.
Obj Class Totals: $13.642.20 $13.642.20 $0.00
HH  CONSULTANT SVCS (TO DEPTS)
HO09  Attorneys/Legal Services Consultant N/A $61,383.31 $0.00 ($61,383.31)
H23  Program Coordinators Consultant General Consulting $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $0.00
Obi Class Totals: $71.383.31 $10.000.00 ($61.383.31)
KK EQUIPMENT PURCHASE
K07  Office Furnishings Office Equipment Office Furnishings $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $0.00
Obi Class Totals: $5.000.00 $5.000.00 $0.00
Division/Bureau Totals $1,047.419.33 $1,135,910.86 $88.491.53
Friday, May 3, 2024 Page 1 of 2



Approp Unit Obj Obj Object_name
Class Code

Item Short Name

New Description

Current Year
Amount

NY Amount

Variance (Next
Year-Current Year)

Appropriation Totals
10500003 MGC Mass Racing Development and Oversigh

1500 Commissioners

AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION

$1.047.419.33

$1.135,910.86

$88.491.53

AO1  Salaries: Inclusive Employee Compensation =~ Commissioners Employees Salaries $59,539.70 $31,280.31 ($28,259.39)
Obi Class Totals: $59.539.70 $31.280.31 ($28.259.39)
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX
D09  Fringe Benefit Cost Recoupment Fringe Fringe rate of 43.36% $25,875.95 $13,563.14 ($12,312.81)
Taxes Tax rate of 2.45% $1,458.72 $766.37 ($692.35)
Obi Class Totals: $27.334.68 $14.329.51 ($13.005.17)
Division/Bureau Totals $86.874.38 $45.609.82 (541.264.56)
Appropriation Totals $86.874.38 $45.609.82 ($41.264.56)
10501384 Sports Wagering Control Fund
1500 Commissioners
AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION
AO01  Salaries: Inclusive Employee Compensation =~ Commissioners Employees Salaries $261,058.70 $312,802.90 $51,744.20
Obi Class Totals: $261.058.70 $312,802.90 $51.744.20
DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX
D09  Fringe Benefit Cost Recoupment Fringe Fringe rate of 43.36% $113,456.11 $135,631.34 $22,175.23
Taxes Tax rate of 2.45% $6,395.94 $7,663.67 $1,267.73
Obi Class Totals: $119.852.05 $143.295.01 $23.442.96
GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL
GO1  Space Rental 75-101 Parking Garage Parking 75-101--5 spaces. Two of the $5,437.80 $5,437.80 $0.00
spaces are included in the lease. This item
pays for 3 of the spaces.
Obi Class Totals: $5.437.80 $5.437.80 $0.00
Division/Bureau Totals $386.348.55 $461.535.71 $75.187.16
Appropriation Totals $386.348.55 $461.535.71 $75.187.16
Friday, May 3, 2024 Page 2 of 2



TO: Interim Chair Jordan Maynard
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien
Commissioner Brad Hill
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner

FROM: Andrew Steffen, Sports Wagering Operations Manager

MEMO MEETING

DATE: May 2, 2024 DATE: May 9, 2024

RE: Request to add Tomorrow’s Golf League (TGL) to MGC Event Catalog
BACKGROUND:

Pursuant to 205 CMR 247.03, a sports wagering operator must petition the Commission for
approval of a new sporting event or wager category. Accordingly, BetMGM has submitted the
required form to request for the addition of Tomorrow’s Golf League (TGL) to be added to the
MA Sports Wagering Catalog.

Under 247.03(8), the Commission may grant, deny, limit, restrict, or condition a request made
pursuant to this rule, and may revoke, suspend, or modify any approval granted under this rule.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS:
Petition from BetMGM
TGL Wagering Approval Form

OVERVIEW/ TGL DETAILS:

In partnership with the PGA TOUR, the TGL is an innovative golf league combining advanced
technology and live action golfing. The inaugural season is set to tee off on January 7, 2025, with
all matches being held at the purpose-built SoFi Center at Palm Beach State College in Florida.
The season will include a total of six teams with four players assigned to each team. The six
teams have been announced as Atlanta Drive GC, Boston Common Golf, Jupiter Links GC, Los
Angeles Golf Club, New York Golf Club, and TGL San Fransisco. Players from the teams
include Tiger Woods, Justin Thomas, Rory Mcllroy, Justin Rose, and Tommy Fleetwood. Each
TGL match will feature three players competing for each team in a modern match-play format in
a two-hour team golf competition in front of fans.

The golfing experience in this league is unlike any other golf league currently approved in the
MA Event Catalog. Playing a hole in the TGL requires all the same shots as on any other golf

1


https://www.mass.gov/doc/205-cmr-247-uniform-standards-of-sports-wagering/download
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MA-Sports-Wagering-Catalog-4-11-24.xlsx

course, however instead of hitting onto an open green, golfers will be swinging into a virtual
screen. The virtual screen is a giant 64x46 foot simulator powered by Full Swing. Golfers hit
from tee boxes with real grass, fairway, rough, or sand into the screen for all tee shots as well as
their approach shots. For any shots less than 50 yards to the pin, the golfers will transition to the
Greenzone. The Greenzone is a physical, custom-built, 22,475 square foot short game area that
can transform between holes. The Greenzone includes a 41-yard-wide turntable that rotates the
green to change approach and angles and can morph its own topography.

The ownership group includes TMRW Sports, PGA TOUR Inc, individual team owners, and
individual TOUR players. Individual team owners include Arthur Blank and Tiger Woods. The
events will be broadcast on the ESPN or ESPN2.

The official rules are available: Wagering Approval Form. A match will consist of two teams
competing head-to-head over 15 holes, with each hole worth one point. If tied at the end of 15
holes, the teams will enter an overtime round to determine the winner. For overall season points,
the winning team will earn 2 points, while the losing team will earn 0 points for loss or 1 point
for loss in overtime. The top four teams of the six will be entered into the playoffs.

SUMMARY:

The current MA Catalog offerings for Golf are as follows:

Golf International Federation of PGA Tours or its Members Events sanctioned by the International Federation of PGA Tours or its members  hitto.

International Events International Events http

Augusta National Golf Club Masters Tournament it

Return to Index
PGA of America PGA Championship

The R&A The Open Championship

United States Golf Association U.S. Open

The Match Series The Match Series

At the time of submission, BetMGM informed the Sports Wagering Division this league has
been approved for wagering in their 10 jurisdictions of Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Maryland, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Puerto Rico.

Lastly, BetMGM stated they have informed the TGL of its intentions to petition the league for
wagering. While the league does not have a player’s association or union, the TGL is in favor of
their league being an approved sporting event and assisted in providing the information to
BetMGM. Additionally, all players in the TGL are members that are in good standing with the
PGA TOUR.

Based on 247.03(4), certain minimum criteria must be met for the Commission to authorize the
addition of the event. Those criteria are outlined below with applicable supporting notes
provided.

(a) The outcome can be verified;
BetMGM states in their petition the results will be verified by the official TGL website -
htips.//tgleolf com/.



https://massgaming.sharepoint.com/sites/SW/Shared%20Documents/Admin/SW%20Public%20Meeting%20Docs/2024/05%20May%209/TGL/TGL%20Wagering%20Approval%20Form%20-%20March%202024%20(002).pdf
https://tglgolf.com/

(b) The Sporting Event generating the outcome is conducted in a manner that ensures
sufficient integrity controls exist so the outcome can be trusted;

BetMGM states the TGL acts as its own governing body, however they do have a partnership
with the PGA Tour (the organizer of professional golf tours in the US).

(c) The outcome is not likely to be affected by any Sports Wager placed;

BetMGM states the TGL, in partnership with the PGA, strictly prohibits game manipulation by
athletes, officials, and all league personnel. Within the Wagering Approval Form is an integrity
policy, also in partnership with the PGA and U.S. Integrity.

(d) The Sporting Event is conducted in conformity with all applicable laws.
BetMGM states in their petition the sporting event conforms to all applicable laws and
regulations and does not contravene any gaming legislation in the state.

CONCLUSION:
The Sports Wagering division confirms the minimum requirements have been met pursuant to

205 CMR 247.03 and has no reservations approving this league be added to the event catalog.



MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION

PETITION FOR A SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER
CATEGORY

In accordance with 205 CMR 247.03

Directions:

Please fill out and address all areas of the form. If an area does not apply to the request, please place NA’ in
the section. Each section will extend to accommodate large answers. If needed, one may attach additional
documents. Please make sure any attachments reference the relevant section and number in their title.

SECTION A
BACKGROUND

1. NAME OF OPERATOR(S) PETITIONING: BetMGM

2. REQUESTING A SPORTS WAGERING EVENT OR WAGERING CATEGORY: Sports Wagering Event
3. NAME OF EVENT OR WAGERING CATEGORY: TG Golf

4.1S THIS A VARIATION OF AN AUTHORIZED SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER CATEGORY? Yeg

5.1S THIS A COMPOSITE OF AUTHORIZED SPORTING EVENTS OR WAGER CATEGORIES? Ng

6. IS THIS A NEW SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER CATEGORY? yeag

WEBSITE LINK FOR THE EVENT AND/OR GOVERNING BODY: https://tglgolf.com/

SECTION B
A COMPLETE AND DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER
CATEGORY FOR WHICH APPROVAL IS SOUGHT

1. A summary of the Sporting Event or Wager Category and the manner in which Sports Wagers would be
placed and winning Sports Wagers would be determined. getpvGM is seeking approval to offer wagering on

2. A draft of the proposed House Rules, including a description of any technology that would be utilized to offer
Sports Wagering on the Sporting Event or Wager Category. Wagering will be offered through the BetMGM

3. Any rules or voting procedures related to the Sporting Event or Wager Category. N/A

4. Assurance that the Sporting Event or Wager Category meets the requirements of 205 CMR 247.03(4) (details
are required in the minimym criteria section below). oo TGL Golf meets the requirements of 205 CMR 247.03(

5. Whether and to what extent the outcome of the Sporting Event or Wager Category is determined solely by

s The outcome of these markets will be based on verifiable results determined on the field of ple
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SECTION C
IF THE PROPOSED SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER CATEGORY IS BASED ON ESPORTS
ACTIVITIES., PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

1. The proposed location(s) of the eSports event(s). /5

2. The video game used for the eSports event, including, without limitation, the publisher of the video game.

3. The eSports event operator, whether the eSports event operator is approved to host events by the video game
publisher, and whether the eSports event operator has any affiliation with the video game publisher.

4. The manner in which the eSports event is conducted by the eSports event operator, including, without
limitation, eSports event rules and certification from a third party, such as an eSports event operator or the

game publisher, that the eSports event meets the Commission’s event integrity requirements.

BetMGM does not view TGL Golf as an eSports event.

SECTION D
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES REGARDING EVENT INTEGRITY

To the extent known by the operator(s), please provide a description of policies and procedures regarding event
integrity.

In partnership with the PGA TOUR and U.S. Integrity, TGL has developed an extensive Integrity progr:
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SECTION E
MINIMUM CRITERIA

1. Can the outcome of the Sporting Event or Wager Category be verified? If yes, explain the verification
PTOCESS- yes. Match play results can be found on the official website of TGL, the TGL mobile app and \

2. Is the Sporting Event generating the outcome conducted in a manner that ensures sufficient integrity controls
i ? i . . .
exist so the outcome can be trusted? Please explain. Yes, the TGL has a comprehensive Integrity Policy tc

3. Is the outcome likely to be affected by any Sports Wager placed? Please explain. Ng.

4. Is the Sporting Event conducted in conformity with all applicable laws? Please explain. Yes,

Yes, to ensure this, the TGL has partnered with the PGA TOUR and U.S. Integrity, TGL has develope

SECTION F
THE COMMISSION WILL CONSIDER THE REQUEST, ALL PROVIDED MATERIALS, AND ANY
RELEVANT INPUT FROM THE SPORTS GOVERNING BODY OR THE CONDUCTOR OF THE
SPORTING EVENT PRIOR TO AUTHORIZING A SPORTING EVENT OR WAGER CATEGORY.

1. NAME OF SPORTS GOVERNING BODY: TG Golf
2. HAS THE SPORTS GOVERNING BODY BEEN INFORMED OF THIS REQUEST?  yesg
IF ‘NO’ PLEASE EXPLAIN THE REASON BEHIND IT: pja

3. IF THERE IS NO SPORTS GOVERNING BODY, NAME THE ENTITY THAT CONDUCTS THE
SPORTING EVENT: p/a

4. HAS THE ENTITY THAT CONDUCTS THE SPORTING EVENT BEEN CONTACTED REGARDING
THIS REQUEST? No
IF ‘NO’" PLEASE EXPLAIN THE REASON BEHIND IT: /g

5. HAS ANY RELEVANT PLAYER’S ASSOCIATION BEEN INFORMED OF THIS PETITION?
No
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IF ANY OF THE ABOVE ENTITIES HAVE BEEN CONTACTED, PLEASE PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
DETAIL BELOW, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO WHEN THE ENTITIES WERE INITIALLY
CONTACTED ABOUT THE REQUEST ANY COMMENTS OR INPUT PROVIDED BY THE ENTITIES:

TGL Golf is aware BetMGM is seeking approval to offer wagering on TGL Golf events.

SIGNATURE AND INFORMATION

1 swear or attest under the pains and penalties of perjury that the information provided as part of this request
for a hearing is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and understanding.

Zachary Krause 3/ 2 2/ 24

Signature of individual requesting new event/wager Date

[If this request is submitted via email, it may be signed electronically by typing the petitioner’s name on the
signature line above. In that case, the ‘signature’ must be preceded by /s/ (e.g.- /s/ John S. Doe). Use of an
electronic signature permits the Commission to rely upon the signature as if it were handwritten. ]

Please submit this request and any attachments to the Massachusetts Gaming Commission via email at:
mgcsportswagering@massgaming.gov
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TGL
Wagering Approval Form
January 2024

CONTEXT & REQUEST:
e Please provide background/history on your sport, event or property.
o TMRW Sports is a C-Corp in the state of Delaware responsible for the ideation and creation
of the concept, venue and technology. TMRW Sports formed TGL LLC. TGL is comprised of
TMRW Sports, the PGA TOUR and Team Owners. There is no governing body. TGL
ownership structure is outlined below.

TGL Ownership Structure:
=  TMRW Sports: 54%
=  PGATOURInc.: 18%
= Team Owners: 18% [3% per team — total of 6 teams)
= TOUR Players: 10%

The PGA TOUR is providing the players and governance of the member players. Team
owners are responsible for building their brands and creating equity value.

Top 9 Owners (by % of TMRW Sports)
= Michael M. McCarley (consolidated entities)
= TWTGLLC
=  Symphony Ventures
=  Matthew J. Levine
=  Connect Ventures |, L.P.
= Joey Brander (consolidated entities)
= Christopher R. Murvin (consolidated entities)
=  Eberson-Saint James Family Trust
= 25 Madison Sports LLC

Team Ownership — Key Owners owning greater than 50% of Team
=  Team 1-TGRTG, LLC
= Team 2 -TGL Boston LLC
= Team 3 — LA Golf Club, Inc. (Alexis Ohanian as Control Person)
= Team 4 — AMB Team Golf, LLC (Arthur M. Blank as Control Person)
=  Team 5-CPV Golf, LLC (Steven A. Cohen as Control Person)
= Team 6—TGR (Tiger Woods) Ventures & Harris Blitzer Sports & Entertainment

e Please concisely describe your request for regulators
o TGLis seeking wagering approval on our events in order to increase fan engagement.
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FUNDAMENTAL REQUIREMENTS:
e Please provide a summary explaining how you comply with the fundamental requirements for
permissible wagering and the public policy of a given jurisdiction for your sport / event?

o

TGL is a U.S. professional sport made up of investors, teams and professional athletes who
are active, good standing members of the PGA TOUR. TGL has developed a product
comprised of data that is valid, consistent and secure for use across wagering opportunities,
pre-match and in-play markets. TGL has created an integrity program for its players (via the
PGA Tour, Genius Sports and U.S. Integrity) while also launching an
employee/vendor/contractor integrity program administered by TMRW Sports, the parent
company of TGL.

e Please provide a detailed description of the game rules for your sport/event/organization.

o

See Appendix A for game rules overview.

e Please list the age range of the athletes, whether the league / event is amateur or professional and
whether athletes are compensated.

o The Players are all professional golfers and members of the PGA TOUR in good standing.
o Agesrange from 20 - 50
o Players are compensated

GOVERNANCE & OVERSIGHT:

e Describe the governance & oversight of your organization including national governing bodies,
international governing bodies and/or state athletic commission approvals required and/or received.

O

TMRW Sports is responsible for the ideation/creation of the concept, venue build-out, and
technology to operate all TGL events. There is no governing body as the TGL will govern all
rules and participation in coordination with the PGA Tour who is providing the governance of
all participating players, including the integrity program.

e Please provide the background of the management of your organization.

Mike McCarley - Founder & CEO, TMRW Sports

o

O O O O

Advisor, Comcast Sports Tech Accelerator, 2019 — present

Board of Directors, National Golf Foundation, 2019 — present

Board of Directors, Arnold & Winnie Palmer Foundation, 2016 — Present

President, Golf & Global Strategy, NBC Sports Group, March 2011 - Mar 2021

SVP, Marketing & Communications: Sunday Night Football & Olympics, 2000 — 2011, New
York, New York

Chris Murvin - General Counsel and Secretary, TMIRW Sports

@)
O

Managing Member, White Swan Advisors, LLC, Jan 2000 — Present

Senior Vice President of Business Affairs and General Counsel, Golf Channel, Feb 2006-Mar
2021

Chief Financial Officer, Kessler Collection, Nov 2000 - Nov 2001

Senior Vice President Business Affairs and General Counsel, Golf Channel, Jan 1995 - Oct
2000

Managing Partner, Tingle, Murvin, Watson and Bates, P.C., Jan 1988 - Dec 1994

Partner, LEITMAN, SIEGAL, PAYNE & CAMPBELL, P.C., Sep 1980 - Dec 1987

Tax Accountant, Price Waterhouse, Oct 1974 - Sep 1977
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Ross Berlin - Senior Vice President, Player Affairs, TMRW Sports
o Senior Vice President - Player Affair, PGA Tour, 1992 — 2022
o Senior Vice President — Venues, World Cup USA 1994, 1989 — 1992

Katy Mollica - Head of Global Partnerships, TMIRW Sports

Consultant, Apr 2021 — Present, New York, New York, United

Head of Sales USOPP/LA28, Legends, Jan 2020 - Apr 2021

Warner Media, VP NCAA Partnerships Turner Sports, September 2007 — Dec 2019

Virgin, Director Strategic Marketing — Entertainment Group, April 2004 — September 2007
Screenvision, Marketing Projects Manager, 1999 — 2001

Promotions/Special Sections Coordinator, The New Yorker, 1997 — 1999

O O O O O O

Andrew Macaulay - Chief Technology Officer, TMRW Sports

o Chief Technology Officer, Topgolf, January 2015 — December 2022
Chief Information Officer, WesTower Communications, Mar 2014 - Dec 2014
SVP & Chief Information Officer, Clearwire, Aug 2009 — Aug 2013
Principal, Capgemini Consulting, May 2008 — Aug 2009
SVP Network Engineering, Level 3 Communications, Aug 1998 — Jan 2008
Systems Development Manager, Sprint, May 1993 — Feb 1998

O O O O O

Robin Eletto - Chief People Officer, TMRW Sports

o Chief People Officer, Fanatics, May 2016 — Nov 2021
Board Member/Sports Committee Advisor, Special Olympics Florida, 2018 — Present
Chief People Officer, Millennial Media (now Verizon), July 2014 — April 2016
Executive Vice President Human Resources, Paramount Pictures, July 2012 — June 2014
Senior Vice President, Human Resources, Disney Consumer Products, Jan 2004 — June 2012
Director Global Human Resources, AOL/Netscape/Bell Atlantic/Verizon, Nov 1983 — Nov 2003

O O O O O

Matthew Levine - Senior Vice President, Business Operations, TMRW Sports Group

o Founder and Managing Partner, CJ Squared, September 2018 — Present
Co-Founder, Opargo, January 2014 — Present
Global Chief Operating Officer, People 2.0, Feb 2020 — July 2021
Chief Customer Officer, Bind On-Demand Health Insurance, Jan 2019 — Dec 2019
Chief Operating Officer, Workforce Logic, January 2010 — August 2018
Vice President, Checkpast.com, November 2002 — December 2009
Operating Consultant, The Tauscher Group, August 2001 — October 2002
NASDAQ Securities Trader, Onsite Trading, June 2000 — Aug 2001

O O O O 0O O O

e Please describe the structure of officiating / judgment / refereeing and who is responsible for
overseeing such activity.

o For all TGL matches, there will be an official referee in the field of play. There will also be a
rules official overseeing match play through live viewing and extensive video (replay)
purposes. The official will interpret actions of the players and enforce the USGA Rules of
Golf, along with the specific TGL modifications noted in Appendix B — Game Rules. The
referee and rules official will be supervised by TGL CEO and Vice President of Game Play.
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o Theindividuals selected to administer the roles noted above are Mark Russell and Derrick
Stafford.
= Mark Russell

- Graduated from Elon University with a degree in History

- Worked in golf course maintenance at Alamance Country Club in North
Carolina

- Global Director of Golf - Disney

- Chairman - Walt Disney World Golf Classic

- Joined the PGA TOUR Rules Committee in 1980

- Lead the PGA TOUR Competition department from 1999 to 2021 (when he
retired)

- Was the longest active tenured employee at the PGA TOUR at the time of
his retirement

= Derrick Stafford

- Graduated from Morehouse College with a degree in Business
Administration

- Two-sport athlete at Morehouse playing football and baseball earning all-
conference honors

- Official with the NBA in from 1988 to 2018 (when he retired)

- Officiated 13 NBA finals games, 180 NBA playoff games, and 1,727 NBA
regular season games

- Inaddition, officiated 7 years of college basketball

e Please provide an overview of the internal policies and procedures relating to compliance, integrity,
oversight, drug testing, etc.

o In partnership with the PGA TOUR and U.S. Integrity, TGL has developed an extensive
Integrity program for its employees, team owners, vendors, contractors and participating
players.

o Please see Appendix A for a formal letter from the PGA TOUR indicating their commitment to
the oversight of the player integrity program.

e Please include whether an independent integrity monitoring firm has been engaged.

o TGL, in partnership with the PGA TOUR, have secured U.S. Integrity to serve as its
independent integrity monitoring firm. The partnership was formed in September, 2023 and
formally announced on September 13, 2023.

DATES & TIMES:
e Please provide the date(s), time(s) and location(s) times of your event(s).
o Theinaugural TGL season will begin on January 7, 2025. Additional schedule details will be
released closer to the season launch.
o All TGL events will take place at the SoFi Center located at 2931 RCA Blvd, Palm Beach
Gardens, FL 33410.
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e Are dates and times of events posted and updated to support wagering activity and in order to
prevent past-posting?
o All dates and times of events will be posted on several digital platforms including the official
TGL website, TGL mobile app and TGL social media channels. In addition, our data provider
and sportsbook operators will have access to schedules, and updates, in real-time via the
TGL product API feed.

e Please provide the source of record in which matches / events and dates / times are posted.

o The source of record for match events, dates, and times will be the official website and
mobile app of the TGL.

e Please provide the medium by which viewers / fans will engage and watch the event / sport.

o Consumers of TGL matches can watch all events live on a national television broadcast
through the United States. At the time of submission, we are finalizing a partnership with
ESPN for distribution of the events across ESPN and ESPN2.

e Please provide the method of obtaining results and where the results can be found.

o Match play results can be found on the official website of TGL, the TGL mobile app and
various social media channels. In addition, TGL’s broadcast partner(s) will distribute all
matches live to consumers across the U.S. and Internationally.

o TGL has developed an internal media distribution platform via ScoreSite. All results will be
distributed to 3" parties during and at the conclusion of all matches.

o TGLis current discussions with partners to serve the digital media market for schedules,
scored, and statistics to drive fan activations and engagement.
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HISTORICAL MISCONDUCT:
e Has your organization ever faced any negative publicity, scandals or controversy in your industry?
o No
e Has your organization ever been under scrutiny for any controversial business practices or
misconduct?
o No
e Are there any instances in the past where your organization has been accused of any unethical or
illegal conduct?
o No

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
e Please provide a full description of the types of wagers you are seeking approval for.
o TGLis seeking betting markets for the following types of wagers:
= Qutright Winner
=  Regular Season Winner
= Player/Team to reach Semi-Finals/Finals
=  Match Betting
= Live In-Play Specials
= Group Betting
= Hole-In-One
= To Win Xth Hole
= (Closest to the Pin
= Leader After 3 Holes
= Leader After 6 Holes
=  Leader After Session 1
=  Longest Drive of the Match
=  Fastest Ball Speed of the Match
=  Fastest Club Speed of the Match
=  Longest Drive Per Hole (all Par 4's and 5's)
= longest Putt
= Team Markets
= Head-to-Head Prop Specials
= Season-Long Stat Leaders

e Please describe the source of data being used for the competition and how you are monitoring its
validity and consistency?

The TGL technology infused version of golf has multiple technology components integrated together
to create a competitive, accurate, reliable and secure platform.

Ball Tracking
o The moment a player hits the specific, USGA approved, TGL golf ball with their USGA

approved golf clubs, the tracking systems capture the precise trajectory and spin of the golf
ball until it hits the large screen that is between 20 yards and 35 yards from the player,
depending on which tee box is being used for the shot.
o Toptracer Technology then extrapolates the remainder of the ball trajectory to provide
exactly where the ball would have gone if it had not been interrupted by hitting the screen.
o Toptracer Technology is the world’s most trusted provider of golf ball tracking technology for
both driving ranges and professional golf tournaments. They have tracked billions of golf
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shots and have the most advanced trajectory extrapolation algorithms. With all players
using the same golf ball when hitting into the screen, this makes the tracking even more
consistent between players.

Full Swing Golf is the market leader in golf simulator platforms. TGL uses their golf game
software to create TGL golf holes and model the ball trajectory information provided by
Toptracer accurately and consistently into the 3D computer generated golf hole. Using a full
physics model and a Unity gaming engine, the Full Swing game allows the golf ball trajectory
to intersect with ground surfaces, or obstacles like trees, and stop in the appropriate position
as if it were a real-life version of the golf hole being played.

TGL competition also uses Full Swing Golf’s commercially available KIT launch monitor to
capture the precise spin of the golf ball when hit by each player. This spin calculation is used
to accurately and consistently model the reaction of the ball when it hits an object in the
game. For example, a ball with a lot of spin would check up and stop quickly when hitting
the green, whereas a ball with low spin would bounce and run a longer distance.

Full Swing Golf’s simulators and KIT launch monitors are used, relied upon, and
recommended by the best players in the world.

Competition Scoring & Database

o

Given the unique nature of TGL's competition format and rules, TGL contracted with leading
technology consulting firm, CapTech, to build a custom match administration and scoring
system. This system allows an operator to set up each match before matchday, selecting the
teams, players and holes to be played that night and locking it all in so no changes are made
on match night.

The human operator/scorer sits court side and uses the Match Admin Console (MAC)
software to live score the game based on observing the game and communications from the
on-field referee and in-booth rules official.

All data related to the competition is contained in the ScoreSight™ data platform, also built
for TGL by CapTech. ScoreSight integrates with all TGL data sources to bring that data into
the platform and consolidate game-play and scoring in real-time. It is the single source for all
competition related data and it makes that data securely available to all approved 3™ parties
ensuring consistency of data across all subscribers.

The MAC and ScoreSight are built on Amazon AWS technology platforms using well
architected principles validated by Amazon AWS experts.

In addition to being expert technology innovators, CapTech Consulting has deep experience
in the professional sport of golf, being a technology partner to the PGA Tour and the Official
Digital Technology Services Agency of the PGA of America and PGA Championship.

Redundancy/Resilience

o

All the TGL technology platforms have multiple layers of redundancy and resiliency. Unlike
other sports, if TGL technology stops working the actual game stops being played.

The network infrastructure, cabling and devices, has no single points of failure and dual
redundancy at every layer, including physically geographically diverse connections to the
internet, and directly to AWS and for broadcast TV transmissions.

TGL Wagering Approval Form Page 7



All competition technology hardware and software used for tracking, scoring and recording
has a minimum of dual redundancy for every component. The Toptracer Technologies
tracking system has 4 levels of redundancy with all 4 instances tracking every shot live.

CyberSecurity
o TGL ensures systems and data are protected from corruption by bad actors through a well

architected and implemented CyberSecurity strategy using leading principles for:
=  Governance & Oversight
=  Proactive Cyber Risk Management
=  Cybersecurity Operations
= |Information Protection & Privacy
= Robust Incident Response & Management
= Threat Intelligence

This includes partnering with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Cybersecurity &
Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA), who has designated TGL as Critical Infrastructure
based on the high profile and public nature of TGL events. DHS CISA's Critical Infrastructure
designation provides TGL with extensive cyber and physical security resources - at no cost -
including resilience reviews, site infrastructure surveys, threat assessments, as well as
extended partnership development amongst other key federal, state, and local resources.

e Please list any current partnerships, sponsorships or other relationships you have with sportsbooks.
o There are no current partnerships with sportsbooks. However, TGL is in active conversations
to secure a relationship with licensed sportsbook operator(s) in the U.S.

e Please provide contact information including corporate address, email address and phone number
for your organization.
o 807 S Orlando Ave, Suite J, Winter Park FL 32789
o Email: info@tmrwsportsgroup.com or Corporate Officer and SVP, Business
Operations: Matthew.Levine@tmrwsportsgroup.com
o Office Phone Number: 321-641-2024
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Appendix A
PGA TOUR Player Integrity Program

Andy Levinson
Senior Vice President
Tournament Administration

September 7, 2023

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the PGA TOUR, this letter is written to affirm that the PGA TOUR Player Integrity
Program (the “Program”) will apply to PGA TOUR players participating in the TGL. The Program is
a comprehensive system of integrity education, monitoring and policies and procedures designed
to prevent wagering-related corruption with respect to the PGA TOUR and its players. The
Program will prohibit players from wagering on TGL events and from disclosing inside information
for wagering on TGL events, among other things.

We understand TGL will partner with U.S. Integrity to monitor for integrity violations with respect
to TGL events and to assist TGL with integrity-related manners. In the event TGL or U.S. Integrity
notifies PGA TOUR of a potential violation of the Program by a PGA TOUR player with respect to a
TGL event — or PGA TOUR otherwise becomes aware of a potential violation —the PGA TOUR will
commence an investigation under the Program, which could result in a suspension or ban from
PGA TOUR events. We understand that TGL intends to recognize any such suspension or ban for
TGL events.

If you have any questions, please direct them to the undersigned.

Sincerely,

Andy Levinson

Integrity Officer

PGA TOUR
1 PGA TOUR Boulevard, Ponte Vedra Beach, FL 32082
tel 904.280.2487
PGATOUR.COM
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Glossary

Traditional Golf Terms

Addressing Ball When player stands over the ball with intent to put the ball into play

Backswing The first part of a swing that involves the club being taken away from the ball

Birdie A score of one under par on a hole

Bogey A score of one over par on a hole

Bunker A hollow area comprised of sand that exists as an obstacle

Chip Shot A short distance shot to the green

Concede a Hole Stopping play and admitting the opposing player has "won" the hole

Eagle A score of two-under-par on a hole

Fairway The central grass area between the tee box and hole that is kept free of tall grass

Gimmie A putt that other players agree counts as made without being played

Hole (1) A unit of play on a golf course; One "hole" refers to the total area from tee box to putting
green

Hole (2) The physical cup on the putting green in which players hit their ball

Re-Hit To replay a shot from the spot of the previous stroke without penalty

Par The number of strokes a player is expected to make on a hole

Pin The stick & flag that stands in the cup on a putting green

Putting Green The closely cut grass area where the pin and hole are located

Rough Area of grass that boarders the fairway and putting green which is deliberately kept
longer

Short Game ::g:z played on and around the green, including putting, chipping/pitching, and bunker

Tee Box The area where players tee to start a hole
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TGL Terms

Back Box

Hitting area which is 35yds away from the screen used for all shots 160yds and over

Pre Tee-Shot Hammer

A hammer thrown prior to any shots being hit on a hole and must be accepted, raising the
hole value to 2 points

Booth Official

Responsible for starting and stopping shot clock, upholding TGL Rules

The Course

The venue floor that encompasses the entire competition area

Front Box

Hitting area which is 20yds away from the screen used for all shots 159yds and under

Game Engine

Software used to run the virtually simulated environment

Greenplay The short game shots that are played in the Green Zone
A short game area made up of fairway, rough, and greenside bunkers encompassing the
Green Zone putting green. A version of the Green Zone will be represented on every hole in TGL for
both screenplay and greenplay
Hammer A game modifier that increases the hole value +1 point
Interference A disruption caused by either player, fan, or outside force that can warrant a pause in play

Launch Monitor

An electronic device that tracks golf ball flight characteristics

Match Head-to-head competition between two teams over 15 holes

Player A player refers to a golfer actively participating in a TGL Match

Referee Will maintain pace of play, and uphold TGL Rules on the course

Screenplay Shot that are hit into the simulator screen from both the front box and back box

Session A sub-segment of a match between two teams over 6 or 9 holes consisting of different
formats

Singles Two players play head-to-head against each other for an entire hole

Sky Mark A custom technology built to aid the Player & Referee in transitioning a ball from

screenplay to greenplay

Triples or “Trips”

Three players per team competing in an alternate shot format
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League Overview

TGL is a mixed reality golf League in partnership with the PGA TOUR fusing golf and technology with the best
players in the world competing. The League will consist of six (6) teams who match up against each other in a
season long points format. Competitions will take place in a live arena environment where holes begin with
shots into the world’s largest simulator screen and end by playing in a tech infused short game area.

Hitting Areas:
Figure 1.0 — TGL Stadium Rendering

(2) Greenplay: Players will complete the final stage of each hole in the real-world short game area
known as the Green Zone. The main components of this area include:
e One hundred and twenty-four (124) foot turntable that can rotate one hundred and eighty
(180) degrees in either direction
e Tech infused putting green with three sections that can create dynamic topographies
e Surrounding apron and rough
e Surrounding bunkers

Match Week Overview

Hole Selections for Match

TGL has a large library of holes custom designed by golf course architects to the specifications previously
provided by the League. The League will select fifteen (15) holes from that library to be played during a
match, and they will be sent to the players participating no less than four days prior to the match.
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Players and Matchup Selections for Match

TGL will consist of six (6) teams of four (4) players, with three (3) active players playing per night. The League
reserves the right to select or designate player matchups (i.e., who is playing who) for each match in the
regular and post season.

Home and Away Teams
Each match will have a designated “home” and “away” team. Each team in TGL will have the opportunity to
be the home team twice during the regular season. Being the home team will have several benefits otherwise
known as “home course advantages” and consist of the following:
e Able to set the playing order (leadoff, middle, anchor) for the match based on the information
provided by the League regarding holes to be played and player matchups
e  Start the match with possession of the hammer (See “Article 3: Hammer”) and first tee honors

In certain instances, the League will dictate a team matchup as a “rivalry” and therefore will be played as a
“neutral site” match. Matchups and playing order for matches of this denotation will be decided by the
League. Hammer possession and first tee honors will then be decided by a “pre-match competition” that will
take place prior to the start of the match. (See Match Format & Scoring “Article 2: Pre-Match Competition”)

Match Format, Scoring, & Rules

Article 1: Modern Match Play Scoring

Scoring will be “Modern Match Play” meaning that each hole begins with the value of 1 point and the team
with the fewest strokes (shots) on a hole wins the point(s). Ties are worth zero (0) points and there are no
carryovers.

Article 2: Competition Overview

SESSION 1

Smodmeitt ’M‘w "SN‘T
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Match
A “match” will consist of two teams competing head-to-head over 15 holes.

Sessions
Within a match there will be two sessions played in two golf formats. Session order is as follows:
e Session One is 9 holes of “Triples” or “Trips.” Player one for each team will tee off on holes 1,4, & 7,
player two will tee off on holes 2, 5, & 8, and player three will tee off on holes 3, 6, & 9. Each player
will tee off on a par 3, 4, & 5.
e Session Two will be 6 holes “Singles”. Player one for each team will play head-to-head on holes 10 &
13, player two for each team play holes 11 & 14, and player three for each team play holes 12 & 15.
Session two will be made up of two par 3’s, two par 4’s, and two par 5’s spread across the six holes.
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Conceded Holes & Strokes

In modern match play, players and teams are allowed to concede a stroke to the other player/team, at their
discretion. When a stroke is conceded, the opposing team is allowed to pick up their ball and have one (1)
additional stroke added to their score (i.e., a gimme). Additionally, players and teams are allowed to concede
a hole at any time, giving the opposing team a win on the hole. When a concession has been made it must be
announced by the player in a clear and concise manner to the referee who must acknowledge the concession.

Winning Team
The team that wins the most points during the entirety of a match is the winner. If both teams have the same
number of points at the end of regulation, teams will compete in an overtime competition.

Overtime

If the match is tied after 15 holes the teams will then play a 1 vs 1 closest to the pin competition in the short
game area. The team that started the match with the hammer will go first in overtime. Teams may select their
playing order during overtime; however, all players must hit a shot before an individual player can hit again.
After each matchup (i.e., Player 1 for each team plays) the team with the ball closest to the pin (ball must still
be on the green when it comes to rest) will receive a point. Then the format will continue with Player 2 for
each team, and so on until after a team successfully hits two shots closer to the pin than their competitors.
The team that went first in the first matchup will go second in the second matchup, and that order will
continue to alternate. In the case where more than three shots per team are necessary to prove a winner,
teams will continue in the order previously played.

Winning team:
e 1team point for the overall match score (i.e., if match was tied 5-5 then the final match score would

be 6-5)
e 2 points towards their season standings

Losing team:
e 1 point towards their season standings

Regular Season Point System
TGL will use a points-based system to determine regular season standings. For each match, teams can be
awarded up to two (2) points towards their regular season total based on the following:

e Winin Regulation......2 Points

e  Winin Overtime........2 Points

e Lossin Overtime........ 1 Point

e Lossin Regulation......0 Points

Pre-Match Competition

A “Pre-Match Competition” will take place in the Green Zone only prior to the start of a “neutral site” or
“rivalry” match. This competition will determine which team starts with hammer and first tee honors since no
team is considered the “home team.” The Pre-Match Competition will be a game that can eitherbea 1vs 1
first point wins competition, or a first to 2 or 3 point competition including all three team members.

Article 3: Hammer

The “hammer” is a game modifier that will change the hole value by adding 1 point to the value. For instance,
each hole starts with a value of 1 point, when a hammer is played and accepted the value of the hole would
now be 2 points. If another hammer is played and accepted the value of the hole would now be 3 points, etc.
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At the start of the match, only the home team shall have possession of the hammer

meaning they are the only team with the option to use it. Once the hammer is used, ownership of the
hammer shall switch to the other team which allows them to use it any time they choose.

Hammer Mechanics
Teams or players shall throw the hammer, which will be an item provided by the League, and tell the Referee
who must acknowledge the call. After hammer has been thrown the Referee then presents the opposing
team with two options:
e Accept hammer — If the opposing team accepts the hammer, the hole value is now worth 1 point
more and the hole is continued to be played
o Decline hammer — If the opposing team declines the hammer, the hole is immediately conceded and
the point(s) is awarded to the team who called the hammer

After either option is chosen, the hammer changes ownership to the other team who can then use it under
the same guidelines. There is no requirement to use the hammer nor is there a limit on the number of times
a hammer can be used.

Hammer Timing

“Hammer” can be thrown any time prior to a player addressing the ball. The Referee will put their hand up
after they deem the ball has been addressed which will “close the window”. If the player proceeds to back off
the ball then the Referee reserves the right to re-open the window by lowering their hand. Teams can only
use the hammer after a single shot has been played on a hole.

Article 4: Pre Tee-Shot Hammer

A hammer thrown prior to a tee shot being hit by either team will be treated the same as a regular hammer,
however the opposing team cannot decline and must accept the hammer. Possession of the hammer
changes as it does with normal hammer rules.

Article 5: Score Keeping

An official scorer shall be responsible for all score keeping activities such as stroke counting, penalty
assessment, and hole result. Players will not be responsible to track their own scores or submit a scorecard at
the conclusion of a match.

Article 6: Local Rules

TGL shall have local rules to accommodate the unique format and stadium features in which a match is
played. TGL will not treat rules violations from the traditional matchup:

Preparing For and Making A Stroke

o Aball first becomes “in play” on a hole when the player makes a stroke at it from inside the
screenplay area

e Thereafter, any ball which is dropped, placed, or replaced is “in play” when the player makes their
next stroke at the ball

e Aballisnotin play in the Green Zone until the ball is struck

e 1-Stroke penalty and voided stroke for playing out of turn (either wrong team member or team that
does not currently have honors)
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e 1-Stroke penalty for grounding your club in a bunker
e A “shot clock violation” is determined by the shot clock reaching zero (0) before the ball is struck
e Thereis no “one ball rule” a new ball can be placed for a shot at any time
e  Players will put their ball into play for every shot in TGL
o For screenplay, they will place their ball in the fairway and sand, and drop their ball in the
rough
o For greenplay players will always place their ball on the Sky Mark, and will not be required to
drop onto any surface

Inaccurate Computation/Unregistered Shot
e The Referee or Official shall have the ability to deem a shot during screenplay an “inaccurate
computation” at their discretion to maintain the integrity of the match and facilitate the competition.
They also will have the authority to deem a re-hit. Scenarios where this may incur includes, but is not
limited to, the following:

o Shot not captured — If a ball is struck and the simulator fails to capture it, then the Referee or
Official shall invoke a re-hit. The attempted stroke is not counted towards the player’s total
strokes attempted. The only exception is when both the Referee and Official decide the ball
was in fact mishit (commonly referred to as “shanked”), then they will give the player a 1-
stroke penalty.

o Inaccurate simulator reading — If a ball is struck and the simulator produces an output that is
clearly and obviously incorrect, then the Referee or Official shall invoke a re-hit. The
attempted stroke is not counted, and the ball is reset to its previous resting position.

o Interference — A disruption of any kind and a player had already started their swing and hits
the ball then the Referee or Official can invoke a re-hit. The attempted stroke is not counted,
and the ball is reset to its previous resting position.

Relief in Green Zone
Players shall qualify for relief from conditions that are clearly unintended or affect the quality of the
competition. Such conditions include, but are not limited to, the following:
e Ball coming to rest in a turntable seam
e Ball coming to rest near immovable objects and player is unable to attempt a stroke on the ball
o |faplayer hits a shot in the Green Zone that comes to rest against the grandstands, then the player
shall gain relief from the grandstand from a point no closer to the hole that allows them to make an
attempt at a stroke

Rule of Elasticity

The match Referee will maintain a floating “Rule of Elasticity” for any circumstance that is deemed a deviation
from the norm. They will reserve the right to make judgment calls based on their best ability in the given
circumstances.

Article 7: Penalties

TGL will govern by the League rules set forth in this document as well as the traditional rules of golf played on
the PGA TOUR. Rules have been set in place to meet the “spirt of the competition” and remain applicable
under the conditions of the TGL environment. Examples of potential penalties from the traditional rules of
golf include, but are not limited to, the following:

e 1-Stroke penalty for hitting into penalty areas
e  2-Stroke penalty for deliberately interfering with any moving ball
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Game Timing

Article 1: Length of Game

A match will not have an official game clock that defines play in regulation. However, the length of a match
shall take around two (2) hours to align with broadcast requirements.

Article 2: Shot Clock

The “shot clock” refers to the timing device that displays the countdown of time in which each player must
record a stroke. The shot clock will be forty (40) seconds. After each shot clock violation, a team will incur a
1-stroke penalty.

Shot Clock Enforcement
League Referee and Official shall be responsible for the management and enforcement of the shot clock.

Starting the Shot Clock
The shot clock shall start any time the following occurs:
e The Booth Official deems a player can play without interference or distraction
e The Booth Official deems a team or player has had adequate time to prepare for a shot following a
timeout
e The Booth Official deems a team or player has had adequate time to transition into the Green Zone

Stopping and Resetting the Shot Clock
The shot clock shall be stopped & reset any time the following occurs:
e Aplayer has completed their turn
e Anplayerincurs a shot clock violation
e Aplayerincurs a penalty
e Anplayer calls a timeout
o A hammer is thrown
o A Referee or Official determines the shot clock must be reset to accommodate a special circumstance

Article 3: Timeouts

Each team will have two (2) timeouts per session that will last fifteen (15) seconds each. Timeouts may be
called at any point by the team whose player is currently hitting. The opposing team will have until the
Referee puts up their hand signaling a player has addressed the ball to call a timeout, in order to avoid
interference. Players must wait until the entire fifteen (15) seconds has expired before they can hit their next
shot.

Timeout Mechanics

A member of the team will signal or verbally call a timeout to the referee, who will acknowledge the call. A
team cannot call back-to-back timeouts while on the current shot, they must wait until the shot is hit
following a timeout to then be allowed to call another.

Injury Timeouts

If a player becomes injured during a match, Referees/Officials can grant injury timeouts to provide care and
treatment to the injured player. Injury timeouts will not be counted against a team’s official timeout count.
However, if a player is suspected of taking advantage of injury timeouts as a competitive advantage, the
situation will be reviewed by TGL Officials for potential disciplinary action.
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Player Eligibility & Injuries/Substitutes

Article 1: Eligibility

As noted above, TGL teams will consist of six (6) teams of four (4) players each. To be eligible for the TGL
League, players shall be members in good standing with the PGA Tour. Exceptions to be approved in advance
by TGL League office.

Article 2: Injuries

Injuries & Conflicts

If a “starting” player is unable to compete in a match due to injury, logistical conflict, or other unforeseen
circumstances, teams shall be allowed to select a new player to take their place. Players must be approved in
advance by the League office. Teams will have up until two (2) hours before the match starts to make a
substitution.

Injury Substitutions

If a player becomes injured during a match, teams will not be allowed to substitute for that player and must
continue with only two players. The remaining players will rotate their order of filling in for the injured player
and triples will become a two-man alternate shot for that team. During singles the team will keep their order
and each player will take a hole previously assigned to the injured player. If a team or player is suspected of
taking advantage of an injury substitution for a competitive advantage, the situation will be reviewed by TGL
Officials for potential disciplinary action.

Match Progression

Article 1: Screenplay

Each hole shall begin in the screenplay area where players will hit shots until they progress into the Green
Zone.

Teeing Off
Every tee shot by both teams shall take place in the screenplay area. The order in which players hit off the tee
will be determined by the following:
e  First hole of match: As mentioned above, the home team will obtain 15t tee honors
e Team lineups will be set prior to the match and each player will have designated holes where they
will be teeing off for each session:
o Player 1 for each team will tee off on holes 1, 4, & 7 for Session 1 (Triples) and holes 10, & 13
for Session 2 (Singles)
o Player 2 for each team will tee off on holes 2, 5, & 8 for Session 1, and holes 11 & 14 for
Session 2
o Player 3 for each team will tee off on holes 3, 6, & 9 for Session 1, and holes 12 & 15 for
Session 2
o The rest of the match will follow traditional golf rules of who has the tee honor

Screenplay to Greenplay
Player order after tee shots shall be determined by distance to pin whereas the player furthest from the hole
will hit first.
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After each tee shot and the ball has not reached the Green Zone, players will put their ball on the correct
section of the hitting area prior to their next shot (sand, fairway, or rough). If the player’s ball is in the fairway
or sand they will place their ball into position. If they are in the rough then the player must drop their ball into
position.

Each drop will be overseen by the Referee who will also be consulting with the Official to ensure fair play.
Players shall continue hitting in the screenplay area until they reach the Green Zone threshold on the screen.

Article 2: Transition to The Green Zone

The Green Zone threshold shall be defined as the criteria required for a player to begin greenplay.

Until a player’s ball meets the threshold, they shall continue in the screenplay area. Because an exact replica
of the real Green Zone will be represented in every virtual golf hole played in TGL, the game engine will
determine when a shot has reached the Green Zone threshold. Once in the Green Zone players will pitch, chip
and putt until their ball is holed out, the opposing team concedes a putt, or the opposing team concedes the
hole.

Article 3: The Green Zone

Ball Placement

Ball placement in the Green Zone will be done by using the ball placement mechanism “Sky Mark,” a custom
technology built to guide the transition of a ball from screenplay to greenplay. “Sky Mark” will illuminate an
area in the Green Zone where a player must place their ball to correctly matchup with the coordinates in the
virtual hole. If “Sky Mark” is on the putting green, then the player can place a ball marker on the “Sky Mark.”

Regular Season & Playoffs

As noted above, TGL will consist of a six (6) team League and each team will play each other one time in the
regular season.

Playoffs
The top four teams with the most regular season points will advance to the playoffs.
Playoff seeding will also be based on the most regular season points. In the

event of two teams finishing with the same record, tie-breaker criteria will be as follows:

e Total holes won in regular season

e Point differential in regular season matches

e Total hammers won in regular season

o  Fewest holes lost in regular season

e Total sessions won in regular season

e Fewest hammers lost in regular season

The playoffs will use a single elimination matchup for round one. The winners of those matchups will then
progress to a best of three series format for The Championship where the two teams remaining play until a
team has won two (2) matches. Round one match-ups will be determined by seeding as follows:

- #1Team vs #4 Team

- #2Teamvs #3 Team

The higher seeded team in both matchups will be treated as the “home team” and will therefore retain the
“home course advantages” as specified above.
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Championship

As specified above, The Championship will be a best of three series. The winner of the series will be crowned
Season Champions. The higher seeded team will be designated as the “home team” for matches one and
three, the lower seeded team will be the “home team” for match two. If a match is mathematically over,
meaning the losing team cannot possibly earn enough points to overtake the winning team before they have
played all 15 holes then the match will be declared finished.

Awarding of 3" and 4th Place

Teams losing in the 15t round of the Playoffs will be awarded 3 and 4t place by which team won the most
holes during their semi-final match. If both teams won the same number of holes, then the team that won
the regular season matchup between the two teams will be considered the 3" place team
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TO: Interim Chair Jordan Maynard and Commissioners Eileen O’Brien,
Bradford Hill and Nakisha Skinner

FROM:  Joseph E. Delaney, Mary Thurlow and Lily Wallace
CC: Dean Serpa, Executive Director, Todd Grossman, General Counsel
DATE: May 2, 2024

RE: Community Mitigation Fund Evaluation Memo - 05/9/24 Commission Meeting

The FY 2025 Community Mitigation Fund (CMF) grant round created new mechanisms for the
application and award of grants. The Municipal Block Grant Program established a formula for the
distribution of funds to eligible municipalities and the Regional Agency Grant Program modified and
expanded eligibility for regional entities to obtain funds from the CMF. The Commission voted
proposed municipal grant amounts in the fall of 2023. Municipal applications may now include
multiple projects across several project categories within a single grant application. All applicants
were provided additional guidance through the development of identified impacts, acceptable
projects and ineligible projects for each of the grant categories. These changes have resulted in
record demand for funds, with grant requests totaling approximately $22 million.

The Community Affairs Division recruited a Review Team consisting of seven staff members and two
Commissioners covering four different MGC Divisions. Each application was submitted timely to the
Commission, received an in-depth review by the Review Team and each applicant was afforded an
opportunity to meet with the Review Team to provide any further clarification needed.

The following applications are presented in this memo for the Commission’s review and action.

Municipal Block Grant Applications: Cambridge, Chelsea, East Longmeadow, Ludlow, Malden,
Medford, Revere and West Springfield
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MUNICIPAL BLOCK GRANT APPLICATIONS

Applicant Name: Cambridge Region: A
MGC FY25 Allocation: $700,000 Requested Amount: $700,000.
Recommended Grant Amount: $527,800

Waiver: Cambridge has requested a waiver regarding transportation construction projects in the amount of $31,500.
Overall, the grant would remain within the FY 25 Allocation, but the transportation construction projects would exceed the
subsidy allowed under the Guidelines. Cambridge has two transportation construction projects - the E-bikes and traffic
signal improvements. The total cost of the E-bikes project is $175,000. The Traffic Signal Equipment and Improvements
project totals $200,000, of which $80,000 is consulting costs and $120,000 is construction funds. The combined
construction costs of the two projects are $295,000. Under the Guidelines, the project subsidy would be the first $250,000
at 100% with the remainder funded at 30% of the cost. In this case it would be $250,000 + 30% of $45,000 or a total grant of
$263,500. Cambridge is asking for the entire project cost to be funded under the grant. This amounts to a $31,500 waiver.
Considering the relatively small amount of the funds and the fact that Cambridge will remain under its $700,000 allocation,
the Review Team recommends granting this waiver.

1. Community Planning - Commercial District Marketing Campaign - $75,000

Recommendation: Full Funding of $75,000

Description: This project is designed to promote Cambridge's commercial districts as a destination for patrons and
employees of the gaming establishment to dine and shop. Through the marketing plan, the aim is to attract gaming
establishment patrons and employees to Cambridge, highlight local businesses, specifically restaurants, and help local
businesses compete with gaming establishments for business.

Impact: The application cites from the FY25 Guidelines that gaming establishments attract a large group of patrons and
employees to their establishments which provides opportunities for local communities and businesses to attract these
patrons and employees to their communities and business establishments. The Encore License Plate Survey was also
referenced that identified re-allocated spending as having an impact on restaurants and bars.

Determination: The Review Team agreed that the Applicant's proposal addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Having identified a casino related impact, the applicant chose to do a marketing plan to highlight local
businesses. The Guidelines specifically identify marketing plans as eligible Community Planning projects to attract casino
patrons and employees to the municipality, highlight local businesses, promote recreational and entertainment
opportunities, and help communities compete with the gaming establishments for business. Therefore, the Review Team
recommends full funding of this portion of the grant.

2. Transportation - E-bikes - $175,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $175,000

Description: This project is for the purchase of electric bikes for the Bluebikes public bicycle share system. These will be
placed in the eastern Cambridge/North Point/Cambridge Crossing area which was identified as an area impacted by the
increase in traffic to and from the casino.

Impact: This application cites a number of eligible impacts such as the increase in traffic congestion, vehicular/pedestrian/
pedestrian conflicts, vehicular accidents, pollution, and strain on public transit services.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impacts.
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Rationale: The purchase and installation of bike share networks is specifically identified in the Guidelines as an eligible
transportation construction project. The Review Team agreed that the proposed E-bikes will expand the bike share network
and will also encourage people to travel further distances on bicycles. This will help reduce single occupancy vehicle use and
therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

3. Transportation - Traffic Study - $30,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $30,000

Description: This project is to conduct a traffic study using cellphone data to identify Encore patrons and employees that
are traveling though Cambridge to access the casino.

Impact: This impacts cited by this application are: increased traffic causing increased congestion, vehicular accidents, and
increased vehicular/bicycle pedestrian conflicts on major traffic routes to/from the casino..

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help address the identified impacts.

Rationale: Through the use of this technology, Cambridge will be able to identify locations and routes of increased traffic
that will assist in targeting future transportation mitigation projects.

4. Transportation - Traffic Signal Equipment and Improvements - $200,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $200,000

Description: This project is for the design and improvement to traffic signals on the Prospect Street corridor to reduce
congestion along this stretch of road.

Impact: The application cited that increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may cause increased
congestion on the major routes leading to/from the gaming establishment, which is an impact identified in the Guidelines.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help address the identified impact.

Rationale: This application identified $80,000 of designh work and $120,000 of improvements to be done. These
improvements are considered to be construction and the City is requesting a waiver to allow for full funding of the project
from. As outlined above, the Review Team recommends granting the waiver as the dollar value is fairly small ($31,500) and
the overall Grant will not exceed the FY 2025 Allocation. The application presented data to demonstrate that this route is
expected to carry more than 1% of the casino traffic. As such, the Review Team agrees that this project addresses a casino
related impact and therefore, recommends full funding for this portion of the grant.

5. Public Safety- High Visibility Traffic Enforcement/Purchase of Motorcycles - $220,000

Recommendation: The Review Team recommend partial funding in the amount of $47,800 with conditions

Description: This application is for enhanced traffic enforcement focusing on Cambridge Street, Hampshire Street and
Prospect Street, which are the major routes to the casino through Cambridge. This will be accomplished through increased
police patrols, the use of speed/message boards, and public education efforts. This application requests 1,360 hours of
police overtime and the purchase of three motorcycles.

Impact: The application sites increase in DUI; traffic causing increases in congestion, accidents and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts; traffic influx can result in increased calls for service which put pressure on local
emergency services. These are all impacts identified in the Guidelines

Determination: The Review Team does not recommend the purchase of motorcycles as this appears to be at least partially
for the replacement of existing motorcycles which is prohibited in the Guidelines. In addition, there is no justification for the
need of additional motorcycles to perform the proposed additional patrols. The Review Team recommends partial funding
of the police overtime limited to the peak hours associated with Encore such as weekends, evenings, and/or special events.
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Rationale: With respect to the purchase of motorcycles, the application states that "(t)hese three new motorcycles would
be in addition to the Department’s routine replacement of older motorcycles with new ones. This would allow our
motorcycle fleet to cycle out additional older motorcycles." When asked for additional detail regarding the purchase of
motorcycles, the City responded that they currently have 14 motorcycles in the fleet and that "The Department has not
been able to fund motorcycles at our desired rate due to budgetary constraints. Current year funding allowed for the
purchase of one motorcycle and this funding will supplement our funding to allow for the purchase of two more vehicles.'
One of the tenets of the Guidelines is that funds are to supplement, not supplant existing funding. This request appears to
be largely due to inadequate budgeting by the City. There is nothing in the application or supplementary information that
led the Review Team to believe that this was anything more than a means to replace older motorcycles or to add to their
fleet due to budget constraints. Nothing in the application indicated that the purchase of these vehicles was specifically
needed to implement the proposed overtime.

With respect to the overtime request, the application indicated that most of this overtime would be on the Day Shift or First
Half Shift. It also indicated the need for overtime after 8:00 PM to focus on impaired driving and weekend overtime when
Encore hosts events. The Review Team does not agree that the focus of traffic enforcement should be in the day shift as the
casino's peak traffic is associated with evenings and particularly weekends. The Review Team was also concerned with the
number of patrols that are being proposed. The application is requesting 1,360 hours of overtime, which works out to
approximately 26 hours per week. While the Review Team agrees that there is some impact on traffic in Cambridge, it does
not approach the levels of traffic seen in places like Boston, Everett, and Somerville. The Review Team believes that this
request is out of line with the traffic impact being felt within the community. Should the Commission wish to fund this
application, the Review Team recommends that no more than 500 hours of overtime be awarded and that Cambridge come
back with a proposal that targets the peak operational hours of the casino for the targeted overtime. 500 hours of overtime
would equate to about $47,800 based on the overtime numbers submitted by Cambridge.
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Applicant Name: Chelsea Region: A

MGC FY25 Allocation: $1,027,700 Requested Amount: $1,027,000
Recommended Grant Amount: $957,300

Waiver: N/A

1. Community Planning - Discovery Chelsea Campaign - $50,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $50,000

Description: In 2022 Chelsea developed the Discover Chelsea marketing campaign through a grant from the Massachusetts
Office of Travel and Tourism to highlight the many attractions and opportunities in Chelsea. This project seeks to expand this
program by bringing on a consultant to create new content for the Discover Chelsea campaign, including web and social
media content, blog or vlog posts, and to develop marketing materials to advertise the program. They will also keep updated
the existing list of businesses, special events, and other tourism attractions.

Impact: Chelsea cited from the Guidelines the following impacts: Negative impacts on other businesses competing in the
hospitality and entertainment industries; the presence of a gaming establishment my result in reallocated spending and the
marketing capabilities of the gaming establishments may put other competing local businesses at a disadvantage.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help address the identified impacts.

Rationale: The CMF Guidelines specifically identify marketing plans as an eligible project to address casino related impacts to
the hospitality and entertainment industries. The Review Team agrees that the marketing tools will assist in promoting the
Chelsea area by highlighting local businesses and promoting local recreational and entertainment opportunities and
therefore, recommends full funding of this portion of the grant.

2. Transportation- Marginal Street Corridor Study - $677,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $677,000

Description: This project is for a comprehensive redesign of Marginal Street between the McArdle Bridge and the Chelsea
Street Bridge. It is anticipated that this will improve traffic flow and intersection performance, increase safety for all roadway
users, and enhance the roadway’s ability to service casino patrons, employees, freight deliveries, as well as local residents.

Impact: Chelsea identified impacts from the Guidelines which are: increased traffic from the casino causing increased
congestion, accidents, and vehicular/bicycle pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help address the identified impacts.

Rationale: Chelsea presented information that demonstrated that casino related traffic would use this route particularly to
access Logan Airport. The Review Team agrees that the analysis submitted by Chelsea documents a traffic-related impact on
this street. The Review Team had some concern about the cost of the study. Chelsea identified that there are serious issues
with the road including the necessity of flood barriers and erosion prevention which will result significantly high construction
costs and similarly high cost of design. The Review Team was satisfied that the costs presented are appropriate for a design of
this type and therefore recommend full funding of this portion of the application.

3. Public Safety - Chelsea Police Overtime - $146,680

Recommendation: Partial Funding - $93,400

Description: This application seeks funds in several categories: overtime for traffic enforcement patrols ($38,400); overtime
for opioid related licensing inspections at local hotels ($33,200); overtime for human trafficking investigations (520,000); two
permanently mounted sign boards (550,000) and temporary signs and cones ($5,000).
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Impact: This application cited several impacts that are identified in the Guidelines including: increased interaction between
the police and patrons and employees of the casino; casinos may attract certain types of crime including human trafficking,
money laundering and drug trafficking; the presence of casinos has been demonstrated to cause and increase in OUls; and
increases in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents, and vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will partially address these impacts.

Rationale: The proposed traffic patrols will take place on holidays, weekends, and late evenings when traffic to and from
the Casino is increased and will operate on main routes to and from the Casino, including Spruce, Second, Beacham, and
Williams Streets. The Review Team agrees that the location and level of patrols is appropriate and recommends funding that
portion of the grant in the amount of $38,400.

The Review Team was unclear on the nexus of opioid-related licensing inspections and impacts of the Encore casino. As
described by the City, licensing inspections entail inspection and surveillance of hotels where officers would inspect hotel
grounds, lobbies and parking lots, looking for indicators of illicit drug use and sexual assault. Officers will inspect the hotel
ledgers to ensure they meet the licensing compliance requirements per the City rules and regulations. While the Review Team
understands the need for police to work with local businesses to reduce criminal activity, the described activities do not seem
to be targeted towards a casino related impact, rather these seem to be general police activities. Therefore, the Review Team
does not recommend this portion of the grant application for funding.

In their response to the Request for Supplemental Information, the City requested that the funding for the Human Trafficking
Investigations be withdrawn due to a lack of resources to carry out the investigations. They also asked that the funds be re-
purposed for an additional signboard. There was no information regarding the type or location of the signboard. The Review
Team recommends that the funds for Human Trafficking Investigations be withdrawn, and that the City apply for the
additional sign in their application next year.

4. Public Safety - Gambling Harm Reduction - $150,700
Recommendation: Full Funding $136,900

Description: Chelsea seeks to establish a culturally relevant harm reduction pilot program focused on building capacity of
community members to address the harm of gambling on low-income residents. The harm comes in many different forms
such as the possibility of jeopardized housing, economic instability and overall wellness. By rigorously exercising a harm-
reduction model and building on the existing social infrastructure and safety-net programming in the community, the project
seeks to advance the following goals:

1. Support the long-term housing stability, economic stability, and overall wellbeing of low-income residents facing problem
gambling;

2. Build local capacity for interventions that minimize the harm of problem gambling on residents’ economic stability and
wellness;

3. Rigorously further the development of trauma informed, human-centered, and non-coercive local programming that seeks
to reduce the risks and stigmatization faced by residents experiencing dependency disorders;

4. Decentralize and embed critical social services within existing, trusted community programs and spaces to increase
accessibility;

5. Increase access to culturally relevant clinical and non-clinical mental health services for residents, regardless of
socioeconomic or immigration status.

Impact: Certain groups of people are disproportionally at risk of gambling-related harm by the presence of a casino. These
groups can be linked by race, ethnicity, general age, recent immigrants, veteran status and/or socioeconomic status.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The applicant has submitted a revised budget that reduces the request from $150,700 to $136,900. The Review
Team agrees that this proposed program could minimize the harm of problem gambling on the residents by providing links to
clinical and non-clinical mental health services, and providing support through financial literacy, and workforce development
and therefore recommends full funding in the amount of $136,900.
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Applicant Name: East Longmeadow Region: B

MGC FY25 Allocation: $352,000 Requested Amount: $348,500
Recommended Grant Amount: $282,725

Waiver: N/A

1. Community Planning - Parcel Inventory and Site Readiness Assessment - $7,000

Recommendation: Full Funding at $7,000

Description: This project is to complete the Town Center Zoning Project and review the Town Center Zoning Bylaw to align
with 40R Smart-Growth Zoning criteria. The Pioneer Valley Planning Commission will be assisting East Longmeadow in this
project to create mixed-use, mixed-density and mixed income housing. The aim is to identify key sites with development
prospects for the hospitality industry that can be leveraged for economic and community development.

Impact: The employment prospects that resulted from the development of MGM Springfield have provided Longmeadow with
the opportunity to provide hospitality workers with a diversity of housing options. Longmeadow has long been a bedroom
community for Springfield area workers and wishes to continue in that role.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: By completing a zoning analysis, barriers to economic development within the area may be removed. The Review
Team agrees that the request utilized an impact and mitigation measure identified in the FY2025 Community Mitigation Fund
Guidelines and therefore recommends full funding of this project.

2. Transportation - Road Safety Audit - $39,600

Recommendation: Full Funding at $39,600

Description: East Longmeadow is proposing a Road Safety Audit on Route 83 (North Main Street) from LaSalle Street southerly
to Center Square Driveway, just north of the East Longmeadow Rotary, approximately 0.87 miles. The study will collect,
tabulate, and analyze crash data and document trends and causes of incidents within the project limits. This study will give the
Town insight on what is required for better safety along this corridor and what the next steps should be.

Impact: Route 83 is identified in the MGM Springfield Trip Distribution Map as carrying 5.5 % of the casino related traffic,
which exceeds the 1% minimum identified in the Guidelines. The Guidelines also identify that "increased traffic associated
with the gaming establishment may result in increased vehicular accidents on major routes leading to/from the gaming
establishment."

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Road Safety Audits were specifically identified as being an eligible project in the Guidelines, therefore, the Review
Team recommends full funding of this project.

3. Transportation - Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons - $35,180

Recommendation: Full Funding - $35,180

Description: This project is for the installation of Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFB) at four pedestrian crossings along
Maple Street and Shaker Road. These are to facilitate pedestrian safety and accessibility considering the increase in traffic and
potentially distracted drivers.

Impact: The Guidelines identify that increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may result in increased
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts. Both Maple Street and Shaker Road split off from Route 83 at the East Longmeadow
Rotary. Approximately 5.5% of the casino related traffic was estimated to use Route 83 as it enters East Longmeadow from
Springfield. Based on the geometry of the Longmeadow Rotary, it is reasonable to assume that each of these streets would
carry about 1% of the casino related traffic.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.
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Rationale: Increase in driver awareness at crossing locations and improvement of pedestrian visibility at crosswalks will create
a safer environment for both vehicular and pedestrian traffic. The Review Team agrees that this project will have a positive
impact on vehicular and pedestrian safety and therefore, recommends full funding of this project.

4. Transportation - Sidewalk Design - $60,500

Recommendation: Full Funding - $60,500

Description: This project is for the design of approximately 2,700 feet of new sidewalk on the west side of Westwood Avenue,
beginning at the intersection of Maple Street and extending northerly to the intersection with James Street, and
approximately 1,700 feet of new sidewalk on the north side of Maple Street, beginning at the intersection of Fairway Lane and
extending easterly to the intersection with Savoy Avenue.

Impact: The Guidelines identify that increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may result in increased
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts. Both Maple Street and Westwood Road intersect with Route 83, which is identified as
carrying approximately 5.5% of the casino related traffic was estimated to use Route 83. Both of these roads are major
arterials that do not have sidewalk in the designated locations.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses an impact.

Rationale: The proposed sidewalk will fill in gaps in the existing sidewalk network, which will improve safety for pedestrians.
The Review Team agrees that this project will address a casino related impact, therefore, recommends full funding for this
project.

5. Transportation - ADA-Compliant Van - $69,275

Description: This project is for the purchase of an ADA paratransit van to supplement service for the Tri-town Trolley. The Tri-
Town Trolley provides affordable ADA, shared-ride paratransit to seniors and those with disabilities in East Longmeadow,
Longmeadow, and Hampden, MA between 8AM-4PM. The addition of a vehicle will allow the Tri-Town service to add over
1,000 trips annually, at a more efficient per-trip cost to East Longmeadow senior residents. Currently, the operational budget
is supported by PVTA’s Community Transit Grant and a Service Incentive Grant from the MA Executive Office of Elder Affairs.

Impact: East Longmeadow cited increased traffic congestion on the route to Springfield and within Springfield, near key
medical buildings and hospitals.

Determination: The Review Team does not agree that this project addresses a casino impact.

Rationale: The application identifies increases in traffic from the casino as driving increases in use of this program. The Tri-
Town Trolley has been in existence since the early 1990s, well in advance of the opening of a casino and the primary
beneficiaries of this service are seniors and those with disabilities. The hours of operation of the Trolley are 8 AM to 4 PM
Monday-Friday, which do not coincide with peak casino traffic. The application further states that provision of this van would
reduce single occupancy vehicles, thereby reducing congestion on the roads. The Review Team had difficulty with these
arguments for several reasons: this program has been in existence for many years, and it appears that the success of this
program has much more to do with convenience for the users than it does with increases in traffic associated with the casino;
the hours of operation of this program do not coincide with peak traffic periods for the casino so there is some question about
how much additional congestion the casino is causing during the Trolley hours; there was no documentation that identified
traffic as a contributing cause for the increase in demand; and while the Trolley could result in fewer vehicles on the road due
to multiple occupants, the project identifies an increase of 1,000 trips over what is currently being done. For all of these
reasons, the Review Team could not recommend this project.
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6. Public Safety - Radar Speed Signs - $46,720

Recommendation: Full Funding - $46,720

Description: These funds are for the purchase of portable speed radar signs designed to show a vehicle’s speed and visibly
alert the driver when they are approaching and passing the posted speed limit. These signs collect and store traffic data
(speeds and counts) which can be periodically retrieved and analyzed. This data helps determine the most effective times and
locations for traffic safety enforcement efforts, as well as road safety enhancements for both vehicles and vulnerable users.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines increases in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents, and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The traffic safety enforcement efforts enhanced using the Radar Speed signs will assist police in assessing the
needs for the roadways, therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this project.

7. Public Safety - Traffic Cameras - $87,625

Recommendation: Full Funding - $87,625

Description: These funds are for the purchase of four (4) traffic monitoring cameras and an optic cable to be installed on
primary routes to or from Springfield. These cameras will assist in monitoring real-time traffic conditions and can also be used
as an investigative aid in vehicle crashes and criminal investigations. Footage from these cameras can be retrieved and
reviewed to help identify vehicles and/or persons involved in reported crimes or criminal traffic incidents, and confirm or
challenge eye witness descriptions and other evidence, which will aid in identifying responsible parties and help promote
public safety and offender accountability.

Impact: East Longmeadow receives 5.4% of the vehicle trips related to MGM Springfield via Route 83 which is an impact
identified in the Guidelines.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The installation of cameras will help reduce traffic speeds and provide real time data to enhance traffic
enforcement and investigations, therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this project.

8. Public Safety - Mutual Aid Fire Pre-Plan - $6,100

Recommendation: Full Funding - $6,100

Description: This project is for training to prepare firefighters to respond to fire or EMS emergencies at MGM casino, the
Mass Mutual Center, and the nearby hotels. Historically, fire departments pre-plan facilities by gathering general and detailed
data that is used by responding personnel in effectively managing emergencies for the protection of occupants, participants,
responding personnel, property, and the environment.

Impact: The influx of visitors to the casino and the area surrounding the casino has resulted in an increase in service requests
for the Springfield Fire Department and their EMS partners. This increase has led to an increase in the calls for mutual aid. The
East Longmeadow Fire Department provides fire & EMS mutual aid to Springfield and often covers at Station 3, which is first
for the casino and nearby facilities.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Public Safety personnel training is promoted by the Commission. There are some unique challenges facing fire
department personnel in high-rise/multi-storied buildings. This training provides a solution to address these issues that not
only impact the casino but hotels and office buildings in the nearby area.
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Applicant Name: Ludlow Region: B
MGC FY25 Allocation: $244,900 Requested Amount: $292,115.10
Recommended Grant Amount: $244,900

Waiver: Ludlow is requesting a waiver of their allocation amount by $47,215.10. The Guidelines establish the parameters of
a funding waiver request which states that "If any municipality determines that the proposed grant amount is insufficient to
mitigate identified casino related impacts, it may request a waiver for those specific projects that cause the municipality to
exceed the proposed grant amount... The intent of this waiver is not to fund routine expenses but rather to fund significant
projects that would not otherwise be able to be funded under a municipality’s annual CMF allocation." Some of the
proposed projects in this application could certainly be funded in part, or over multiple years. For instance, the public safety
application asks for 10 Speed Alert Boards and the Active Shooter Training proposes to train all its staff in one year. There is
nothing in the application that identifies these items as needing to happen now. They could be phased in over one or more
years. The intent of the waiver is to fund large projects that would exceed the grant allocation to the community. For
instance, if a community had a large-scale construction project that would be eligible for up to $1.5 million in grant funds
and the community's allocation was $244,900, the community simply could not do the project absent a waiver. This was
intended to be a relief valve in the rare instance where a community's projects clearly exceeded their allocation. For these
reasons, the Review Team does not recommend granting the waiver.

If the Commission does not grant the waiver, the Review Team recommends that Ludlow be given the opportunity to
modify their request to come in line with the awarded grant. We will consult with them prior to issuing Grant Documents to
determine which projects they want to move forward with.

1. Public Safety - Traffic Public Safety - $136,074

Recommendation: Full Funding

Description: This project is for the purchase of equipment to upgrade crosswalks and assist with traffic enforcement in
designated areas. The equipment includes purchase of a Lidar unit; SAM Speed Board, 10 Speed Alert Boards, a Message
Trailer; and 2 Solar Lighted Crosswalks.

Impact: As outlined in the Guidelines, Route 21 in Ludlow is estimated to carry 1% of the casino-related traffic. Ludlow cites
increased traffic volume along Route 21 creating safety concerns.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this Project addresses identified the impact.

Rationale: The purchase of traffic safety equipment is identified in the Guidelines as an eligible cost for Public Safety
agencies. Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

2. Public Safety - Ludlow Fire Extraction - $73,270

Recommendation: Full Funding

Description: These funds are for the purchase of vehicle extraction equipment. The tools requested are: a battery-operated
hydraulic cutter, spreader, combi-tool, extrication rams, a set of lifting air bags and accessories. These would supplement
Ludlow's older hydraulic tools which are 20 years old.

Impact: Ludlow states the impact as being an increase in traffic on roadways and interstate which is resulting in increased
vehicular accidents.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that these funds will help address the identified impact.

Rationale: The Ludlow Fire Department responds to emergencies on both State Route 21 and Interstate 90 in Ludlow. The
Review Team agrees that the development of MGM Springfield has resulted in increased traffic on these routes and agrees
that this may increase the number of accidents that Ludlow Fire Department responds to. Therefore, the Review Team
recommends full funding for this portion of the application.
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3. Public Safety - Ludlow Active Shooter - $35,110.55

Recommendation: Full Funding

Description: These funds are for an Active Shooter Training course for both the Fire and Police departments.

Impact: Ludlow cites that the development of MGM has caused increased vehicle and pedestrian traffic as well as calls for
both Police and Fire services.
Determination: The Review Team agrees that this Project identified an impact.

Rationale: Although this particular training is not listed among the eligible mitigation measures, the Review Team
recognizes the importance of this training for officers. Should there be an incident at MGM Springfield, Ludlow would be
one of the communities that would respond through mutual aid.

4. Community Planning - Ludlow Marketing Plan - $44,856

Recommendation: Full Funding

Description: These funds are for the development of a marketing plan which will include video production, digital
marketing materials, website design & development. The town of Ludlow has committed to website maintenance and press
releases from its general fund budget.

Impact: Ludlow states the primary impact as a result of MGM Springfield is the diversion of commerce and consumer
spending away from Ludlow. There is a great disparity in marketing capabilities of Ludlow vs. those of MGM.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project would help address the identified impact.

Rationale: Marketing plans are identified as an eligible project in the Guidelines to help address negative business impacts.
The Review Team felt that this marketing tool will assist in promoting the Ludlow area by highlighting local businesses and
promoting recreational and entertainment opportunities at Ludlow attractions.
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Applicant Name: Malden Region: A

MGC FY25 Allocation: $882,800 Requested Amount: $881,597.77
Recommended Grant Amount: $881,600

Waiver: N/A

1. Transportation - Complete Broadway 25% Design - $300,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $300,000

Description: This project is to complete the 25% design of improvements to Broadway from the Everett City Line to the
Melrose City Line to reduce congestion and improve roadway safety. Malden has applied for funds through the State
Transportation Improvement Program for construction.

Impact: This application identified the increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may cause increased
congestion on the major routes leading to/from the gaming establishment.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The Commission has previously provided two grants to help advance this project to the 25% design stage totaling
$450,000. The current estimated project cost is $22 million, which means the total design fee would be around $2 million.
With the addition of this $300,000, the total CMF commitment to this project will be $750,000. This is certainly within the
cost parameters that MassDOT uses in estimating design fees. Therefore, the Review Team recommends awarding full
funding for this portion of the application.

2. Transportation - Main Street Signalized Intersections Improvements - $125,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $125,000

Description: This project is to conduct data gathering and engineering analysis in the development of operating schemed
and design concepts to address the traffic deficiencies at three locations on the Main Street Corridor.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may cause increased
congestion on the major routes leading to/from the gaming establishment.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Malden will hire a consultant to perform the evaluations. The result of this work will be a set of short- and long-
term improvements to the corridor which will help optimize traffic flow at these intersections. The Review Team agrees that
these modifications will improve traffic flow along the corridor and therefore recommends full funding of this portion of the
application.

3. Transportation - Broadway Pedestrian Signals and Detection Improvements - $55,000 (construction)

Recommendation: Full Funding - $55,000

Description: This project is for the installation of pedestrian signals and detection equipment at four locations on Broadway.

Impact: The application cites the increase in casino traffic creating congestion and increased pedestrian/bicycle/vehicular
conflicts which is an eligible impact in the Guidelines.

Determination The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Malden views the compliance with accessibility and access requirements as an urgent need which cannot wait
until the reconstruction of Broadway. This project will provide traffic safety and control equipment where none currently
exists and upgrade existing substandard equipment to current standards to improve control and safety conditions for users
of crosswalks. The project will also install video vehicle detection at one location to replace a broken, outmoded, non-
functional in-road induction loop system with state-of-the-art video detection, including bicycle detection. The Review
Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.
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4. Transportation - Main Street Traffic Signal Detection - $160,000 (construction)

Recommendation: Full Funding - $160,000

Description: This project is for the installation of five video traffic signal detectors on Main Street.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may cause increased
congestion on the major routes leading to/from the gaming establishment.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The detection equipment allows the traffic control equipment to respond to fluctuations in traffic thereby
resulting in improved traffic flow. The Review Team agrees that this project will help improve traffic flow and recommends
full funding of this portion of the application.

5. Transportation - Main/Wigglesworth/Judson Pedestrian Improvement - $35,000 (construction)

Recommendation: Full Funding - $35,000

Description: This project is for the installation of a high visibility crosswalk and pedestrian actuated flashing signal in an area
which currently has no crosswalk, however, is highly used as it is adjacent to the Bell Rock Park southeast entrance. This
road is bisected by Main Street which receives a significant portion of casino traffic.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, the increase in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: This application is an effort by Malden to improve traffic safety in an area impacted by the casino. This
application addresses the need for increased public safety. The Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the
application.

6. Transportation - Citywide Traffic Signal Timing Inventory and Electrical Systems Survey - $60,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $60,000

Description: This project is to develop an inventory of traffic signal timing plans and survey electrical service and
connection equipment at signalized intersections. This is to improve operations and maintenance of the traffic signal
system.

Impact: Increased traffic associated with the gaming establishments may cause increased congestion on the major routes
leading to/from the gaming establishment.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: This program builds off a previously funded Traffic Signal Inventory. It will result in a comprehensive set of signal
timing and conductor information which should result in improved operations and coordination of the signals and thereby
improve traffic flow. The Review Team recommends full funding for this portion of the application.

7. Public Safety - Traffic Calming Devices - $84,217

Recommendation: Full Funding - $84,217

Description: This funding is to purchase portable radar speed signs, message sign trailers, and StatTrak devices to improve
road safety in Malden.

Impact: Asidentified in the Guidelines, the increase in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Malden noted in their RRSI that having two trailers would allow the department to move the devices to areas of
need and facilitate charging. The data from these devices will enable Malden to adjust enforcement efforts and propose
engineering changes to the roadway. The Guidelines specifically identify speed boards and other methods to improve traffic
safety. Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding for this portion of the application.
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8. Public Safety - De-Escalation Training - $62,380

Recommendation: Full Funding - $62,380

Description: This project would provide 99 officers with de-escalation, implicit bias and use of force training.

Impact: The increase in visitation and employment due to the casino will likely increase the interaction between public
safety personnel and casino patrons and employees.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The applicant indicated in their RRSI that there is no other source at this time to fund the de-escalation
trainings. Malden believes this training will equip their officers to handle routine traffic stops and interactions with casino
patrons and employees. This type of training is specifically identified in the Guidelines as eligible for CMF funding.
Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.
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Applicant Name: Medford Region: A

MGC FY25 Allocation: $1,048,400 Requested Amount: $1,048,400
Recommended Grant Amount: $1,027,300

Waiver: N/A

1. Community Planning - Medford Square Wayfinding Study (f/k/a Commercial Facade Improvement Program) - $100,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $100,000

Description: Medford initially sought funds for a Commercial Fagade Improvement Program. The Review Team had
concerns with respect to the Anti-Aid Amendment and Medford asked to replace that application with this Wayfinding
Study.

This project is for the development of a wayfinding system for commercial areas of Medford.

Impact: The applicant cited the "presence of the Casino negatively impacts Medford's business district by creating
competition with theaters, restaurants and retail establishments."

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The development of a wayfinding system will help local merchants by providing directional signage that will help
guide customers to local businesses. The CMF has funded several wayfinding projects in the past and the Review Team
recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

2. Community Planning - Wellington Transformation Study - $80,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $80,000

Description: In 2022 Medford was awarded $100,000 for a study on redevelopment opportunities for the Wellington area
and diversify its commercial base to industries that are not competing for casino dollars. However, Medford did not receive
any bids for the project as the fee was considered too low by consultants. The scope of project has been revised and this
request is for additional funds to address this scope.

Impact: The application identifies the reallocation of spending due to Encore as an impact on local retail, restaurant, and
recreation spending.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that the scope of the project meets the needs of the impact.

Rationale: Medford seeks to identify an approach to economic growth that positions the Wellington area to benefit from
the long-term success of the gaming establishment, not be depleted by it. This project anticipates a revitalization plan that
will take advantage of the casino's presence and provide a direction for Medford for future economic growth. The Review
Team agrees that this project will help identify a new approach for economic development in the Wellington area and
recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

3. Transportation - Salem Street Transportation Study - Phase 1 - $123,100

Recommendation: Full Funding - $123,100

Description: This funding is to conduct a study of Salem Street including a Road Safety Audit and conceptual design of road
improvements. The Phase 1 scope will include data collection which will assist in providing information for later components
of the transportation study.

Impact: Medford identified the increase in traffic as having a negative impact on the road. These impacts are wear and tear
and increases to all modes of traffic incidents.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Road Safety audits and design are specifically identified in the Guidelines as eligible projects for funding. This
would fund Phase 1 of a multi-year study. Salem Street was identified in the trip distribution map as carrying 4% of the
employee traffic. The Review Team recommends full funding for this portion of the application.
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4. Transportation - Salem Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements - $122,800

Recommendation: Full Funding - $122,800

Description: This project is for the construction of pedestrian safety improvements on Salem Street by using pedestrian
crossing flashing signals, radar signs and physical elements to narrow the road and improve sightlines.

Impact: The application identified increased traffic associated with the casino is causing increases in pedestrian/vehicle
conflicts. Medford states that due to increased traffic crossing the streets have become challenging for pedestrians.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: This project addresses the impacts by increasing awareness, shortening crossing distances, and increased
visibility of pedestrians that must contend with crossing against more vehicle traffic associated with the

gaming establishment. Salem Street was identified in the trip distribution map as carrying 4% of the Encore related
employee traffic. The Review Team agrees that this project will help improve pedestrian safety and therefore recommends
full funding of this portion of the application.

5. Public Safety - EV Safety Equipment Purchase and Training - $69,699.79

Recommendation: Full Funding - $69,700

Description: This funding is to assist the fire department in handling electric vehicle related fires through EV fire training,
and the purchase of EV fire blankets and E-Plugs which de-power the vehicles in the event of fire.

Impact: The increase in traffic associated with the casino includes an increase in the presence of electric vehicles and the
threat of EV fires.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees that there is a nexus between increased EV usage in Medford and the Encore casino. A
significant number of Encore employees park at Station Landing or Wellington Station, which provide EV charging locations.
This project will help Medford respond to EV fires. The Review Team recommends full funding for this portion of the
application.

6. Public Safety - De-escalation and Use of Force Training - $55,607.44

Recommendation: Full Funding - $55,600

Description: These funds are for Use of Force/De-escalation training for the entire police force (111 officers).

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, increased visitation and employment due to the casino has increased the
interactions between public safety personnel and casino patrons and employees.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: These types of training are specifically identified in the Guidelines in response to increases in police contact with
Encore patrons/employees. The Review Team agrees that this project will address the identified impact, therefore,
recommends full funding for this portion of the application.

7. Public Safety - Implicit Bias Training - $55,607.44

Recommendation: Full Funding - $55,600

Description: These funds are for Implicit Bias training for its Police Officers.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, increased visitation and employment due to the casino has increased the
interactions between public safety personnel and casino patrons and employees.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the impact.

Rationale: This type of training is specifically identified in the Guidelines in response to increases in police contact with
Encore patrons/employees. The Review Team agrees that this project will address the identified impact, therefore,
recommends full funding for this portion of the application.
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8. Public Safety - State Police Radio System - $21,585.33

Description: This project is for the purchase of a Massachusetts State Police radio console system to improve
communications between the Medford Police Department and the Massachusetts State Police. Without the State Police
console, Medford does not have the ability to directly contact the State Police in case of an emergency or monitor the State
Police radio traffic. This funding is to cover costs associated with funding a State Police radio console in Medford's Police
Department and the related system installation.

Impact: The application cites increased traffic on Medford Streets associated with the Encore casino as the primary impact.

Determination: The Review Team did not agree that this project addresses a casino related impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees that there is a benefit to the City of Medford in having the ability to communicate
effectively with the State Police. This would be true whether a casino was ever built as there will always be jurisdictional
issues given that state roads pass directly through Medford. However, the Team could not ascertain how this
communication is addressing a casino related impact. The application did not cite any specific instances where the lack of
communication hindered a casino related event or where there was an attempt to coordinate efforts regarding the casino
that were made more difficult. The Review Team was convinced that this project is really a general municipal expense
rather than a casino related expense.

9. Gambling Harm Reduction - Impact Assessment Young Adult Study - $70,450

Recommendation: Full Funding - $70,450

Description: This funding is for a study on the potential social, economic, mental, and behavioral health impact of casino
gaming on young adults. The focus of the study would be on the advertising of casino gambling and sports wagering.

Impact: The Guidelines states that "certain groups of people are disproportionally at risk of gambling related harm....These
groups can be linked by race, ethnicity gender, age,..."

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees, after reviewing a revised scope of work, that the proposed focus groups and survey
data could yield valuable data to help Medford develop implementable items to be pursued by the community.

10. Specific Impact - Chevalier Theatre Digital Signage - $75,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $75,000

Description: This project is for the purchase of digital signage to increase the visibility of the Chevalier Theatre as an
economic driver to local restaurants and businesses.

Impact: The Casino and Casino events are in direct competition with the theater by hosting similar artists and shows.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help address the identified impact.

Rationale: While the Chevalier Theater is located in downtown, there is little indication of its location to visitors. This lack of
a visual clue prevents patrons from easily locating the building. The proposed signage would improve the visibility of the
theater while also providing a mechanism for advertising shows. The Review Team agrees that this project would improve
the competitiveness of the theater and recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

11. Specific Impact - Chevalier Theatre LED Ceiling Light Conversion - $225,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $225,000

Description: These funds are for upgrading the lighting at the Chevalier Theatre to LED Lights to enable it to compete with
Encore and other entertainment venues.
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Impact: As Gaming establishments attract patrons and employees to the area, it provides opportunities for local businesses
to attract these patrons and employees to their community's businesses and venues.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: This project entails the replacement of the current lighting with LED lighting which has many benefits for the
theater. The new lighting will not only be brighter but will have electronic controls and meet the expectations of modern
performers for lighting control. Additionally, it will be more energy efficient, reducing operating costs for the City of
Medford. The Review Team agrees that improving the lighting in the theater would improve the customer experience as
well as making the facility more desirable for traveling acts. These modifications would improve the competitiveness of the
facility to attract acts and patrons. The Review Team recommends full funding for this portion of the application.
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Applicant Name: Revere Region: A
MGC FY25 Allocation: $662,100 Requested Amount: 862,100
Recommended Grant Amount: $568,500

Waiver: The City of Revere is requesting a waiver for $200,000, which is the amount that was assigned to the designated
surrounding communities in Region A as part of the Block Grant formula. Revere is not a designated Surrounding
Community as it never executed a Surrounding Community Agreement (SCA) with Encore. Revere had previously signed
an agreement with the competing entity for the gaming license which prevented it from entering into an SCA with Encore.
When the Block Grant formula was developed last fall, Revere asked that the Commission award it an additional $200,000
to account for the fact that Revere directly borders Everett. The Commission did not award Revere the additional
$200,000 at that time to be consistent with the extensive work that had done in developing the FY2025 allotment
formula. Had Revere participated in the Surrounding Community negotiations with Encore, they almost certainly would
have been designated a Surrounding Community as every other community that borders a host community has been
designated as such. The Commission could take that into account in the decision on the waiver. However, a significant
amount of work was done to establish the Block Grant formula, which was reviewed and vetted by both the Region A and
Region B LCMACs, the Subcommittee on Community Mitigation and the Commission itself. Considering that this is the first
year of the Block Grant and the work that went into the development of the formula, the Review Team does not
recommend this waiver. There are two projects that are either not being recommended or only partial funding is
recommended. If the Commission accepts those recommendations, the total value of the grant will not exceed the
FY2025 Allocation, so the waiver issue would be moot.

1. Community Planning - Revere History Museum Strategic Plan - $64,500

Recommendation: Full Funding - $64,500

Description: This project would serve to complete a short and long-term strategic plan for attracting patrons to the
Revere History Museum. Revere seeks to hire a consultant to assist the Revere Planning Department and Revere Society
for Cultural and Historic Preservation to market this facility.

Impact: This application takes advantage of the presence of Encore to attract patrons and employees to the area.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that the marketing project could assist in the promotion of the Museum.

Rationale: The development of a marketing plan is specifically identified in the Guidelines as an eligible Community
Planning activity to attract patrons and employees of the casino to local businesses. Therefore, the Review Team
recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

2. Community Planning - Broadway Small Business Planning Supports $166,625

Description: This application is for the Storefront and Signage Program to offer small businesses in-kind design services
and construction funds to implement improvements to their building facades; and business consulting services to assist
small businesses city-wide to advance their workforce products and services.

Impact: The application cites that gaming establishments attract a large group of patrons and employees to their
establishments that would not otherwise be present in the area, which provides opportunities for local communities and
businesses to attract these patrons and employees to their communities and business establishments.

Determination: While the Review Team agrees that the proposed projects would address casino related impacts, the
Guidelines require that any funds going to a private party must be used for a “public purpose” and not the direct benefit
or maintenance of a private party in accordance with the “Anti-Aid Amendment” of the Massachusetts Constitution.
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Rationale: In reviewing this application, the Review Team determined that these funds would essentially pass through
the City to private businesses for facade improvements and business consulting services. In order to comply with the Anti-
Aid Amendment to the Massachusetts Constitution, grant funds must be used for a public purpose. While there could be
some public benefit to having businesses improve their building facades, the primary beneficiaries are the private
businesses. Therefore, the Review Team determined that the application does not meet criteria to avoid issues regarding
the Anti-aid Amendment. As an example, in an article entitled "Municipal Expenditures: Proper Public Purposes by Mary
Mitchell, Esq. - Municipal Law Bureau it explains the amendment clearly, "...cities and towns have the right to spend
money for any purposes where the public good will be served but not where the expenditure of money is directly for
private benefit of certain individuals."

3. Public Safety - EMT Training - $53,920

Recommendation: Full Funding - $53,920

Description: This funding is for an Emergency Medical Training program in partnership with Bunker Hill Community
College. This program would offer a free EMT certification course to 12 Revere residents which may lead to positions with
Cataldo Ambulance. The 12 program participants may apply for vacancies serving towns impacted by the Casino.

Impact: The application cited several impacts from the Guidelines: increase in cases of operating under the influence,
increase in congestion, accidents and vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts and increase visitors resulting in increase in
calls for service and local EMS. Local ambulance companies have had difficulty filling positions due to the lack of trained
personnel.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this program could address the identified impact by providing the training.

Rationale: Training of Public Safety personnel is identified in the Guidelines as being eligible for funding. While EMT
training is not specifically identified, the Review Team understands the difficulties that private ambulance services have in
finding qualified applicants. Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

4. Transportation - Revere Beach Connector - $325,055

Recommendation: Full Funding - $325,055

Description This project is for the 25% design of the Revere Beach Connector which will be a multi-use path connecting
Revere Beach to the Northern Strand Community Path.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines, increased traffic associated with the gaming establishment may result in increased
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will address the identified impact.

Rationale: The Northern Strand Community Path is primarily a north/south route that runs from Lynn to Everett through
the northwestern corner of Revere. There are no protected multi-use paths that go from east to west in Revere, thereby
making access to the Northern Strand difficult for much of the City. The proposed project will study alternative alignments
and advance the design of a preferred alternative to the 25% design level. The Review Team agrees that this project,
when constructed, should help reduce the number of single occupancy vehicles using the roads and improve casino access
for bicyclists and pedestrians. Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the grant.

5. Gambling Harm Reduction - Holistic approach to reduce harmful effects of Problematic Gambling - $165,000

Recommendation: The Review Team recommends partial funding of this program - $90,000 with conditions

Description: Revere is proposing a new program in conjunction with the Hass Health & Wellness Center to reduce the
effect of problematic gambling in Revere. This program will target population groups at specific risk and provide coping
strategies and support structure to reduce the occurrence of problematic behaviors associated with gambling. The
applicant cites data showing that many populations at elevated risk of gambling-related harm reside in Revere.

Impact: As stated in the Guidelines, certain groups are disproportionally at risk of gambling-related harm by the presence

of a casino.
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Determination: The Review Team agrees that this program would help address the identified impact and is
recommending partial funding of this program with conditions.

Rationale: The Review Team was intrigued by this application, but was not convinced that all of the project should be
funded. The application called for paying for a Substance Use and Homelessness Program Manager and Wellness Program
Manager. These are existing positions within the City and consistent with our past practice and the CMF Guidelines,
funding these positions would be considered supplanting existing funds. The total cost of those positions is $75,000.
Therefore, the Review Team does not recommend funding that portion of the grant.

The Gambling Harm Reduction category was introduced last year, and for many communities there is some uncertainty in
the development of grant applications. Revere has experience dealing with substance abuse and homelessness issues, but
less so with gambling harm reduction. Revere envisions this program as an expansion of their existing work. The Review
Team met with representatives of Revere to discuss some of the particular issues that gambling harm applications need to
address. The Review Team agrees that we would like to move forward with this application, but wants to ensure that
gambling harm is being appropriately addressed in the City’s outreach and programming. The Review Team recommends
that the Commission fund $90,000 of the proposed grant and that the applicant submit a report to the Commission by
August 15, 2023 outlining the specific curriculum or programming they propose to implement, as well as how they will
meaningfully engage sufficient numbers of people experiencing gambling-related issues to run this programming.

6. Specific Impact - Administration of Grant Programs - $35,000

Recommendation: Full Funding - $35,000

Description: Revere seeks to cover the program administration costs of the CMF Block Grant Program.

Impact:

Determination:

Rationale: Grantees may use up to 7.5% for administrative purposes up to $50,000. This amount totals less than 7.5% of
the grant amount.
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Applicant Name: West Springfield Region: B

MGC FY25 Allocation: $518,300 Requested Amount: $518,300
Recommended Grant Amount: $299,800

Waiver: N/A

1. Transportation - Main Street Complete Streets Improvements - $218,500

Description: This project is for a Complete Streets design of the Main Street Corridor taking into account all modes of
transportation. This project was previously submitted to the Commission in 2020 and was not approved.

Impact: The Applicant identified traffic impacts along Routes 20 and 147 as the primary impact.

Determination: The Review Team does not agree that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: Routes 20 and 147 are major east/west routes that were estimated to carry 5% and 3% respectively of the
casino related traffic. Significant CMF funds have been awarded to projects on these routes. Main Street runs between
Route 20 and Route 147. The Final Environmental Impact Report for MGM Springfield performed an evaluation of Main
Street and estimated that 3 vehicle trips per hour would use Main Street in the Friday PM peak hour and that 4 vehicles per
hour would use Main Street during the Saturday midday peak hour. Based on these numbers, in 2020 the Review Team was
not convinced that there was a connection between casino related traffic and an impact on the Main Street Corridor.

The current application indicates that Main Street carries about 4,500 vehicles per day. Typically, the peak hour traffic is
around 10% of the average daily traffic, which in this case would be 450 vehicles per hour. Under both the Friday PM peak
and the Saturday midday peak, casino related traffic on Main Street would be under 1%, which is the minimum required for
transportation planning eligibility. As part of our request for supplemental information, the Town was unable to identify any
factors that have changed in the intervening years to justify the inclusion of this project. For these reasons, the Review
Team does not recommend funding of this portion of the application.

2. Public Safety - Police, Fire/EMS & Dispatch Support - $218,322
Recommendation: Fully fund - $218,322

Description: These funds are for additional Police, Fire and EMS personnel hired to increase staffing resulting from the
opening of the MGM Casino in Springfield. Specifically, the town is requesting funding to maintain and offset the cost of the
8 firefighters, 8 police officers and 3 police dispatchers that were hired in anticipation of the opening of MGM Springfield.

Impact: As identified in the Guidelines increases in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents, and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts. Additionally, it is recognized that casinos and other hospitality related businesses
may attract certain type of crime including but not limited to human trafficking, money laundering and drug trafficking. The
impact contributes to added pressure on police, fire/EMS and dispatch services.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that these funds will help mitigate the identified impacts.

Rationale: The Commission has funded this grant since 2020 based on the One-Year Look Back Study that identified an
impact on calls for service in West Springfield that was attributable to MGM. Based on that information, the Review Team
recommends funding of this portion of the grant.

MGM has started the development of the required Five-Year Look Back Study, but that is not yet complete. For any further
requests by West Springfield, the Commission should take into consideration the results of the Five-Year Look Back Study to
evaluate whether the impacts identified from the One-Year Look Back study are still valid.

3. Public Safety - Fire Training - $14,000
Recommendation: Full Funding - $14,000
Description: These funds are for training related to ladder company operations and truck placement specific to hotel

occupancies. With over 18 hotel/motels in West Springfield, it is imperative that the West Springfield Fire Department
conduct regular training on these structures. Many of these structures have seen an increase in both occupancy and call
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volume since the opening of MGM Springfield. This training will also ensure that firefighters are appropriately trained
should there be the need for mutual aid in Springfield either at MGM or other high-rise properties.

Impact: As identified in the guidelines, the influx of visitors to a casino can result in an increase in calls for service

and put pressure on local emergency services including emergency responders like fire departments and EMS. This could
lead to increased needs for mutual aid.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project addresses the identified impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees that training of firefighters on ladder company operations is important for hotel
properties in West Springfield as well as for mutual aid calls in Springfield. Therefore, the Review Team recommends full
funding of this portion of the application.

4. Public Safety - Police Overtime - $7,245

Recommendation: Full Funding - $7,245

Description: This funding is to provide dedicated saturation patrols in the area of the Memorial Bridge and the North End
Bridge to reduce impaired driving. These saturation patrols will take place from 7/5/24-8/24/24.

Impact: As identified in the guidelines, the presence of casinos has been demonstrated to cause an increase in the
cases of operating under the influence.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that these additional patrols will help address the identified impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees that the specific mitigation measures outlined by the department could help mitigate
the identified issue, particularly on the Memorial and North End Bridges which are primary routes to the casino from points
west. Saturation patrols are specifically identified in the Guidelines as a mitigation measure to help address OUls.
Therefore, the Review Team recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

5. Public Safety - Police Training - $41,518

Recommendation: Full Funding - $41,518

Description: Overtime costs for training of officers for two courses using the Multiple Interactive Learning Objectives (MILO)
System at the Western MA Police Academy in Holyoke. The courses are Crisis Intervention and Force and De-escalation
Tactics.

Impact: As identified in the guidelines, the influx of visitors to a casino can result in an increase in calls for service
and put pressure on local emergency services.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help mitigate the identified impact.

Rationale: This funding would be used to cover two training courses — Crisis Intervention and Force and De-escalation
Training. The Guidelines specifically outline police training as being an eligible cost for the mitigation of increases in call for
service and increased interaction with police departments. The Review Team agrees that this training will help address the
identified impacts and therefore recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

6. Public Safety - Radar Message Sign - $18,715

Recommendation: Full Funding - $18,715

Description: This is for the purchase of a portable radar message sign that will be deployed in the area of the Memorial
Bridge and the North End Bridge to assist with traffic enforcement.

Impact: As identified in the guidelines, increases in traffic can cause increases in congestion, accidents and
vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Determination: The Review Team agrees that this project will help mitigate the identified impact.

Rationale: The Review Team agrees that this request could help assist with traffic enforcement in the area of the Memorial
Bridge and the North End Bridge and therefore, recommends full funding of this portion of the application.

Mﬂl"\h‘.lﬂ_]lllh{_'llh ( ;"“Tli”‘L)" (._T(”TI'IH'IlHHi(}”
101 Federal Street, 127 Floor, Boston, Massachusetts 02110 | TEL 617.979.8400 | FAX 617.725.0258 |



TO: Interim Chair Maynard, Commissioners O’Brien, Hill, and Skinner

FROM: Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and Responsible Gaming,
Bonnie Andrews, Research Manager

CccC: Dean Serpa, Executive Director
DATE: May 9, 2024

RE: An Evaluation of the GameSense Program in Massachusetts Casinos

Introduced by the British Columbia Lottery Corporation (BCLC) in 2009, GameSense is an innovative
responsible gaming program based within each Massachusetts casino and available virtually through
LiveChat. A diverse staff of GameSense Advisors engage with casino and sports wagering patrons to
promote informed player choice. The updated GameSenseMA.com website includes expanded language
capability which includes content translated in Arabic, traditional and simplified Chinese, Brazilian
Portuguese, Japanese, Khmer, Haitian, Korean, Spanish, and Vietnamese. In FY23, GameSense Advisors
engaged with over 80,000 casino patrons and employees to deliver information about responsible
gaming and problem gambling. In the community, GameSense Advisors engage with groups at greater
risk of gambling harm to promote informed player choice before they visit the casino. In FY23,
GameSense Advisors led community on-site and virtual presentations to 786 community members.

The program is built on a logic model with a goal of improved health and well-being of Massachusetts
residents through the creation of an effective, sustainable, measurable, socially responsible and
accountable approach to gambling. To achieve this, there are three outcomes the program strives
toward; 1) a responsible gaming enabled casino workforce, 2) the promotion of positive play (the
knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and behavior of players about gambling so that it remains a recreational
activity and creates minimal risk of experiencing gambling-related harm), and 3) reduction of gambling
related harms. The attached four-part evaluation of the GameSense program, conducted by Carleton
University, was intended to provide the MGC with an understanding of the extent to which the program
in Massachusetts is advancing these desired outcomes, through assessing awareness, perceptions, and
engagement with GameSense. Data for this evaluation includes a survey of over 1000 regular casino
patrons, a survey of almost 300 front-line casino employees, a survey of over 300 patrons who had who
had an exchange or demonstration interaction with a GameSense Advisor, and a survey of and focus
groups with GameSense Advisors and GameSense Managers.

Attached are the final reports, a research snapshot, and the presentation.
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https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/GameSense-Logic-Model.pdf

What you need to know

This study provides insights into the awareness, perceptions, and engagement with the GameSense program
in Massachusetts. Findings show a high level of GameSense awareness among regular patrons and casino
employees, and that patrons benefit from interacting with GameSense Advisors. Insights from the survey and
focus groups with GameSense Advisors emphasize the dynamic nature of player-GameSense Advisors
interactions and the need for adaptability in navigating the evolving gambling landscape. Further efforts are
needed to increase understanding of the program’s comprehensive purpose and target audience.

What is this research about?

Introduced by the British Columbia Lottery Corporation
(BCLC) in 2009, GameSense is a responsible gaming (RG)
program that encourages casino patrons to adopt and/or
maintain positive behaviors and attitudes that reduce the
risk of gambling-related harm. The program offers
engaging tools, tips on RG, and advice and referrals to
reduce harm. GameSense Information Centers (GSICs) are
located on-site at all Massachusetts casinos and staffed by
trained GameSense Advisors (GSAs) during casino
operating hours. Guests can also access 24-hour RG tips,
tricks, and information at GameSenseMA.com.

This evaluation of the GameSense program was intended
to provide the MGC with an understanding of the extent to
which the program in Massachusetts is contributing to the
overall goal of creating an effective, sustainable,
measurable, socially responsible, and accountable
approach to gambling, through assessing awareness,
perceptions, and engagement with GameSense.

What did the researchers do?

Researchers from Carleton University conducted the
GameSense evaluation in four parts:

e An assessment of awareness, perceptions, and
engagement with the GameSense program from the
players’ perspective. A survey was completed by 1109
regular casino patrons (i.e., people who visited one of
the three casinos at least three times in the last three
months and spent at least $100) recruited through
email invitations sent to patrons enrolled in the rewards
program;

A survey of 303 casino patrons who recently had an
exchange or demonstration (i.e., more in-depth)
interaction with a GSA. This research captured
patrons actively seeking RG education and support,
thus providing valuable insights into user
engagement and its predictors. This recruitment
strategy allowed for exploration of motivations and
outcomes of these interactions and their implications
for RG practices within the casino environment;

A survey of 280 player-facing casino employees to
evaluate their awareness, perceptions, and
engagement with GameSense, along with their
referrals of patrons to GameSense resources. The
purpose of this piece of the evaluation was to gain
insights into employee interactions with GameSense,
improve training and communication strategies, and
enhance RG initiatives within the casino environment;

An online survey and focus groups with GSAs and
GameSense Managers (GSMs). Among other things,
GSAs and GSMs talk to patrons about how to gamble
responsibly and about support services should their
gambling become problematic (e.g., voluntary self-
exclusion). They also offer demonstrations to patrons
about how games work and how to minimize the risks
associated with gambling. The purpose of this piece
of the evaluation was to better understand the
experiences of GSAs and GSMs and obtain their input
in the ongoing evaluation and evolution of
GameSense in Massachusetts.
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What did the researchers find?

General Players Survey:

® Most respondents (73.1%) were aware of GameSense, with
a clear majority of these respondents reporting that
GameSense helps educate players about RG (84.2%),
provides RG tools (70.4%), and offers support for gambling-
related problems (70.4%).

e 17.6% of respondents had visited a GSIC. Reasons for not
visiting included already having knowledge about how
games work (50.9%), familiarity with PlayMyWay (50.5%), a
budget-setting tool available on slot machines, and not
being explicitly asked to visit (58.4%). A large proportion of
respondents who did not visit expressed interest in visiting
a GSIC to learn more about RG (48.2%), PlayMyWay
(42.7%), and supports for problem gaming
(40.7%).

® Among respondents who had interacted with a GSA
(16.3%), most reported having simple interactions, while
fewer reported demonstration or exchange interactions.
Notably, respondents who had demonstrations or
exchanges felt more informed about RG compared to those
who had only simple interactions.

e Respondents who had engaged with GameSense through a
visit to a GSICs or interaction with a GSA scored higher on a
measure of disordered gambling and visited a casino in
Massachusetts more frequently compared to those who
had no interaction. It is possible that players who engage
with GameSense are doing so to help them gamble more
responsibly or to seek assistance with a gambling problem.

Survey of Patrons Who Had a Recent, More Involved

Interaction with a GSA

® A high proportion of responds interacted with a GSA to
learn about RG (72%), suggesting that there is prevention
utility in having GSAs present at the casinos in
Massachusetts. Approximately half of all respondents noted
that they interacted with a GSA about supports for problem
gambling (53.6%), and 43.3% noted interacting with a GSA
about voluntary self-exclusion. Furthermore, a high
proportion of respondents (74.7%) engaged with GSAs to
obtain promotional items and swag. This extrinsic
motivation suggests that incentives play a vital role in
driving interactions. Thus, GSAs appear to be having
meaningful conversations with patrons about both
prevention (i.e., RG) and intervention (i.e., disordered
gambling).

® Patron interactions with GSAs overwhelmingly yielded
positive outcomes. A significant proportion (74.2%)
reported feeling more informed about RG practices,
indicating the effectiveness of GSA interactions in imparting
knowledge. Additionally, over three-quarters
(78.8%) reported that they would engage others to speak to
a GSA.

The study revealed patrons had reasonably accurate
perceptions of GameSense’s purpose and target audience.
Notably, 93.5% of respondents correctly recognized GameSense
as a resource for RG education, and 93.5% correctly understood
GameSense provides support for gambling-related issues. 69.5%
of patrons perceived GameSense as a lounge, indicating the
potential for GSICs to serve as spaces for players to take a break
from play -- a known RG strategy.

Survey of Player-Facing Casino Employees

Nearly all respondents (96.1%) were aware of GameSense, with
the primary source of awareness being employee training
(84.0%), closely followed by interaction with GSAs (74.3%). The
majority correctly identified its role in educating players about
RG (92.6%), providing RG tools (84.4%), supporting those facing
gambling problems (89.6%), and facilitating voluntary self-
exclusion

(87.7%).

More than half (58.9%) of all respondents reported having
visited a GSIC. Comparing visitors and non-visitors, those who
visited GSICs demonstrated a better understanding of
GameSense's purpose compared to non-visitors, indicating the
value of engaging with GSICs in enhancing RG comprehension.
Among all respondents, 68.8% reported having interacted with a
GSA. Most (85.6%) also agreed that they left their interaction
feeling more informed about RG.

Among all respondents, 64.9% reported having referred patrons
to GSAs. Those who indicated that they had visited a GSIC and
spoke to a GSA were 1.62 times more likely to refer a player to
GameSense than those who had not visited a GSIC or spoke to a
GSA (i.e., 70.9% vs. 43.5%). The primary explanation for not
referring patrons to a GSA centered around employees not
perceiving a pressing “need” to recommend patrons to the
program or from difficulties approaching players about
GameSense.

Online Survey and Focus Groups with GSAs and GSMs

GSAs underscored the success of relationship-building and the
voluntary self-exclusion program while facing challenges in
overcoming negative perceptions and streamlining operational
processes. Survey feedback suggests the need for
destigmatizing GameSense, improving tools like PlayMyWay,
and enhancing community engagement.

GSMs emphasized the success of the voluntary self-exclusion
program, positive transformations in the casino’s perception of
GameSense, and the diverse makeup of the GameSense team.
However, they encounter challenges with guest skepticism,
staffing issues, and communication with MACGH. Their
recommendations for the MGC include prioritizing educational
efforts, streamlining operational processes, increasing
community engagement, fostering collaboration, and ensuring
robust support for both GSAs and GSMs. These measures
collectively aim to enhance the effectiveness of the GameSense
program, making it more player-friendly and impactful in
promoting RG.
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Recommendations

Recommendations from this evaluation include
considerations for the areas of messaging, patron
engagement, the physical space and environment, and
further research and evaluation. Recommendations coming
from GSAs/GSMs are in italics.

Messaging:

e Increase awareness about the benefits of
GameSense;

e Clarify program messaging to communicate that it is a
resource for all casino patrons, and not only for
individuals with gambling problems;

e Destigmatize GameSense by normalizing its use,
increasing understanding that GameSense is for all
players, educational campaigns, and innovation to
combat stigma;

e Develop and implement comprehensive training
programs (including refresher training) for player-facing
employees that transcend basic awareness and address
misperceptions.

Patron engagement:

e Target patrons who do not have a gambling problem;

e Attract patrons through tailored RG messages, as well
as specific motivations to visit GameSense;

e Invest in ongoing training for GSAs to adapt to patrons’
diverse motivations effectively;

e Encourage GSAs to initiate conversations with patrons,
even with those who may not be actively seeking
assistance;

e Implement a referral program to reward patrons for
referring others to GameSense;

e Provide clear guidelines on approaching patrons about
RG in a respectful manner. Encourage player-facing
employees to seamlessly integrate references to
GameSense into their interactions with players;

e Emphasize value of employee interactions with GSAs.
Motivate employees to engage with GSAs to enhance
their continuous learning and improve their ability to
provide accurate information to players;

e Enhance community outreach efforts and form
partnerships with local organizations. Integrate
multilingual support for diverse communities to
improve communication and accessibility.

Physical space and environment:

e Add a designated, GameSense branded, “Play Break”
sitting area inside the GSIC;

e (Cultivate a supportive atmosphere that encourages
employees to comfortably discuss RG with patrons;

e Optimize tools and accessibility by improving existing
tools like PlayMyWay for better accessibility.
Consider strategic placement of GSICs on gaming
floors to enhance visibility and accessibility.

About the researchers

Michael J. A. Wohl, Gray E. Gaudett, Christopher G.
Davis, S. Nima Orazani, and Nassim Tabri are with

Carleton University in Ottawa, ON, CA. For more
information about this study, please contact Michael
Wohl at michael.wohl@carleton.ca.

Further research and evaluation

e Implement systems to gather information on employee
interactions with patrons regarding RG to develop and
refine training programs and assess impact of interventions;

e Recommendations for future research and evaluation
include research to better understand the short and long-
term effects of interacting with GameSense on players’
beliefs and behaviors, as well as an annual third-party
evaluation.

Citation

Wohl, M. J. A,, Gaudett, G. E., Davis, C. G., Orazani, S. N., &
Tabri, N. (2024). Player-facing Employees’ awareness of and
engagement with GameSense in Massachusetts Casinos
[Report]. Massachusetts Gaming Commission.

Wohl, M. J. A., Gaudett, G. E., Davis, C. G., & Tabri, N. (2023).
Players’ awareness of and engagement with GameSense in
Massachusetts casinos [Report]. Massachusetts Gaming
Commission.

Wohl, M. J. A, Davis, C. G., & Tabri, N. (2023). Giving
GameSense Advisors and managers a voice: Feedback about
GameSense and the GameSense evaluation [Report].
Massachusetts Gaming Commission.

Wohl, M. J. A., Gaudett, G. E., Orazani, N., Davis, C. G., & Tabri,
N. (2023). Informing responsible gambling education in
Massachusetts casinos: An examination of patrons who
engaged with GameSense Advisors [Report]. Massachusetts
Gaming Commission.

Key Words

GameSense; Program Evaluation

Acknowledgments

Financial support for this study comes from the
Massachusetts Gaming Commission through the Public Health
Trust Fund.

About this Snapshot

MGC Snapshots are intended to translate lengthy and
sometimes technical reports into an easily understandable
overview of the research. The findings and recommendations
in the Snapshot are those of the researchers and do not
necessarily reflect the position of the MGC.

May 2024

* %k Kk ok



GAMESENSE IN FOCUS:
INSIGHTS FROM AN

EVALUATION IN
MASSACHUSETTS CASINOS

DR. MICHAELWOHL
PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY
CARLETON UNIVERSITY
OTTAWA, CANADA







At Issue:

Persistence




HOW TO GAMBLE

&. Responsibly




GameSense

GameSense is a comprehensive responsible gaming strategy.

GameSense Advisors work at a GameSense Info Center located at
casinos. GameSense Advisors receive extensive training in the areas of
responsible gaming techniques, problem gaming behavior and local
resources for help.



Effect

Outcomes

Outputs

GameSense MA Logic Model (simplified)

.

Improved health and well-being of players

.

&

Creation of a socially responsible approach to gambling

&

N\

Promote positive

~N

Reduce gambling-

-- Increased
knowledge and
engagement with
GS
-- RG attitudes and

behavior

—Increased )
knowledge and
engagement with
casino (VSE) and
community
(treatment)

RG enabled
workforce

&

J

resources ’

-- Increased RG
knowledge and

engagement with
GS

-- Referrals

~




GameSense

Recruitment: 1109 patrons who

Survey of “"regular” 1) visited one of the three Massachusetts casinos at
Patrons least three times in the last three months and

2) Spent at least $100.



Player: What should they exhibit?

Measured outcomes:

Awareness of GameSense

Knowledgeable about the purpose of GameSense

Engaged with and perceptions of GameSense




I Awareness of GameSense

B Aware of GS ™ Not aware of GS



I Target audience of GameSense

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%
All Players Problem Gamblers



I Purpose of GameSense

Perceived purpose Proportion who responded “Yes”

Helps educate players about responsible 84%
gambling
Provides responsible gaming tools 70%
Offers support for gambling-related 70%
problems
Helps educate players about gambling- 26%

related myths

It’s a lounge where players can get away @
from the floor



I Engagement with GameSense

HYes HNO




Reasons for not engaging with GameSense

Three groups emerged:

Self-assured (n=124): Invitation responsive Self-assured non-believers
e “| already know how games (n=248): (n=132):
work” * “No one asked me to check e “| don’t think GameSense
* “| already know about GameSense out Advisors would be able to
gambling-related myths” teach me anything”

¢ “I don’t think GameSense
Advisors help players”



Reasons for engaging with GameSense

Two groups emerged:

Information seekers (n=124): Curiosity and swag inspired (n=67):

e “To learn about gambling-related myths” e “| stumbled on a GameSense information

V24
e “To learn about voluntary self-exclusion” Center

e “To learn about support for problem * “Toget swag (e.g., alanyard)”
gambling”



Outcome of Interacting with GSAs

Due to my experience(s) with a % agreement
GameSense Advisor:

| feel more informed about how to 4.83 (1.51) 53.5%
gamble responsibly.

| would encourage others to speak with | 4.94 (1.38) 58.8%
a GameSense Aduvisor.

Means are on a 7-point scale where 1 = "strongly disagree" and 7 = "'strongly agree". Percent agreement was
based on responds of 5 or higher on the scale.



Take home messages

High level of awareness about GameSense, but
room for improvement

. Only half of participants believed GameSense
was for everyone, which may be undermining

engagement.

. Those who engage reap benefits (and refer)



Recommendations

L

1. Segmented messaging about GameSense and RG.

2. Normalize the use of GameSense.



GameSense

S.urvey of Patfons who Recruitment: 303 patrons who visited one of the
interacted with GSAs three Massachusetts casinos and had a meaningful
about RG interaction with a GameSense Advisor



An Exchange Interaction s
a two-way communication
with a GSA about
responsible gaming or
problem gaming

A Demonstration
Interactioninvolves a
longer communication

from a GSA about how a
game, responsible gaming
tool, or concept works.






I Target audience of GameSense

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%

All Players



I Purpose of GameSense

Perceived purpose Proportion who responded “Yes”
Helps educate players about responsible 94%

gambling

Provides responsible gaming tools 94%

Offers support for gambling-related 93%

problems

Helps educate players about gambling- 84%

related myths

It’s a lounge where players can get away @

from the floor




Reasons for engaging with GameSense

Three groups emerged:

All information seekers RG Curious(n=102): Externally inspired (n=83):
(n=108): e To learn about: RG, gambling- e “GSA initiated a conversation
e To learn about: gambling- related myths, voluntary self- with me”

related myths, voluntary self- exclusion, and support for * “To get swag”

exclusion, and support for problem gambling

problem gambling
e To get swag



I Did you feel more informed?

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%
Demonstration Interaction Exchange Interaction



Outcome of Interacting with GSAs

Due to my experience(s) with a % agreement
GameSense Advisor:

| feel more informed about how to 5.35(1.81) 74.2%
gamble responsibly.

| would encourage others to speak with | 5.64 (1.70) 78.8%
a GameSense Aduvisor.

Means are on a 7-point scale where 1 = "strongly disagree" and 7 = "'strongly agree". Percent agreement was
based on responds of 5 or higher on the scale.



Take home messages

L

1. Patrons benefit from interacting with GSAs. ‘

2. Patrons have diverse motivations for engaging
with GameSense.




Recommendations

L

1. Tailored Engagement Strategies
2. Incentivize referrals to GS

3. Increase the GSIC footprint to create a dedicated, GameSense
branded, “Play Break”



Effect

Outcomes

Outputs

GameSense MA Logic Model (simplified)
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Player-Facing Casino Staff:

RG programming
and impact on players



Staff: What should they exhibit?

Measured outcomes:

|
—- Awareness of GameSense

Knowledge about the purpose of GameSense

@ Engagement with GameSense

Referral of patrons to GameSense



GameSense

Survey of front-line casino Recruitment: 288 front-line employees from one of
employees the three Massachusetts casinos



I Awareness of GameSense

B Aware of GS ™ Not aware of GS



I Target audience of GameSense

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%
All Players Problem Gamblers



I Purpose of GameSense

Perceived purpose Proportion who responded “Yes”

Helps educate players about responsible 93%
gambling
Provides responsible gaming tools 85%
Offers support for gambling-related 90%
problems
Helps educate players about gambling- 66%

related myths

It’s a lounge where players can get away @
from the floor



Have you interacted with GameSense
(GSA or visited a GSIC)?

W Visited a GSIC

B Did not visita GSIC ® No respose



Reasons for engaging with GameSense

Three groups emerged:

Comprehensive RG/DG interests (n=50):  Focus interests (n=53):
Interests (n=57): e To learn about: gambling- e One or two of the reasons
e To learn about: gambling- related myths, voluntary self- noted (i.e., RG or DG or
related myths, voluntary self- exclusion, and s.upport for Swag)
exclusion, and support for problem gambling

problem gambling
e To getswag



Reasons for engaging with GameSense

Two groups emerged:

RG proficiency beliefs (n=53): Tempered RG proficiency beliefs:
e “| already know about gambling-related (n=67):

myths” e Same as Group 2 but less endorsement of
e “l already know how games work” items

e “| already know about PlayMyWay”



I Referrals by those who interacted with a GSA

W Have referred a patron to GSA M Have not referred a patron to a GSA



Referrals by those who interacted with a GSA at a
GameSense Information Center

W Have referred a patron to GSA M Have not referred a patron to a GSA



Take home messages

Player-facing employees exhibit high awareness
of GameSense

Interactions with GSAs prove valuable

Referral of patrons to GSAs shows strong
correlation with GSIC visits, emphasizing their
Interconnectedness.

Comprehensive training is important that
encourages employee-customer interactions.




Recommendations

1. Comprehensive Player-facing Employee Training about responsible

gambling and GameSense (that is separate from new employee
training)

2. Emphasize Value of Employee Interactions with GameSense Advisors
(incentivize Visits)

3. Refresher “Booster” Training



1 A way forward for GameSense:
Successes and Challenges

1. Benchmark: v/
2. Amplify successes
3. Address challenges (and don’t be afraid to take risks)

4. Evidence-based decision making: Arms-length research to
validate efforts
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Executive Summary

What was the purpose of this evaluation of GameSense?

The study assessed awareness, perceptions, and engagement with the GameSense program in
Massachusetts from the players’ perspective. The focus was on players’ 1) perceptions of the
GameSense program (including its purpose and target audience), 2) engagement with
GameSense via visits to GameSense Information Centers (GSICs), and 3) interactions with
GameSense Advisors (GSAs). This executive summary provides a comprehensive overview of
the key findings and implications of the study.

The current report presents the results of the first of four evaluations conducted by the current
research team on awareness, perceptions, and engagement with GameSense. Subsequent reports
focus on casino employees and GSAs, and the role they play in facilitating responsible gambling
(RG) among players.

How were data collected and analyzed?

Recruitment. A sample of 1109 regular patrons (i.e., people who visited one of the three
casinos at least three times in the last three months and spent at least $100) was recruited through
email invitations sent to regular casino patrons enrolled in the rewards program. In contrast to
previous evaluations of GameSense, we only recruited regular patrons because they more
accurately represent patrons who are actively involved in the gambling environment and so have
a higher likelihood of encountering RG initiatives. The survey was conducted from October 19
to December 2, 2022.

Data analysis. The study included two stages of analysis to examine awareness,
perceptions, and engagement with the GameSense program. In the first stage, we describe the
sample characteristics, including demographic information and frequency of visits to the casino.
In the second stage, we evaluated the knowledge and uptake of GameSense among respondents.
This included assessing awareness of GameSense, players’ perceptions of the program (such as
perceived purpose and target audience), and engagement with GameSense by way of visits to
GSICs, reasons for visiting or not visiting, interactions with GSAs, and perceived impact of
those interactions. Latent class analyses (LCAs) were conducted to identify distinct subgroups
and explore their associations with disordered gambling symptoms, positive play, and frequency
of visits. We also collected data that assessed disordered gambling symptomatology and positive
play. We assessed the these as possible correlates of awareness, perceptions, and engagement
with GameSense.

What did we find?
Awareness and Perceived Purpose of GameSense. Most respondents (73.1%; n = 811)

were aware of GameSense, with a clear majority of these respondents reporting that GameSense
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helps educate players about RG (84.2%; n = 683), provides RG tools (70.4%; n =571), and
offers support for gambling-related problems (70.4%; n = 571). A lower percentage of
respondents were aware of GameSense’s role in helping players understand how games work
(19.9%; n = 161) and dispelling gambling-related myths (25.8%; n = 209).

Perceived Target Audience for GameSense. Most respondents (71.7%; n = 728)
believed GameSense was created for people who have trouble controlling their gambling. Just
over half of the respondents (53.8%; n = 529) correctly considered GameSense to be relevant to
all people who gamble.

Engagement with GameSense Information Centers (GSICs). A small percentage of
respondents reported visiting a GSIC (17.6%; n = 195), with the most common reasons being
stumbling upon it (55.5%; n = 106) or out of curiosity (47.1%; n = 90). Reasons for not visiting
included already having knowledge about how games work (50.9%; n = 398), familiarity with
PlayMyWay (50.5%; n = 395), and not being explicitly asked to visit (58.4%; n = 457).
Importantly, a large proportion of respondents who did not visit expressed interest in visiting a
GSIC to learn more about RG (48.2%; n = 387), PlayMyWay (42.7%; n = 340), and supports for
problem gaming (40.7%; n = 324).

Through the LCA, we identified two distinct groups of patrons who visited a GSIC. The
first group (N = 67) visited primarily because they were curious or for swag. Consequently, we
labeled this group “Curiosity and Swag Inspired”. Those in Group 2 (N = 124), the larger of the
two groups, visited to get an array of information (about responsible gambling and problematic
gambling). Consequently, we labeled this group “Information Seekers”. Information Seekers
tended to be older than those who were Curiosity and Swag Inspired.

A second LCA was conducted on those who had not visited a GSIC. This analysis
identified three distinct groups of patrons. Those in Group 1 (N = 248) did not visit because they
were not explicitly invited to do so. We labeled these patrons “Invitation-Responsive”. Those in
Groups 2 (N = 132) and 3 (N =402) felt that they already understood all that GameSense had to
offer. What distinguished those in Group 2 from those in Group 3 was that those in Group 2 also
held negative view of GameSense and GSA’s ability to help players with their gambling.
Additionally, over 50% of those in Group 2 do not agree with the presence of GameSense at the
casino. Consequently, we labeled those in Group 2 “Self-Assured Non-Believers” and those in
Group 3 “Self-Assured”. Importantly, the Self-Assured Non-Believers group was the smallest of
the three groups, and there was near 0% endorsement of the idea that GameSense and GSAs
don’t help players among the Invitation-Responsive and Self-Assured respondents. Self-Assured
respondents tended to score higher in all aspects of positive play (Gambling Literary, Personal
Responsibility, Honesty and Control, And Pre-Commitment) and lower in disordered gambling
symptoms compared to either Invitation-Responsive or Self-Assured Non-Believers. This result
suggests that those who in the Self-Assured group may, in fact, both know about RG and engage
in it, and thus, may have less need for GameSense than those in the other groups. There were no
between group differences in the distribution of age or gender.

Of importance for the Massachusetts Gaming Commission (MGC) and GSAs for
advancing engagement with GameSense will be differentiating between people who express that
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they do not need GameSense because they are already positive players (as may be the case
among the Self-Assured) and those who express a similar sentiment erroneously (as may be the
case among the Self-Assured Non-Believers). In fact, the Self-Assured Non-Believers may be at
the greatest risk for gambling-related problems yet may be the most reticent to engage with
GameSense.

Interactions with GameSense Advisors (GSAs) and Perceived Impact of
Interactions. Among respondents who had interacted with a GSA (16.3%; n = 181), most
reported having simple interactions (i.e., a short, communication with a GSA about issues
unrelated to gaming; 78.5%; n = 142), while fewer reported demonstrations (i.e., a longer,
communication from a GSA about how a game, RG tool, or concept works; 34.3%; n = 62) or
exchanges (i.e., a two-way communication with a GSA about RG or problem gaming; 28.7%; n
= 52). Notably, respondents who had demonstrations or exchanges felt more informed about RG
compared to those who had only simple interactions.

Interaction with GameSense, Disordered Gambling Symptomatology and Positive
Play. Respondents who had engaged with GameSense (through a visit to a GSICs or interaction
with a GSA) had higher scores on the disordered gambling symptomatology scale (Problem
Gambling Severity Index [PGSI]) and visited a casino in Massachusetts more frequently
compared to those who had no interaction. Respondents who interacted with GameSense tended
to accept less personal responsibility for their gambling and were less likely to engage in
precommitment (i.e., set a limit on the amount of money they are willing to lose prior to
initiating a gambling session) than those who had not interacted with GameSense. It is possible
that players who engage with GameSense are doing so to help them gamble more responsibly or
to seek assistance with a gambling problem.

What are some take home messages?

1. Although there is a high level of awareness about GameSense, there is still room for
improvement and there is a need for increased education about the comprehensive
functions of GameSense.

2. There is a potential gap in understanding the inclusive nature of GameSense and the
importance of its services for all individuals engaged in gambling activities. Efforts
should be made to address this misperception and ensure that the program reaches its
intended target audience effectively.

3. There is potential for GSICs to serve as valuable educational and supportive resources
for individuals engaged in gambling activities.

4. There is evidence that GSAs provide a valuable service, particularly when they
engage directly with patrons one-on-one. Relative to respondents reporting only
simple interactions or demonstrations, those who reported exchanges with GSAs
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reported enhanced knowledge about RG and were more likely to encourage others to
speak with a GSA.

The majority of respondents, whether they had already engaged with GameSense or
had yet to do so, expressed a positive view of the program. Only a small proportion
(12%) of those who had yet to engage with GameSense believed it was not a useful
program. Of note, those who had engaged with GameSense visited a casino in
Massachusetts more frequently than those who had not yet engaged with GameSense.
This potentially suggests that greater exposure (passive, or active by of promotions)
to GameSense increases engagement.

Respondents who engaged with GameSense had greater symptoms of disordered
gambling than those who did not. This suggests that individuals seeking interactions
with GameSense may already be experiencing some gambling-related problems and
thus could benefit from the program’s support services. Additionally, those who
engaged with GameSense tended to score lower on the Personal Responsibility and
precommitment subscales, suggesting a potential need for further intervention and
education in these areas.

That respondents who interacted with GameSense tended to score lower on accepting
personal responsibility for their gambling and engagement in precommitment
behaviors (i.e., setting a money limit prior to initiating a gambling session) than those
who had not interacted with GameSense may suggest that those who are most in need
of positive play guidance are getting it.

What do we recommend?

1.

2.

Increase awareness about the benefits of GameSense. Regular patrons are aware of
GameSense but are less familiar with the range of tools available, and in many cases
unaware of how the program may benefit them. A campaign that informs regular,
low- and moderate-risk players about the benefits of the program may correct
misunderstandings about the relevance of the program for them.

Attract patrons through tailored RG messaging. We recommend MGC embrace
player segmentation to attract patrons. Older respondents were more likely to engage
with GameSense for RG purposes. Thus, older people may be more receptive to RG-
related messages about GameSense. To tap into the younger demographic, perhaps
heightening curiosity about GameSense (e.g., campaigns that ask “What is
GameSense”) or offer swag that will be attractive to a younger demographic. Prior
research has already shown the benefits of player segmentation.

Normalize the use of GameSense. By normalizing the use of GameSense tools and

seamlessly integrating them into the gambling environment, players’ attitudes can be
positively influenced, dispelling the notion that GameSense is solely for those with
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gambling problems. This approach has been shown to increase both players’ adoption
of GameSense and their overall usage of its resources. By leveraging GameSense to
improve gambling literacy, the MGC can create a more informed and empowered
player base, fostering a positive and responsible gambling culture.

4. Enhance the role and perceptions of GSAs. GSAs play a critical role in
disseminating information about the program to patrons. The more they are able to
interact with players, the greater their potential impact. Needed is a campaign that
increases understanding that GameSense is for all players (not only for individuals
with gambling problems). Doing so will help all players feel comfortable seeking
help, regardless of their specific needs. This approach should not only help
destigmatize the role of GSAs but also highlights their broader function in providing
information, support, and resources to enhance the overall gaming experience for
everyone.

5. Add a designated, GameSense branded, “Play Break” Sitting Area Inside the
GSIC. Given the recognized importance of play breaks in RG strategies and the fact
that a fifth of respondents associated GSICs with taking breaks, we suggest
introducing dedicated “Play Break” areas within GSICs. Such an area should be
GameSense branded. This initiative would enable GSAs to engage players in
informative interactions while promoting RG practices, creating a supportive
environment that caters to player well-being.

6. More research is required. Additional research is required to better understand the
short and long-term effects of interacting with GameSense on players’ beliefs and
behaviors. Specifically, a longitudinal study where players who do and players who
do not engage with GameSense are assessed (by way of survey and player account
data) both before and after engagement with GameSense.

What have we learned?

The study findings provide valuable insights into the awareness, perceptions, and engagement
with the GameSense program in Massachusetts. There is a high level of GameSense awareness
among regular patrons; however, efforts are needed to increase understanding of the program’s
comprehensive purpose and target audience. Patron interactions with GSAs and GSICs
demonstrated their potential to enhance knowledge about RG and promote positive play.
However, further strategies should be implemented to reach a broader audience and address
specific areas of concern related to disordered gambling and personal responsibility. By
continuing to improve and promote GameSense, Massachusetts can effectively support RG
behaviors and mitigate the potential harms associated with excessive gambling.

xii
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1. Introduction

Although most people gamble in a responsible manner (i.e., they do not gamble
excessively; Wood et al., 2017), a small but significant proportion of players will spend more
time and money gambling than they can afford, resulting in interpersonal, financial, and physical
and mental health problems (Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Browne & Rockloff, 2018).
Consequently, researchers, policy makers, and the gambling industry have supported the creation
and implementation of educational materials and tools that minimize gambling-related harms and
facilitate Responsible Gambling (RG; see Tabri et al., 2021). For example, when people visit a
gaming venue, they may see RG educational materials that explain how games work (e.g., Wohl
et al., 2010), pop-up messages when playing Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) that inform
them about the odds of winning or whether they have reached a pre-determined limit on the
amount of time or money they spent gambling (see Auer et al., 2014; Gainsbury et al., 2018b;
Stewart & Wohl, 2013; Tabri, Hollingshead, & Wohl, 2019), contact information for treatment
services and programs should they believe their play is becoming (or has become) problematic
(Blaszczynski et al., 2011; Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008; Hing, 2004; Nower & Blaszczynski,
2010), and means to self-exclude from gambling should they think they need to abstain from
play (Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008; Hing, 2004; Nower & Blaszczynski, 2010). These
initiatives are typically provided to players via organized and branded RG programming offered
by the gambling industry.

In the current research, we assessed players’ awareness and perceptions of, and
engagement with, the GameSense RG program offered in casinos in Massachusetts. GameSense
is a comprehensive and widely used RG program that was created by the British Columbia

Lottery Corporation (BCLC) to educate players about how gambling games work (e.g., the odds
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of winning) and promote RG-related beliefs (e.g., accurate understanding about the nature of
gambling) and behaviors (e.g., pre-commitment to a money and time limit on gambling).
Additionally, GameSense provides information about problem gambling and resources for
players who think they may have a gambling problem (e.g., explain and help patrons enroll in a
voluntary self-exclusion program). Ultimately, the aim of programs like GameSense is to help all
players make informed decisions regarding their play and minimize the harms associated with
gambling (see Blaszczynski et al., 2011). However, an assessment of the possible effect
GameSense has on harm reduction was beyond the scope of the current assessment.

In most casinos that offer the GameSense program, GameSense Advisors (GSAs) provide
information and support to individuals who visit on-site resource areas called GameSense
Information Centers (GSICs). The primary role of GSAs is to engage with players and provide
them with educational resources and tools to help them make informed decisions about their
gambling activities. GSAs offer information about the risks associated with gambling and
encourage players to set limits on their time and money spent gambling. Unfortunately, only a
small proportion (1-10%) of players engage with RG resources that are available to them (see
Nelson et al., 2008; Wohl et al., 2018). Programs such as GameSense can only be effective if
players are aware of their existence, have accurate perceptions about the purpose of the program,
and engage with the resources they offer. To this end, we surveyed regular players at the three
casinos in MA. We did so to get a better understanding of the differences between those who and
those who are not aware of GS, and between those who have engaged with GS and those who

have not.
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1.1 Responsible Gambling and Responsible Gambling Programing

Although players hold the ultimate responsibility to gamble within their means, the Reno
Model of Responsible Gambling (see Blaszczynski et al., 2004) states that all stakeholders in
gambling, including governments, gambling providers, health services, and community and
consumer groups share the responsibility to minimize gambling-related harms. The provider,
however, has a unique legal and moral responsibility for the harms arising from gambling (Hing,
2010), and thus should offer an environment that prevents excessive and potentially harmful
consumption wherever possible (Dickerson, 2003). Often lost in the discourse about RG is that it
is not merely about preventing excessive or disordered gambling and providing resources should
gambling become problematic; RG also encompasses the promotion of beliefs and behaviors in
all players that keep gambling from becoming problematic (i.e., positive play; Hing et al., 2017,
Wood et al., 2017; Wood & Griffiths, 2015).

With the Reno Model as a guide, most stakeholders have accepted a duty of care for
players. To this end, in addition to providing resources about problem gambling to those who
have developed a gambling problem (e.g., voluntary self-exclusion programs; Lubman et al.,
2015; Matheson et al., 2019), RG policies and programs have been developed to minimize
gambling-related harms for all players (Wohl et al., 2014). Consequently, among other things,
materials have been developed that help educate players about the odds of winning
(Blaszczynski et al., 2014; Wohl et al., 2010), and tools have been created and provided to
players that help them set a limit on the amount of money and/or time they spend gambling
(Auer & Griffiths, 2013; Kim et al., 2014; Ladouceur et al., 2012; Stewart & Wohl, 2013) and/or
provide players with an alert should their play be determined to be risky or problematic

(typically by way of a risk algorithm; Wood & Wohl, 2015).
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Importantly, empirical research from academic laboratories has shown that these RG
initiatives can help prevent problematic forms of gambling (Blaszczynski et al., 2014; Kim et al.,
2014; Wohl & Stewart, 2012). Additionally, research using player-account data has shown that
those who use RG tools report beliefs (e.g., being honest about their gambling with others) and
engage in behaviors (e.g., limit setting and adherence) that are known to reduce the risk of
developing gambling-related problems to a greater extent than those who do not use the tools
(e.g., Auer & Griffiths, 2013; Wohl et al., 2017; Wood et al., 2017; however for contrary results
see Wohl et al., in press). The net result has been a proliferation of organized and branded RG
programming by gambling operators as part of their corporate social responsibility strategy (see
Louderback et al., 2021; Wohl et al., 2014). For instance, in 2009, the BCLC developed a
universal prevention program called GameSense to provide educational tools to players that are
designed to facilitate safer gambling attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors (Louderback et al.,
2022b; Smith, 2014).

Despite the growing popularity of GameSense within the gambling industry, limited
research has been conducted on players’ awareness and perceptions of the program or its RG
utility. Research that has been conducted shows that people who have engaged with the
GameSense program (relative to those who have not done so) reported greater gambling
knowledge, higher awareness of various gambling fallacies, and fewer immediate and long-term
intentions to continue gambling (Zhou et al., 2019). However, as shown by Gray and colleagues
(2020), use of the GameSense program is limited (i.e., there was very little direct engagement
between players and GSAs). For instance, one study found that GSAs directly connected with

only 0.67% of the daily patrons (see also Louderback et al., 2022b).
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The alarmingly low use of GameSense mirrors research on the uptake of RG tools and
demonstrates operators have been challenged to spark interest in RG programs (see Nelson et al.,
2008; Schottler Consulting, 2009). Indeed, only 1% - 10% of players use the RG tools available
to them (Nelson et al., 2008). Specifically, Schottler Consulting (2009) found that only 2% of
Australian loyalty program members signed up to use RG tools. Similarly, Nelson and
colleagues (2008) found that, throughout the 18-month study period, only 1% of players used the
self-limit feature on BWin—an Internet sports betting site. Yet, little is known about why most
players do not engage in RG programming, resulting in a call for research to better understand
players’ awareness of, and attitudes toward, RG programming (see Wohl, 2018)

1.2 Predicting Awareness and Engagement with GameSense: Disordered Gambling
Symptomatology and Positive Play

Even though RG programming is created for the full spectrum of players (i.e., players
who gamble solely at recreational levels to those who have developed a gambling disorder;
Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008), those who already gamble responsibly
may not perceive a need to engage with RG (see Bagot et al., 2021; Delfabbro et al., 2020b;
Wood et al., 2017). This is because people only tend to engage with RG programs when they
believe that it will help control excessive gambling (see Gainsbury et al., 2020) and people tend
to believe RG programs and tools are only relevant to players with gambling problems (e.g.,
Bagot et al., 2021; Gainsbury et al., 2020; Gray et al., 2020; Louderback et al., 2022a;
Louderback et al., 2022b; Marko et al., 2022). Indeed, Bagot and colleagues (2021) found that
players were more likely to implement RG strategies when their gambling became more severe
and problematic. Similarly, Louderback and colleagues (2022b) found a positive correlation

between players’ engagement with GameSense and the frequency of their gambling. Given
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gambling frequency is positively correlated with disordered gambling symptomatology (see
LaPlante et al., 2011; Welte et al., 2004), awareness of, and engagement, with RG programs like
GameSense may be a function of the extent to which a player has elevated symptoms of a
gambling disorder.

In contrast, players who endorse beliefs and exhibit behaviors that allow them to maintain
a fun, but safe level of gambling (i.e., positive play) may believe that RG programing is not
directed toward their play experience. Positive players tend to believe it is important to be
knowledgeable about the nature of gambling games (e.g., the odds of winning), take personal
responsibility for their play, are honest about how much they gamble and in control of their
gambling behavior, and set a limit on the amount of money and time they spend gambling
(Delfabbro et al., 2020b; Wood et al., 2017). Indeed, Louderback and colleagues (2022b) found
no relation between GameSense awareness and positive play beliefs or behavior outcomes. It is
possible that individuals who engage in positive play already possess a high level of knowledge
and understanding regarding responsible gambling practices. These individuals may have
developed responsible gambling strategies on their own, without relying on external resources or
programs. Consequently, they may perceive less need for additional support or may not be
actively seeking out responsible gambling programs like GameSense. In this light, a strong
correlation between positive play beliefs or behaviours and awareness of GS or use of GS tools
shouldn’t be expected. In the current research, we nevertheless assessed the relations between
positive play and awareness and perceptions of GameSense, as well as engagement with the

program.
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2. Overview of Current Research

The purpose of the current study was to assess awareness of the GameSense RG program
among regular patrons of the three casinos in Massachusetts. We also assessed perceptions of the
program and the RG materials and tools provided that aim to reduce gambling-related harms.
Importantly, when assessing awareness of and engagement with a RG program like GameSense,
in contrast to previous assessments of GameSense (e.g., Gray et al., 2020; Louderback et al.,
2022a; Louderback et al., 2022b), we contend it is crucial to recruit regular patrons.This
approach more accurately represents patrons who are actively involved in the gambling
environment and have a higher likelihood of encountering RG initiatives. Regular patrons are
more likely to have repeated exposure to the establishment’s resources and RG messaging,
providing them with the opportunity to become familiar with programs like GameSense. Their
deeper understanding of the potential risks associated with gambling and higher motivation to
engage with RG programs make them an ideal population to assess. By targeting regular patrons
in our recruitment, we can gain insights that are more applicable to individuals who are actively
involved in the gambling environment and enhance the validity and relevance of our findings.

In contrast, assessing infrequent patrons, including those who may have only visited the
casino a single time, when measuring awareness and engagement with GameSense may present
challenges. Infrequent patrons may have limited exposure to the RG initiatives offered by the
establishment, leading to a lack of awareness regarding programs like GameSense. Their limited
familiarity with the casino’s environment and available resources may result in minimal or non-
existent engagement with RG interventions. Additionally, self-reported measures of awareness
and engagement may be unreliable or inflated among infrequent patrons due to their limited

exposure to the programs in question. Furthermore, infrequent patrons may differ significantly
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from regular patrons in terms of their gambling habits, motivations, and attitudes, potentially
leading to different perceptions of RG initiatives. Including infrequent patrons alongside regular
patrons in the assessment of awareness and engagement may confound the results and obscure
meaningful associations. Therefore, focusing on regular patrons provides a more comprehensive
and accurate understanding of the impact and effectiveness of RG programs like GameSense.
The ultimate goal of the current research was to better understand factors that influence the
perceived RG utility of GameSense and players’ engagement with the program.

As background, when Massachusetts allowed gambling expansion across the state, it
required all newly licensed gaming operators to allocate complimentary on-site space for an
independent counselling service that addresses substance abuse, compulsive gambling, and
mental health concerns. To fulfil this legal requirement, MGC chose the GameSense brand. One
notable characteristic of the GameSense program implemented in Massachusetts casinos is its
autonomy. Specifically, the hiring and supervision of GSAs are conducted by the Massachusetts
Council on Gaming and Health (MACGH)—a state-wide independent non-profit organization
that helps safeguard public health by addressing and minimizing the adverse effects of gambling
on individuals and communities. The goal of the current assessment of the GameSense program
in Massachusetts was to better understand why (or why not) players use the program. To this
end, we examined whether awareness of, and engagement with, GameSense at the three casinos
in Massachusetts is related to players’ endorsement of beliefs and engagement in behaviors that
help them to gamble in a safe and responsible manner (i.e., positive play; Wood & Griffiths,
2015; Wood et al., 2017). This is the first assessment of a larger evaluation of perceptions of and

engagement with GameSense. Subsequent reports will focus on casino employees and GSAs,
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and the role they play in facilitating RG among players. The current report should not be taken as
implying that players are solely responsible for avoiding gambling-related harms.

The current research was approved by the Carleton University Research Ethics Board — B
(certificate #117682).
3. Methods & Results

3.1 Method and Results Structure

The following section outlines the method and results structure used in this report. The
analysis proceeded in two main stages: Sample Characteristics and GameSense Evaluation. In
the first stage, we present descriptive information about the sample. Descriptive information
included information about the age and gender composition of the sample as well as factors such
as disordered gambling symptomatology, positive play beliefs and behaviors as well as the
frequency with which respondents report visiting casinos in Massachusetts.

In the second stage, we directly evaluated knowledge about and uptake of GameSense.
To this end, we assessed the proportion of players who were aware of GameSense and whether
those who were aware versus not aware differ on the measured sample characteristics. Among
those who reported being aware of GameSense, we examined the perceived purpose of the
program. Thereafter, we assessed the perceived target audience for GameSense among all
respondents (i.e., regardless of awareness). Importantly, before doing so, all participants were
given a brief description of the program. Lastly, we assessed engagement with GameSense. We
did so both in terms of visits to a GSIC and interactions with a GSA. Specifically, we examined
the proportion of players who reported visiting a GSIC and their reasons for doing so (or their
reason for not visiting a GSIC), the type of interactions respondents had with a GSA, and

whether there were any differences between those who had interacted with GameSense and those
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who had not in terms of the sample characteristics. Additionally, we report the results of two
latent class analyses (LCAs): one that assessed reasons for visiting and the other that assessed
reasons for not visiting.

A LCA is a statistical technique used to identify groups (called ‘classes’) within a sample
based on observed (measured) variables. LCA was employed for several reasons. Firstly, it
allows for the identification of distinct subgroups within a population, offering a more nuanced
understanding. For example, we tested whether the reasons why people visited a GSIC can be
meaningfully clustered or grouped together. It also allows us to examine whether sample
characteristics differed between any groups, thus providing insights into distinct patterns and
associations. Specifically, we assessed whether observed groups have predictive utility in terms
disordered gambling symptomatology, positive play, and/or frequency of visits. This approach
allowed for a systematic and informative examination of the associations of interest in the
context of the study. A detailed description of model selection is provided in Appendix A.

3.2 Recruitment

To recruit respondents, an email was sent to regular patrons (i.e., those who had visited
the casino at least three times in the prior three months and had spent at least $100 according to
their player account data; see Wohl et al., 2018) who had enrolled in the rewards program at one
of the three casinos in Massachusetts. The email was sent via each casino’s rewards program
listserv. Potential respondents were told that the purpose of the study was to get their “thoughts
about the GameSense brand, the GameSense Information Centers, and the GameSense Advisors”
and that input was welcome even if the player had never heard about GameSense. They were
offered a US$10 Amazon.com gift card for participating in the survey. A link to the survey was

provided in the body of the email, and those who accessed the link were directed to an online
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consent form that provided further detail about the purpose of the study, compensation for
participation, data security, and their right to withdraw. Those who consented to participate were
directed to the online survey (see Appendix B for the survey).

Based in an a priori power analyses, with point estimates based on prior research by our
team that assessed awareness of Ontario Lottery and Gaming’s PlaySmart RG program, we
aimed to recruit at least 800 patrons.

The study was launched on October 19, 2022 and closed on December 2, 2022.

3.3 Sample Characteristics

A total of 1239 regular casino patrons were recruited via the various loyalty program
email distribution lists. Of these, 47 respondents did not consent to the study, 58 did not pass
eligibility criteria (i.e., they were either less than 21 years of age or had not visited or gambled at
any of the casinos in the past three months), and two respondents consented to participate but did
not provide responses to the survey questions. Additionally, 24 responses were identified as
duplicates and consequently removed (see Footnote 1). Thus, our analyses are based on a sample
of 1109 individuals (Mage = 54.2, SD = 13.20), which is a sample size that exceeded the
minimum sample required as determined by our power analysis. More details on the sample are

provided in Table 1.
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics

n %
Age
21-24 8 0.7%
25-34 48 4.3
35-44 144 13.0
45-54 187 16.9
55-64 231 20.8
65+ 186 23.1
Did not indicate 305 27.5
Gender
Man 371 33.5%
Woman 469 42.3
Other 4 0.3
Did not indicate 265 23.9

3.4 Possible correlates of awareness and engagement with GameSense

The following variables were included to assess whether they are associated with
awareness, perceptions of GameSense, and engagement with the program (i.e., why people
engaged with GameSense or not).

3.4.1. Disordered Gambling Symptomology. Disordered gambling symptomology was
assessed using the nine-item Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI; see Ferris & Wynne,
2001). The PGSI assesses problem gambling behaviors (e.g., “How often have you bet more than
you could really afford to lose?”) as well as the consequences of problem gambling (e.g., “How
often has your gaming caused you any health problems, including stress or anxiety?”’). Response
options were anchored at 0 (never) to 3 (always). Respondents’ total PGSI scores were the sum
of the nine items. Degrees of risk have been established based on scores on the PGSI, with those

scoring 0 considered to be non-problematic gamblers, those scoring 1 or 2 considered to be “low
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risk”, those scoring 3 to 7 considered to be “moderate risk”, and those scoring more than 7 as
“problem gamblers”.

A total of 224 patrons (20.2%) were categorized as a non-problem gambler, 226 (20.4%)
as low-risk, 248 (22.4% as a moderate-risk, and 201 (18.1%) as a problem gambler. A risk
category could not be calculated for 210 patrons (18.9%) due to missing data. Additionally, as
noted in Table 3, mean levels of disordered gambling symptomatology (M =4.61, SD = 5.65)
places the sample as a whole in the middle of the “moderate risk™ category. Given that we
recruited only regular gamblers, this level of disordered gambling symptomatology is not
unexpected. Increased frequency of gambling is known to be strongly associated with gambling-
related problems (Young et al., 2022).

3.4.2 Positive Play. We used the Positive Play Scale (Wood et al., 2017) to assess the
extent to which respondents were aware of gambling myths and fallacies (i.e., Gambling
Literacy), assumed personal responsibility for their play behavior, were honest with family
members and in control of their gambling, and set limits on their play. The Gambling Literacy
subscale included three items (o = .63; e.g., “Gambling is not a good way to make money”).The
Personal Responsibility subscale included four items (o = .89) (e.g., “I should be able to walk
away from gambling at any time”). These belief subscales were anchored at 1 (strongly disagree)
and 7 (strongly agree). The third subscale was comprised of three items (o = .88) that measured
the extent to which the participant was in control of and honest about their gambling (e.g., “In
the last month I felt in control of my gambling behavior”). The final subscale consisted of four
items (o =.91) designed to measure the player’s pre-commitment (e.g., “I considered the amount
of time I was willing to spend before I gambled”). Response options for the behavior subscales

were anchored at 1 (never) and 7 (always).
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Mean scores were calculated for each subscale (and reported in Table 3), with higher
scores representing higher endorsement of positive play beliefs and behaviors. Scores on all
subscales were relatively similar, with means ranging from 5.44 (Honesty and Control) to 6.13
(Personal Responsibility) indicating high levels of both positive play beliefs and behavior. Yet,
there is also opportunity for improvement.

3.4.3. Frequency of casino gambling in Massachusetts. Respondents were first asked
how many times they visited one of the casinos in Massachusetts in the past three months.
Responses were anchored at 1 (0 times) and 6 (5 or more times). Most (72.1%) reported visiting
five or more times. Interestingly, despite participation being restricted (based on player account
data) to those who had visited at least three times in the last three months, 2.7% reported visiting
only once and 7.1% reported visiting only twice in the past 3 months. Respondents were then
asked what proportion of their overall gambling took place in the Massachusetts casino through
which they were contacted (in 25% increments). Of the 85.5% of respondents responding to this
question, 34.4% indicated 100%, and 16.2% indicated 25% or less. Table 2 provides data on the
estimated proportion of their play at their designated Massachusetts casino per visit involves slot
machines, table games, video table games, and lottery.

Table 2

Proportion of Play on Different Games per Visit

In the last 3 months, when you Never Rarely = Sometimes Often (67-  Always
visited this casino, how often (0%) (1-33%)  (34-66%) 99%) (100%)

did you play:

Slot machines 1.9% 3.6% 5.7% 16.0% 72.8%
Table games 66.1 13.9 6.2 4.0 9.8
Video table games 74.7 12.7 4.8 2.9 4.7
Lottery 72.6 16.1 6.6 2.8 1.8

Note. Ns range from 887 to 962. Percentages based on number responding to item.
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3.4.4 Associations between measured variables and sample characteristics. As observed

in previous work (see Wood et al., 2017), disordered gambling symptomatology was negatively

associated with all positive play subscales. The negative association with symptoms of

disordered gambling was particularly strong for Honesty and Control as well as Pre-

Commitment. Additionally, there was a small but positive association between disordered

gambling symptomatology and frequency of visiting a casino in Massachusetts.! Perhaps

unsurprisingly then, there was a small negative association between visit frequency and both

Honesty and Control and Pre-Commitment. Personal Responsibility and Gambling Literacy were

not associated with visit frequency but were moderately negatively associated with disordered

gambling symptomatology.

Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between the Sample Characteristics Variables

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
1. Disordered Gambling 4.61 5.65 - - - - -
Symptomatology
2. Personal Responsibility 6.13 .12 -34** - - - -
3. Gambling Literacy 5.65 1.19  -27** 36%* - - -
4. Honesty and Control 5.44 1.63  -.62%* 33 18%* - -
5. Pre-Commitment 5.76 1.46  -.67** A1 21%k 75%* -
6. Frequency of visits to the 5.40 1.09 J10%* .02 -.02 - 10%*% - 09**
casino

Note. * p <.01, ** p <.001.

4. Assessment of GameSense

In this section, we report the extent to which respondents reported awareness of

GameSense and the perceived purpose of GameSense (among those who were aware). After

! Because the frequency of visits was highly negatively skewed, with 72.1% selecting the option ‘5 or more times’, it
is not surprising that the correlations of this variable with others are small in magnitude. Given the highly skewed

nature of this variable, care should be taken in interpreting these correlations.
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describing GameSense to all players, they were then asked to report who they think the target
audience is for GameSense. Lastly, we assessed engagement with GameSense in terms of visits
to a GSIC and interactions with a GSA.

4.1. GameSense Awareness

To assess awareness of GameSense, respondents were first asked whether they had heard
about the program. The 811 (73.1%) who indicated they heard of GameSense were then asked
how they heard about it. The nine response options (plus an “other” category) are listed in Table
4, along with the percent who endorsed each option. Most of those who indicated “other”
indicated that they first became aware of GameSense through ads or promotional material at a
casino or on a gaming machine.
Table 4

Where Respondents Heard About GameSense

Sources: % agreement
Casino staff 32.3
Print advertisements 30.3
A GameSense Advisor 26.1
Social Media 16.5
Other players 10.9
Friends 10.2
MassGaming.com 9.9
TV advertisements 4.1
Radio advertisements 3.6
Other 19.6

Note. N = 811. Percentages add to more than 100% because respondents could list more than one
reasons.

Next, we assessed whether those who were aware of GameSense differed from those who

were not aware of GameSense on sample characteristics (see Table 5). Those who were aware of
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GameSense scored no differently on our measure of disordered gambling symptomatology
(PGSI) than those who were not aware of it, p = .57, d = .04. Likewise, there were no
differences in terms of positive play beliefs and behaviors as a function of whether respondents
were aware of GameSense, ps > .14, ds < .12. However, those who were aware of GameSense
tended to visit a casino in Massachusetts with more frequency than those who were not aware of
GameSense, p = .003, d = .20.

Table 5

Comparison of Patrons Who Were and Were Not Aware of GameSense

Aware of Not aware of
GameSense GameSense
Measure n M SD n M  SD t df p d

Disordered gambling 676 4.73 571 223 448 559 58 897 565 .04
symptomatology
Personal Responsibility 691 6.15 1.09 230 6.06 1.18 1.07 919 283 .08

Gambling Literacy 692 5.68 1.19 231 555 1.17 148 921 .140 .11
Honesty and Control 692 541 1.65 230 554 154 -1.15 920 253 -.08
Pre-Commitment 686 5.75 146 230 579 144 -33 914 739 -03

Frequency of visits to 811 546 1.03 298 523 124 3.00 1107 .003* .20
the casino

Note. * p <.05. Sample sizes vary due to missing data/non-responses.

4.1.1 Perceived purpose of GameSense. Respondents who indicated awareness of
GameSense were provided eight items that assessed the perceived purpose of GameSense (see
Table 6). These items included six correct purposes and one incorrect purpose: “It offers a place
where players can bet on sports”. Also included was an item that asked whether “It offers a place
where players can relax away from the gaming floor”. Although initially included as an incorrect
purpose, following data collection we learned that players may be using GSICs to take a break
from the gaming floor (a known RG strategy). Because it was not known whether players were

using it in such a manner, we ultimately coded this item as neither correct nor incorrect.
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Results showed that most respondents correctly checked that GameSense helped educate

players about RG (84.2%), provided RG tools (i.e., PlayMyWay; 70.4%), and offered supports

for those who develop gambling related problems (70.4%), but a relatively low proportion of

respondents (19.9%) knew that GameSense helps players understand how games work or helps

dispel gambling-related myths (25.8%). Additionally, slightly less than half of all respondents

were aware that GameSense helped facilitate voluntary self-exclusion (46.0%).

Table 6

Purposes of GameSense

Purposes:

% agreement

It’s a program that educates players about how to gamble responsibly
(e.g., within an affordable money and/or time limit)

It’s a program that includes PlayMyWay — a budgeting tool where you
track your play and receive notifications as you get closer to the
budget

It offers a place where players can find where to get support if they
believe their gaming has become problematic

It’s a program that allows players to voluntarily exclude themselves
from the gaming floor at all casinos in Massachusetts

It’s a program that helps dispel gaming-related myths
It’s a program that teaches players how games work
It offers a place where players can bet on sports*

It offers a place where players can relax away from the gaming floor
(i.e., a lounge)**

84.2

70.4

70.4

46.0

25.8
19.9
6.0
16.3

Note. * indicates incorrect purpose. ** not scored as correct or incorrect. N = 811.

4.2 Perceived target audience for GameSense

All respondents read the following brief description of the GameSense program:

GameSense is a comprehensive responsible gaming strategy. GameSense Advisors work

at a GameSense Info Center located at MGM Springfield/Encore Boston

Harbor/Plainridge Park Casino. GameSense Advisors receive extensive training in the
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areas of responsible gaming techniques, problem gaming behavior and local resources for

help. Many GameSense Advisors come to the position with professional gaming

experience which is useful in understanding patrons’ needs.
They were then asked to respond to five items that assessed the perceived target audience for
GameSense. These items, together with their means (on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 =
“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree’’) and the percentage agreeing (i.e., > than the
“neutral” midpoint) are provided in Table 4.

Although most respondents (72.7%) agreed that GameSense was created for people who
have trouble controlling their gambling, a little over half of respondents (53.8%) believed
GameSense was for all people who gamble. Relatedly, a little less than half of all respondents
believed that GameSense was self-relevant.

Table 7

Perceived Target Audience for GameSense

Sources: Mean (SD) % agreement
People who have trouble controlling their gaming. 5.38 (1.74) 72.7
People who gamble on a regular basis. 4.99 (1.64) 63.8
People who gamble occasionally. 4.06 (1.71) 40.2
All people who gamble. 4.57 (1.84) 53.8
GameSense, and the responsible gaming education and 4.36 (1.65) 454
tools it provides, was developed for players like
me.

Note. Ns range from 984 to 1020. Means are on a 7-point scale where 1 = “strongly disagree”
and 7 = “strongly agreeing”. Percent agreement was based on responds of 5 or higher on the
scale.

Those who indicated an awareness of GameSense did not differ significantly from those
who were unaware on the extent to which they agreed with the first three items (“People who

99 ¢

have trouble controlling their gaming”, “People who gamble on a regular basis”, and “People
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who gamble occasionally”; ps > .20; ds < .08), but agreed more that GameSense is for all people
who gamble (p <.001; d =.29) and marginally more that GameSense was developed for players
like me (p =.055, d = .13).

4.3 Engagement with GameSense

We assessed engagement with GameSense in two ways. The first way was in terms of
whether they had visited a GSIC. The second way was in terms of interactions with a GSA at
either a GSIC or on the gaming floor.

4.3.1 Reasons for visiting. All respondents were asked, “Have you ever visited a
GameSense Info Center at one of the three Massachusetts casinos?” A total of 195 respondents
(17.6% of the full sample) indicated that they had. All those who reported they had visited a
GSIC were asked to indicate why they visited the GSIC from a list of 10 reasons (plus an “other”
option). Four respondents did not respond to any of the 10 reasons. Thus, analyses were
conducted on a sample of 191 respondents.

No single reason stood out in terms of why a respondent visited a GSIC; however, the
most reported reason for visiting was because they stumbled upon it (54.4%) or were curious
(46.2%). Least often noted was visiting to learn about gambling-related myths (17.4%) or to
learn about how games work (16.9%). The full list of reasons (and agreement to those reasons) is

provided in Table 8.
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Table 8

Reasons for Visiting a GSIC

Reasons: % agreement

I stumbled upon one and was curious. 55.5

I heard about the Info Center and was curious. 47.1

To get swag (e.g., a lanyard). 40.8

To learn more about responsible gaming (e.g., within an 33.5
affordable money and/or time limit).

To be better informed should I need to pass information to 30.9
players.

To learn about and enroll in PlayMyWay (i.e., a money 30.4

budgeting tool for your slot play that works with
your rewards card).

To learn about supports for problem gaming. 23.6
To learn about gaming-related myths. 17.8
To learn about voluntary self-exclusion. 22.0
To learn more about how games work. 17.3
Other 4.7

Note. N =191; Percentages add to more than 100 as respondents could endorse more than one
reason.

To determine whether there were distinct groups of respondents who visited GSICs for
different sets of reasons, we conducted a latent class analysis (LCA). The LCA looks for
common response patterns in a sample. We determined that two groups could be identified (see
Appendix A for details). Group 1 (with 67 respondents) included individuals who indicated that
they visited a GSIC because they were curious (about what GameSense was all about) or to get
swag (i.e., mostly for non-RG reasons). Consequently, we labeled this group “Curiosity and
Swag Inspired”. Those in Group 2 (with 124 respondents), the larger of the two groups, indicated
that although attracted by the swag, they also indicated visiting for RG reasons. For instance,
89% of this second group indicated that they visited to learn more about responsible gambling

(vs 9% of those in Group 1), 78% indicated that they visited to learn more about, and enroll in,

21



PLAYER ENGAGEMENT WITH GAMESENSE

PlayMyWay (vs. 17% of Group 2 respondents), and 78% indicated that they visited to be better

informed should they need to pass on information to others (vs. 18% of Group 1 respondents).

For this reason, we labeled this group “Information Seekers”. Table 9 provides the proportions

indicating each reason for the two groups. Figure 1 provides a graphic description of these

proportions. Specifically, the distance from the origin (middle) of the graph indicates the

proportion of the respondents in that group that indicated that reason.

Table 9

Percent Who Affirmed Each Reason for Visiting a GSIC by Group

Reason Group 1 Group 2
“Curiosity “Information
and Swag Seekers
Inspired”

I heard about the Info Center and was curious. .38 .85

I stumbled upon one and was curious. .63 .86

To learn more about how games work. .02 57

To learn more about responsible gaming (e.g., within an .09 .89

affordable money and/or time limit).

To learn about and enroll in PlayMyWay (i.e., a money 17 78

budgeting tool for your slot play that works with your rewards

card).

To get swag (e.g., a lanyard). .50 .67

To learn about gaming-related myths. .05 .55

To learn about supports for problem gaming. .06 73

To be better informed should I need to pass information to 18 78

players.

To learn about voluntary self-exclusion. 10 .64

n=191.
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Figure 1

Results of the Latent Class Analysis Examining Reasons for Visiting GameSense with two

Groups
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To better understand the two groups, we examined whether they differed in terms of
demographic variables (gender and age) and other player characteristics (e.g., PGSI score,
positive play variables, frequency of visits). Information Seekers tended to be older. There was
also no difference in terms of the proportions of men and women between Information Seekers
and Curiosity and Swag Inspired players. There were no other differences between Information
Seekers and Curiosity and Swag Inspired players (see Table 10 for complete list of variables

assessed).
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Table 10

Associations With Group Membership for Those Who Visited a GSIC

Dependent variable n Curiosity and  Information d
Swag Inspired Seekers

Age 152 3.96(1.19) 4.70(1.04) OT7H*
Disordered gambling symptomatology 171 4.25(4.86) 5.92(6.20) .29
Personal Responsibility 177 6.18(.90) 5.87(1.30) -.26
Gambling Literacy 179 5.94(1.19) 5.36(1.24) -47
Honesty and Control 179 5.70(1.35) 5.33(1.56) -25
Pre-Commitment 176 5.75(1.23) 5.58(1.51) -.12
Frequency of gambling at a casino in 191 5.49(.96) 5.89(.97) -.10

Massachusetts
Note. ** p <.01. Sample size varies by analysis because of missing responses.

Because the two groups differed by age, we broke down group by age category (see
Table 11). Whilst 60.7% of the Curiosity and Swag Inspired respondents were in the 35-54 age
range, most (65.7%) of the Information Seekers were 55+.
Table 11

Age Category by Group Membership Among Those who Visited a GSIC

21-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+
Curiosity 1.8% 5.4% 32.1% 28.6% 19.6% 12.5%
and Swag (n=1) (n=3) (n=18) (n=16) (n=11) (n=7)
Inspired
Information 0% 3.1% 11.5% 19.8% 43.8% 21.9%
Seekers (n=0) (n=3) (n=11) (n=19) (n=42) (n=21)

4.3.2 Reasons for not visiting. Respondents who reported they had not yet visited a GSIC
were asked to indicate their reasons for not visiting one. Of the 914 respondents who had not
visited a GSIC, 782 provided at least one reason. About half of participants reported that they did
not visit a GSIC because they believed they already knew how games work (52.9%), knew about

PlayMyWay (52.5%), or knew about gaming-related myths (45.2%). Interestingly, a large
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percentage also noted that they had yet to visit because they had not been invited to do so
(60.8%). A relatively low percentage of respondents did not believe that GSAs could help
players (18%) or didn’t agree with the presence of GSICs (12.2%). However, approximately one-
third of all respondents believed that GSAs would not be able to teach them anything they did
not already know (33.9%). The full list of reasons (and agreement to those reasons) are
summarized in Table 12.

Table 12

Reasons for not Visiting a GSIC

Reasons: % agreement
No one has asked me to check GameSense out. 58.4
I already know how games work. 50.9
I already know about PlayMyWay - a free, budgeting tool that allows a 50.5
player to set a money limit and track their play.
I already know about gaming-related myths. 43.5
I don't think a GameSense Advisor would be able to teach me anything. 32.6
I don't think GameSense Advisors help players. 17.3
I don't agree with the presence of a GameSense Info Center at the casino. 11.8
Other 6.5

Note. N =782 who provided at least 1 reason; Percentages add to more than 100 as respondents
could endorse more than one reason.

We then conducted an LCA to examine whether there were subgroups of respondents
who differed in terms of the reasons for not visiting GSICs. The LCA suggested that respondents
who had not visited a GSIC fell into one of three groups. Those in Group 1 (n = 248; 31.7% of
those responding) tended to give only one reason for not visiting a GSIC—most frequently
because no one had asked them to check it out. We labeled this group of respondents “Invitation-
Responsive”. Those in Group 2 (n = 132; 16.9% of those responding), had a similar profile of

reasons for not visiting to those in Group 3 (n = 402; 51.4% of those responding) in that patrons
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in both groups were composed of regular players who (think they) understand how games work,
and thus, see no need for GameSense. What distinguished those in Group 2 from those in Group
3 is that those in Group 2 also held negative view of GameSense and GSA’s ability to help
players with their gambling. Additionally, over 50% of those in Group 2 do not agree with the
presence of GameSense at the casino. Consequently, we labeled those in Group 2 “Self-Assured
Non-Believers” and those in Group 3 “Self-Assured”. The proportion of respondents in each
group indicating each reason is provided in Table 13, and Figure 2 provides a graphic description
of these proportions. Specifically, the distance from the origin (middle) of the graph indicates the
proportion of the respondents in that group that indicated that reason. Details on the LCA are
provided in Appendix A.

Table 13

Proportion of Respondents who Affirmed Each Reason for not Visiting a GSIC by Group

Reason Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
“Invitation-  “Self- “Self-
Responsive” Assured Assured”
Non-
Believers”
No one has asked me to check GameSense out. .62 .76 .63
I already know how games work. 16 .85 .93
I already know about gaming-related myths .06 .84 .90
I already know about PlayMyWay - a free, budgeting 31 74 .80
tool that allows a player to set a money limit and track
their play.
I don't think a GameSense Advisor would be able to 17 .84 43
teach me anything.
I don't think GameSense Advisors help players. 10 91 .00
I don't agree with the presence of a GameSense Info .07 .54 .04

Center at the casino.
Note. n per group: Invitation-Responsive = 248, Self-Assured Non-Believes = 132; Self-Assured
=402.
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Figure 2

Results of the Latent Class Analysis Examining Reasons for not Visiting GameSense with Three

Groups
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To better understand these groups, we considered whether the groups differed in their
composition in terms of demographic variables (age, gender) and player characteristics (PGSI
score, positive play variables, and frequency of visits). We found that those in the Self-Assured
group were lower in in disordered gambling symptomatology and higher in positive play (all

subscales) than those in Invitation-Responsive or Self-Assured Non-Believers groups, d = .27

(see Table 14). Similarly, those in the Self-Assured Group reported greater Personal
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Responsibility compared to those in the Invitation Responsive (d =.19) and Self-Assured Non-
Believers (d = .26) groups. Likewise, those in the Self-Assured group reported greater Gambling
Literacy compared to those in the Invitation Responsive (d =.22) and Self-Assured Non-
Believers (d = .37) groups. Moreover, those in the Self-Assured Group reported greater Pre-
Commitment compared to those in the Invitation Responsive (d =.27) and Self-Assured Non-
Believers (d = .32) groups. However, those in the Self-Assured Group reported greater Honesty
and Control compared to those in the Invitation Responsive group (d =.26). Otherwise, there
were no statistically significant differences in the distribution of age or gender between the
Invitation-Responsive, Self-Assured Non-Believers, and Self-Assured groups.

Table 14

Between Group Differences Among Those who did not Visit a GSIC

Invitation Self-Assured  Self-Assured
Responsive  Non-Believers

n M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) n’
Age 632 52.65(12.38)  52.69(14.59)  55.12(13.33) 01
Disordered gambling 688  5.33(6.22) 4.99(5.59)° 3.80(5.15)% .02
symptomatology
Personal 716 6.06(1.24) 6.00(1.01)° 6.27(.99) 01
Responsibility
Gambling Literacy 721 5.56(1.23) 5.38(1.30)° 5.80(1.05)% .02
Honesty and control 713 5.20(1.81)° 5.29(1.61) 5.63(1.54)? .02
Pre-Commitment 702 5.59(1.62) 5.55(1.48)° 5.99(1.30)% .02
Frequency of visits to 782 5.38(1.12) 5.30(1.19) 5.37(1.12) <.01
a casino in
Massachusetts

We also asked those who had not visited a GSIC what would motivate them to visit one.
Table 15 provides the six options provided (plus an “other” option) as well as the percentage of
respondents who responded to that option in the affirmative. Close to half of the respondents

noted that they would be interested in visiting a GSIC if they wanted to learn more about RG
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(48.2%). Close to half of all respondents also noted they would visit if they wanted to learn more
about PlayMyWay (42.7%) or learn about supports for problem gaming (40.7%). A relatively
lower percentage noted they would visit to get swag (34.8%).

Table 15

Potential Reasons for Visiting a GSIC Among Those Who Had Not Yet Visited One

Reasons: % agreement

If I wanted to learn more about how to gamble responsibly (e.g., playing 48.2
within an affordable money and/or time limit)

If I wanted to learn more about PlayMyWay - a free, budgeting tool that 42.7
allows a player to set a money limit and track their play

If I wanted to learn about supports for problem gaming 40.7

If I wanted to learn more about voluntary self-exclusion for players 32.5

If I wanted to learn more about gaming-related myths. 29.5

If I could get swag (e.g., a lanyard) 34.8

Other 26

Note. N =782 who provided at least 1 reason; Percentages add to more than 100 as respondents
could endorse more than one reason.

4.3.3 Comparison between those who visited and those who did not visit. Next, we
examined whether there were differences in terms of the perceived purpose of GameSense
between those who visited a GSIC to those who did not. Recall, we provided eight items that
assessed the perceived purpose of GameSense. These items, listed in Table 6, included six
correct purposes and one incorrect purpose. Respondents were asked to indicate whether each
statement was a purpose of GameSense (yes or no). We scored these responses as +1 for a
correct response, -1 for an incorrect response, and 0 if they left the item unanswered. Those who
had visited a GSIC scored higher (i.e., they were more correct in terms of the purpose of
GameSense; M = 3.15, SD = 2.34) than those who had not (M =2.21,SD =2.33;¢t=4.74,p <

001; d = .40).
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We then assessed whether those who interacted with GameSense (i.e., visited a GSIC)
differed from those who had not interacted with GameSense (i.e., did not visit a GSIC) in terms
of the perceived target audience of GameSense. They did not significantly differ in the extent to
which they believed that the target audience for the program was people who have trouble
controlling their gambling (p = .63; d = .04). However, those who interacted with GameSense
did agree more that the program was for those who gamble regularly (p =.011; d =.19), those
who gamble occasionally (p <.001; d =.34), all people who gamble (p <.001; d =.36), and for
players like them (p <.001; d = .37) than those who had not interacted with GameSense. Thus,
interacting with GameSense appears to be linked with a more inclusive (and correct)
understanding of the program’s target audience.

4.4 Interactions with a GSA

All respondents were asked “Have you ever had an interaction with a GameSense
Advisor?” One hundred and eighty-one said they had (16.3%; 11.1% did not answer this
question). Informatively, 72.9% (n = 132) of these 181 also visited a GSIC. It is unknown,
whether they first visited a GSIC and then interacted with the GSA who was at the GSIC, or
whether they first interacted with a GSA on the gaming floor and were invited back to the GSIC
to discuss responsible gambling. It is also possible that a visit to a GSIC occurred during a
gambling session after the one in which an interaction with a GSA took place. Indeed, GSAs
often have short (or long) conversation about issues related (or unrelated) to gambling on the
floor as part of a relationship building strategy. It is only after “getting to know” the GSA on the
gaming floor that they subsequently come to a GSIC. Unfortunately, the sequence of events was

not assessed in the current study.
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We did, however, assess the type of interaction players had with a GSA. In
Massachusetts, interactions are categorized as simple (i.e., a short, communication from a GSA
about issues unrelated to gaming), demonstration (i.e., a longer, communication from a GSA
about how a game, RG tool, or concept works), or an exchange (i.e., a two-way communication
with a GSA about responsible gaming or problem gaming). Of the 181 respondents who reported
having an interaction with a GSA, 78.5% reported a simple interaction, 34.3% indicated a
demonstration, and 28.7% indicated an exchange. They were also asked to indicate the
approximate number of interactions of each type. For simple interactions, the numbers ranged
from 1 to 50, with the median being 2. Of those reporting at least one demonstration, the median
was 1 (range: 1 to 10). Of those reporting exchanges, the median was 1 (range: 1 to 10).

To assess the perceived influence interacting with a GSA had on their play, we asked
those who had interacted with a GSA to rate the extent to which they agreed that these
interactions made them feel more informed about how to gamble responsibly and how games
worked on 7-point Likert scales (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”). They were also
asked whether they would encourage others to speak with a GSA. Responses are summarized in
Table 16.

Table 16

Perceived Outcome of Interacting with GSAs

Due to my experience(s) with a GameSense Advisor: M (SD) % agreement

I feel more informed about how to gamble responsibly. 4.83 (1.51) 53.5

I feel more informed about how gaming games work. 4.63 (1.55) 50.0

I would encourage others to speak with a GameSense 4.94 (1.38) 58.8
Advisor.

Note. Ns ranged from 168 to 172 of 181 who had interacted with a GSA. Means are on a 7-point
scale where 1 = "strongly disagree" and 7 = "strongly agree". Percent agreement was based on
responds of 5 or higher on the scale.
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Although these ratings are not particularly positive (i.e., respondents were not especially
effusive in their assessment of their interaction), it should be noted that most of the interactions
captured in the current study were simple interactions (which are not about responsible or
problem gambling). Such interactions are not likely to have a significant effect on the participant.

We then compared those who only reported having a simple interaction with those who
reported at least one demonstration or exchange. We found that respondents who reported having
a demonstration or exchange reported feeling more informed about how to gamble responsibly (n
=52; M =5.38, SD = 1.44) than those only receiving a simple interaction (n =119; M =4.59, SD
=1.49; ((169) =3.24, p < .001, d = .54). Similarly, we found that respondents who reported
having a demonstration or exchange reported agreed more that they would encourage others to
speak with a GSA (n =52; M =5.25, SD = 1.56) compared to those only receiving a simple
interaction (n = 117; M =4.81, SD = 1.28). This difference approached statistical significance, ¢
(167)=1.92, p = .057, d = .32). There were no significant differences between those who
indicated a demonstration or exchange and those indicating only simple interactions on the other
statements (ps > .27, ds < .18).

Lastly, we assessed whether those who had engaged with a GSA or GSIC differed from
those who had not engaged with a GSA or GSIC on the measured sample characteristics (see
Table 17). We found that those who interacted with GameSense (either through a GSIC or with a
GSA) scored higher on our measure of disordered gambling symptomatology (PGSI; M = 5.54,
SD = 6.06) than those who had not had any interaction with GameSense (M = 4.39, SD = 5.54; ¢
=2.60, p =.009, d = .20). Likewise, we found that those who interacted with GameSense (M =
5.57, SD = .92) reported greater frequency of visiting casinos in Massachusetts in the last three

months compared to those who had not had any interaction with GameSense (M = 4.39, SD =
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5.54; t=2.81, p = .005, d = .20). Otherwise, there was no difference between those who had

interacted with GameSense and those who had not interacted with GameSense in terms of their

Personal Responsibility, Gambling Literacy, Pre-Commitment, and Honesty and Control (see

Table 17).

Table 17

Comparison of Patrons Who Had and Had Not Interacted with GameSense’

Interacted with

Have not

GameSense Interacted with
GameSense
n M SD n M SD t df p d
Disordered 217 554 6.06 682 439 553 260 897  .009* .20
gambling
symptomatology
Personal 222 599 114 699 6.17 1.10 -2.05 919 .041* -.16
Responsibility
Gambling Literacy 223 557 1.25 700 5.67 1.16 -1.08 921 280  -.08
Honesty and 222 537 159 700 546 1.64 -71 920 476  -.06
Control
Pre-Commitment 222 559 146 694 581 145 -196 914 050 -.15
Frequency of visits 244 557 92 865 535 1.13 3.15 470.8 .005* .20

to a casino in
Massachusetts

Note. " Interacted with a GSA or visited GSIC; * p <.05.

5. Discussion

In the current research, we assessed a sample of regular players from across the three

casinos in Massachusetts to evaluate their knowledge about and use of GameSense RG program.

Specifically, the study aimed to assess the level of awareness among patrons regarding

GameSense, examine their perceptions about the program among those who reported they were

aware of GameSense, and evaluate their engagement through visits to a GSIC and interactions

with a GSA.
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5.1 Awareness and Perceptions About GameSense

We found that a clear majority of respondents expressed awareness of the program. This
is in line with results from Louderback and colleagues’ (2022a) assessment of GameSense, who
observed that regular players (those targeted in the current study) have a relatively high level of
awareness of the program (compared to infrequent players). Awareness appeared to be a product
of casino staff and GSAs informing players about the program as well as advertisements (see
Louderback et al., 2022a for a similar finding). Importantly, those who were aware of
GameSense expressed a correct understanding about its purpose. Specifically, they believed that
the purpose of GameSense is to educate players about RG, provide access to PlayMyWay (i.e., a
budgeting tool), and provide support to those who feel their gambling has become problematic.
and that players tended to have a positive response to the program. Interestingly, approximately a
fifth of players believed that GSICs were a place for players to take a break from the gaming
floor (i.e., a lounge). Although this perception is not directly aligned with the explicitly stated
purposes of GSICs, it raises an intriguing opportunity for the RG landscape. The concept of
designated “Play Break” sections within GSICs could serve as an effective way to integrate
responsible gambling strategies and increase player engagement with GameSense. By creating a
GameSense branded space that encourages players to take breaks during gameplay, similar to the
principles of harm reduction seen in the community for addictive substances, casinos could
provide a platform for both relaxation and education. Much like health practitioners interact with
individuals at safe injection sites, GSAs could engage with players during their breaks, offering
RG guidance, resources, and assistance for those interested in managing their gameplay habits

more effectively. Such an innovative addition to GSICs could potentially contribute to fostering
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a supportive, educational, and health-oriented environment within the casino, promoting RG
beliefs and behaviors among players.

There were no differences between those who were aware of GameSense and those who
were not aware of GameSense in terms of most of the sample characteristics assessed (age,
gender, disordered gambling symptomatology, positive play). The only factor that did differ
between these two groups is frequency of visits to a casino in Massachusetts. One reason this
may have been the case is that frequent casino visitors are more likely to have repeated exposure
to the physical environment and amenities offered within the casino, including promotional
materials and signage related to RG programs like GameSense. The repeated exposure to such
messaging increases the likelihood of individuals noticing and becoming aware of the program.
Second, individuals who visit casinos more frequently may have a greater engagement with
gambling activities. This increased involvement in gambling may make them more attuned to
information and resources related to RG. They may actively seek out and be more receptive to
messages promoting RG practices, including the GameSense program. Lastly, that people who
were aware of GameSense visited a casino more frequently than those who were not aware may
indicate that it may take time for the program’s promotional efforts to become visible to patrons.

The lack of a between group difference on the other sample characteristics is also
noteworthy. Although one may expect individuals who frequently visit one of the three casinos
in Massachusetts to be more likely to come across someone who tells them about GameSense or
an advertisement about GameSense, or those who have elevated symptoms of disordered
gambling would be inclined to seek information about RG programs, the study did not reveal
such associations. Any potential explanation would be speculative. Future research should target

the relatively small proportion of regular players who expressed a lack of awareness of
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GameSense to better understand why they lack awareness of a program that should be highly
visible to all regular patrons.

After all respondents were provided an explanation of GameSense, GSAs, and GSICs,
respondents were asked who they thought the target audience happened to be. The majority
believed that GameSense is for people who have trouble controlling their gambling, whereas
only approximately half of respondents correctly believed GameSense is for all people who
gamble. Several factors may have contributed to this result. It is possible that some sources of
information about GameSense (e.g., friend, fellow player) predominantly emphasize its role in
addressing gambling related problems and providing support to individuals with difficulties in
controlling their gambling behavior. This messaging might have influenced the perception that
GameSense is primarily geared towards those who already exhibit signs of problematic
gambling. Second, there is preexisting societal and cultural biases that associate RG programs
like GameSense solely with individuals who have gambling problems. These stereotypes or
stigmas surrounding RG may influence people's perceptions and lead them to believe that
GameSense is not relevant or applicable to all individuals who engage in gambling activities. It
is important for further education and communication efforts to emphasize that GameSense is
not solely for individuals with gambling problems but is relevant and beneficial to all individuals
who gamble. By highlighting the program's broader role in promoting RG practices, enhancing
the gaming experience, and providing valuable information and resources, misconceptions can
be addressed, and a more inclusive understanding of GameSense’s target audience can be

fostered.
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5.2 Engagement with GameSense

Although it can be argued that there was a relatively high level of awareness, there are
opportunities to increase engagement. The most common reasons for visiting a GSIC were that
the patron stumbled upon it or out of curiosity. Reasons for not visiting included already having
knowledge about how games work, familiarity with PlayMyWay, and not being asked to visit.
However, a substantial proportion of respondents who did not visit expressed interest in visiting
a GSIC to learn more about RG, PlayMyWay, and supports for problem gaming. Thus,
respondents (even those who had yet to engage with GameSense) saw something in the program
that may be of use to them.

We did, however, find that respondents who engaged with GameSense were more likely
to score high in disordered gambling symptomatology, visit a casino in Massachusetts more
frequently, and score lower on acceptance of personal responsibility for their gambling compared
to those who had yet to engage with the program. Individuals with elevated symptoms of
disordered gambling (and who attend the casino with frequency) may be engaging with
GameSense for several reasons. Firstly, their engagement could stem from a recognition of their
gambling-related difficulties, as individuals experiencing disordered gambling symptoms often
have a heightened awareness of their challenges. They may proactively seek out GameSense to
address and manage their symptoms, recognizing the need for assistance and support. Secondly,
their visits to GameSense may be driven by a desire for guidance and resources. Those with
higher levels of disordered gambling symptomatology often face negative consequences and
challenges associated with their gambling behavior. By visiting GameSense, they can access
resources, tools, and guidance to regain control over their gambling behavior, make informed

decisions, and seek help when needed. Lastly, the targeted outreach efforts of GameSense may
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play a role in attracting individuals with higher disordered gambling symptomatology. A focus
on support services may effectively resonate with those who have gambling-related problems.
However, doing so may create stigma around the GameSense program among those who do not
have gambling-related problems leading to the (incorrect) perception that GameSense is not for
all players.

Indeed, although GameSense aims to promote RG for all individuals, those who accepted
personal responsibility for their gambling were less likely to engage with the program. One
possible reason is that these individuals may perceive their gambling behavior as already aligned
with positive play practices. They may have a balanced approach to gambling, with minimal
negative consequences or problems. Consequently, they may not feel the immediate need for
additional support or resources offered by GameSense (see Gainsbury et al., 2020; Turner et al.,
2005). Moreover, individuals who accept responsibility for their gambling may not perceive
themselves as the target audience for RG programs. They may view such programs as primarily
designed for individuals with gambling-related difficulties, rather than for those who already
exhibit positive play behaviors. This perception could lead to a lower motivation to actively
engage with GameSense. To address this, policy makers could highlight the benefits of
GameSense for all gamblers, including those who already accept responsibility for their
gambling, in terms of enhancing their overall gambling experience and maintaining positive play
behaviors.

Unfortunately, as shown by Sevigny and Ladouceur (2003), rational knowledge about the
game often “switches off” during gambling and “switches on” again after ceasing the activity.
Put differently, even though respondents may understand the cognitive biases associated with

how games work and the odds of winning, players may slip into non-rational patterns of thought
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when gambling (see Clark & Wohl, 2022; Delfabbro et al., 2020a). GameSense can offer

information and tools to help prevent this from occurring, thus benefiting the full spectrum of
players to gamble more responsibly (Hing et al., 2017; Sevigny & Ladouceur, 2003).

Informatively, we conducted a LCA on the reasons why those who visited did so. We
found that there were two distinct groups of respondents among those who visited a GSIC: those
who visited primarily because they were curious or for swag (Curiosity and Swag Inspired) and
those who visited primarily for RG reasons (Information Seekers). We found that Information
Seekers tended to be older than the Curiosity and Swag Inspired respondents. We also found that
three distinct groups of respondents who did not visit a GSIC: those who reported not visiting a
GSIC primarily because no one had invited them (Invitation-Responsive); those who did not
engage with GameSense because they believed they already knew all the information (e.g., about
responsible and problem gambling; Self-Assured) that GameSense had to offer; and those who
believed they already knew all the information that GameSense had to offer and also did not
agree with the presence of GSICs at the casino (Self-Assured Non-Believers). Importantly, the
Self-Assured Non-Believers was the smallest of the three groups in terms of the number of
respondents who comprised the group. It is also important to note that half of all Self-Assured
Non-Believers did not endorse this view, and there was near 0% endorsement of this (anti-
GameSense) idea among those in either the Invitation-Responsive and Self-Assured groups.

We also found those in Self-Assured group were lower in disordered gambling
symptomatology and higher in positive play than those in the other two groups. This suggests
that those in the Self-Assured group may have, in fact, already be well-informed about gambling
games, their associated risk, and means to minimize those risks. Such players may be correct in

their beliefs that they have a low need for RG programs like GameSense. Of importance for
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MGC and GSAs will be differentiating between people who express that they do not need
GameSense because they are already positive players (as may be the case among the Self-
Assured) and those who express a similar sentiment erroneously (as may be the case among the
Self-Assured Non-Believers). In fact, the Self-Assured Non-Believers may be at the greatest risk
for gambling-related problems yet may be the most reticent to engage with GameSense.

When considering the implementation of RG programs like GameSense at casinos, it is
essential to acknowledge that some individuals who have never engaged with such initiatives
may harbor reservations about their presence. Several factors may contribute to this skepticism.
Firstly, a lack of awareness may hinder their understanding of the purpose and significance of
RG. Secondly, some players may be skeptical about the effectiveness of these programs, and
even believe that the programs are merely a means for the industry to satisfy regulators (i.e., the
industry does not truly care about the well-being of patrons), which can further fuel this
viewpoint. Policy makers should consider these perspectives and address them through
comprehensive education, targeted outreach efforts, and evidence-based communication to
ensure a well-rounded understanding of the value and necessity of RG programs in maintaining a
safe and enjoyable gambling environment for all.

5.3 Recommendations

Recommendation #1: Increase awareness about the benefits of GameSense. Regular
patrons are aware of GameSense but are less familiar with the range of tools available, and in
many cases unaware of how the program may benefit them. A campaign that informs regular,
low- and moderate-risk players about the benefits of the program may correct misunderstandings

about the relevance of the program for them.
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Recommendation #2: Attract patrons through tailored RG messaging. Among those
who engaged with GameSense, we found that most (65.7%) of the Information Seekers were 55+
and most (60.7%) of the Curiosity and Swag Inspired respondents were in the 35-54 age range.
This suggests RG messaging may benefit from segmentation based on age. We recommend
MGC embrace player segmentation to attract patrons. Older respondents were more likely to
engage with GameSense for RG purposes. Thus, older people may be more receptive to RG
related messages about GameSense. To tap into the younger demographic, perhaps heightening
curiosity about GameSense (e.g., campaigns that ask “What is GameSense”) or offer swag that
will be attractive to a younger demographic. Prior research has already shown the benefits of
player segmentation. Specifically, younger players prefer messages that use non-accusatory
language that avoids invoking feelings of blame or guilt as well as tips that can assist them in
becoming “better gamblers” (Gainsbury et al., 2018a). Capitalize on this by informing younger
players about how GameSense tools can be utilized to save money, such as avoiding chasing
losses. By framing RG programs as tools for financial management, casinos can attract younger
patrons and foster a positive and empowering gambling experience for this demographic.

Recommendation #3: Normalize the use of GameSense. Foster a culture that embraces
and normalizes the use of GameSense. By normalizing the use of GameSense tools and
seamlessly integrating them into the gambling environment, players’ attitudes can be positively
influenced, dispelling the notion that GameSense is solely for those with gambling problems.
This approach has been shown to increase both players’ adoption of GameSense and their overall
usage of its resources (Catania & Griffiths, 2021; Ivanova et al., 2019; Procter et al., 2019). By
leveraging GameSense to improve gambling literacy, the MGC can create a more informed and

empowered player base, fostering a positive and responsible gambling culture.
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Recommendation #4: Enhance the role and perceptions of GSAs. GSAs play a critical
role in disseminating information about the program to patrons. The more they can interact with
players, the greater their potential impact. Needed is a campaign that increases understanding
that GameSense is for all players (not only for individuals with gambling problems). Doing so
will help all players feel comfortable seeking help, regardless of their specific needs. This
approach should not only help destigmatize the role of GSAs but also highlights their broader
function in providing information, support, and resources to enhance the overall gaming
experience for everyone.

Recommendation #5: Create a dedicated, GameSense branded, “Play Break” section
within GSICs. Recognizing the significance of play breaks as a key responsible gambling
strategy, and considering that approximately a fifth of players view GSICs as potential areas for
taking breaks from the gaming floor, we propose the introduction of dedicated “Play Break™ area
within GSICs. This approach would offer a unique opportunity for GSAs to engage players in
meaningful interactions, such as demonstrations or exchanges, about RG practices. By
combining the promotion of play breaks with educational discussions, casinos can proactively
encourage responsible gambling behaviors while providing a supportive environment that aligns
with players’ relaxation needs. This innovative addition not only enhances player well-being but
also facilitates a more comprehensive approach to RG within the casino setting.

Recommendation #6: More research is required. Additional research is required to
better understand the short and long-term effects of interacting with GameSense on players’
beliefs and behaviors. Specifically, a longitudinal study where players who do and players who
do not engage with GameSense are assessed (by way of survey and player account data) both

before and after engagement with GameSense.
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5.4 Limitations

A few limitations of the current research should be noted. First, we assessed regular
players, which may limit the representativeness of the sample and may not fully capture the
awareness and usage of a RG program at casinos. However, regular patrons are arguably more
familiar with the casino environment. Assessing GameSense awareness, perceptions, and
engagement among people who have only visited the casino once or a couple times may likewise
skew findings. It should also be noted that the current sample was not a random sample. To our
knowledge, limited research has been conducted to determine the characteristics of regular
gamblers in Massachusetts. Thus, the regular players recruited for this study may not be
representative of all players. Of note, the behaviors and attitudes of less frequent gamblers could
differ from those of regular players, and our study’s outcomes may not accurately reflect their
perspectives on awareness and engagement with RG programs. As a result the ability to
generalize our results to the broader gambling community may be constrained. We acknowledge
this limitation and caution against extrapolating our findings to individuals who gamble less
frequently. It is important to capture the experiences of regular players as this is who has the
potential to come into contact with GameSense more frequently. This study serves as a valuable
exploration within the context of regular players, and future research is warranted to
comprehensively examine the dynamics of a RG programs across diverse gambling frequency
groups.

Second, longitudinal data is needed to assess why players who have interacted with a
GSA are higher in disordered gambling symptomatology but lower in Pre-Commitment and
Personal Responsibility. It is to be expected that Pre-Commitment and Personal Responsibility

scores would increase after speaking with a GSA; however, players who have interacted with a
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GSA have lower Pre-Commitment and Personal Responsibility scores than those who have not
engaged with the program. Therefore, a longitudinal study is needed to assess if players’ Pre-
Commitment and Personal Responsibility scores are increasing after speaking with a GSA or
visiting a GSIC.

Third, there was significant missing data, with approximately 20% of participants failing
to provide responses to certain questions. This introduces potential biases and reduces the overall
sample size available for analysis. Consequently, our findings may be limited in their
generalizability and could be skewed towards the characteristics and perspectives of those
individuals who did provide complete responses. The missing data also pose challenges in
accurately assessing the relations between variables and may affect the reliability and validity of
our results. Future research should strive to address this limitation by implementing strategies to
minimize missing data (e.g., reduce the length of the survey)

Lastly, this study did not examine whether differences in employee training impacts
players’ perceptions of GameSense. Catania and Griffiths (2021) found that if casino staff were
not sufficiently trained in RG, they might not be able to properly handle contact with players.
Specifically, if staff across the different casinos are given different messages about gambling,
front-line staff may pass along erroneous cognitions to players (e.g., that persistence pays off) or
the belief that RG tools and GameSense is for players who are engaging in problematic gambling
behaviors.

5.5 Conclusion

The current study sheds light on the awareness and perceptions surrounding the
GameSense program, presenting valuable opportunities for policy makers. Although most

regular gamblers were aware of the program, there are opportunities to increase engagement.
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Notably, those who actively engaged with GameSense exhibited higher levels of disordered
gambling symptomatology and lower levels of positive play, suggesting that those who need
GameSense the most are, in fact, engaging with the program. These findings hold significant
implications for the development and implementation of RG programs. To maximize their
impact, policy makers should consider increasing awareness of RG programs, tailoring them to
address the specific needs of different target audiences, and promoting positive play across all
types of gamblers.

There is a need for further research on the challenges and opportunities available to
increase awareness, perceptions, and engagement with GameSense. Specifically, future
investigations should prioritize identifying effective strategies to enhance the belief that
GameSense is for all players. Doing so should have downstream effects on engagement.
Additionally, the development of tailored programs catering to the diverse needs of different
types of gamblers is crucial. By capitalizing on these opportunities and implementing evidence-
based approaches, policy makers can foster a more informed and responsible gambling
landscape, promoting positive play and mitigating the risks associated with disordered gambling

behaviors.
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Appendix A: Supplemental Information about the Latent Class Analyses

Latent class analyses were used to identify typologies of reasons for having visited and not
visited a Gamesense information center, respectively. In each latent class analysis, a discrete
latent variable was used to characterize the cross-classification of the observed binary variables.
As well, in each latent class analysis, we examined the fit of 2-class, 3-class, and 4-class models.
The Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) was used to determine which model provided the best
fit to the data. The model with the lowest BIC value provides the best fit to the data. We used the
“elbow” method (Masyn, 2013), which involves plotting the BIC values from the different
models and visually identifying the model at which decreases in BIC values start to diminish
relative to the addition of more classes. In addition, we used the Lo et al. (2001) likelihood ratio
test (LMR-LRT) to compare adjacent models. A statistically significant LMR-LRT value
indicates that the £ + 1 model provides a better fit to the data than the £ model. However, if the
LMR-LRT was not statistically significant, then the BICs of the adjacent models were compared.
Furthermore, we conducted checks for interpretability and precision of the results by examining
whether any class had small counts and entropy values close to one. Entropy values closer to one
indicate that a given model is good at classifying participants into groups based on their response
patterns. If these checks were successful, then the bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) was
used to confirm model fit. The BLRT is also a relative model test, with a statistically significant
value indicating that the £ + 1 model fits the data better than the £k model. When the BLRT did
not converge, we relied on BIC.

Fit statistics for the latent class analyses with varying number of classes (two to four) for both
LCAs conducted (reasons for visiting and reasons for not visiting) are reported in Table Al. Four
participants from the LCA analysis had no data on reasons for visiting and so they were excluded
from the LCA. Among those who provided at least one reason for visiting a GameSense
information center, we determined that a 2-group model provided the best fit to the data based on
the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) “elbow” method. Although the 3-group model
provided a good fit to the data relative to the 2-group model via the Lo et al. (2001) likelihood
ratio test (LMR-LRT), the BIC for the 3-group model was slightly larger than the 2-group model.

LCA: Reasons for visiting a GSIC

The dependent variable in these analyses was group membership with Group 1 coded as
“1” (n=67) and Group 2 coded as “2” (n =142). For analyses only involving gender, there was
one participant that preferred to specify their gender and six preferred not to disclose their
gender. These participants were excluded from the analyses involving gender as results will be
unreliable due their small sample size.

LCA: Reasons for not visiting a GSIC

For participants who never visited a GSIC, we determined that the 3-group model
provided the best fit to the data based on the BIC “elbow” method, LMRT, and BLRT (see Table
Al).
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Table A1l

Model Fit Indices Of The Latent Class Analyses

Number of groups | BIC | LMRT p-value | BLRT p-value | Entropy | Smallest class size %

Visited a GSIC

2 1525.93 <.01 <.01 .70 35.08%
3 1534.46 .02 <.01 .62 17.28%
4 1567.46 .20 1.00 .67 3.67%
Never visited a GSIC

2 5164.24 <.01 <.01 .69 34.91%
3 5062.94 <.01 <.01 .68 16.88%
4 5095.13 27 .08 67 7.67%

Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, LMRT = Lo, Mendell, and Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test;
BLRT = Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test;
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Appendix B: Recruitment Email and Survey

SURVEY
NAME

[Logo]

GameSense

GameSense: Players Survey

(Header — survey title)
GameSense: Players Survey
from [casino name], Carleton University, and Massachusetts Gaming Commission

EMAIL 1 -
Invitation

(Subject line)
Complete this survey for a $10 Amazon gift card

(Header)

GameSense: Players Survey conducted by Carleton University

supported by [casino name], Massachusetts Gaming Commission, and International Center for
Responsible Gaming

(Headline)
Give us your thoughts about GameSense and receive a $10 gift card! *

(Body copy)

GameSense
As a [rewards program name] member, we are asking for

your thoughts on GameSense at [casino name].

We are interested in your thoughts even if you have never heard of GameSense. You’ll receive a
$10 Amazon gift card just for completing the short 10-min survey!

The survey will be open until January 1, 2023 or we reached 300 participants (whichever comes
first). So participate now before it is too late.

(Offer callout)

COMPLETE 1 SURVEY: RECEIVE 1 $10 GIFT CARD*

<Button>

Start Now (ENGLISH)
<Link to survey landing page>

* Some restrictions apply. To receive the $10 gift card you must be eligible to participate in the
survey and must complete at least 75% of the survey
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Email
Footer
(footnote)

See full Terms and Conditions for details.

Please do not reply to this message. If you wish to contact us, click here. For designated [rewards
program name] members only. Must be 21 years of age or older. See official Terms and
Conditions for promotional details. We value your privacy.

Patrons with self-excluded or trespassed status as determined by [casino name], will not be
eligible to participate in this promotion.

We will not be responsible for communications which contain incorrect or inaccurate information
due to human or technical error or which are delayed or misdirected due to any incorrect or
inaccurate capture of customer information, technical malfunctions, human or technical error,
visual or printing errors, or garbled data or transmissions, omission, interruption, deletion, defect
or failures of any telephone, computer line or network, computer equipment, software or any
combination thereof.

This email was sent by [casino name], the Gambling Lab at Carleton University, and
Massachusetts Gaming Commission
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GameSense: Players Survey

Informed Consent

Research personnel: The following people are involved in this study, and may be contacted at any time
if you have questions or concerns:

Dr. Michael Wohl (Principal Investigator; michael.wohl@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext. 2908);

Dr. Nassim Tabri (Principal Investigator; nassim.tabri@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext. 1727);

Dr. Chris Davis (Principal Investigator; chris.davis@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext. 2251);

Grace Gaudett (Other research personnel; GraceGaudett@cmail.carleton.ca);

Lauren Belyea (Other research personnel; LaurenBelyea@cmail.carleton.ca).

Concerns: Should you have any ethical concerns about this research, please contact the Carleton
University Ethics Board (ethics@carleton.ca).

Purpose and Task Requirements: We are asking for some input from players about GameSense. We
are interested in your thoughts about the GameSense brand, the GameSense Information Centers, and the
GameSense Advisors. Even if you have never heard of any of these, we welcome your input.

Potential Risk/Discomfort: We anticipate no physical discomfort to you as a result of your participation
in this study. It is possible, however, that you could experience some distress when thinking about past or
current gaming activities. If you are experiencing problems with your gambling, feel free to call 1-800-
327-5050 for treatment options or 1-800-426-1234 for help to exclude yourself from the Massachusetts
casinos. A copy of this information will be provided to you in the debriefing sheet following the
questionnaires.

Benefits/Compensation: We are offering a $10 Amazon.com Gift Card for completing this online
survey, which should take you approximately 10 minutes. Your gift card will be emailed to you should
you provide us with a valid email address.

Anonymity/Confidentiality: The information you provide will be kept confidential. This information
will be aggregated with the information collected from other participants and used only for research and
knowledge translation purposes. All information collected will be stored securely on Qualtrics' servers
located in Toronto, and thus not subject to the Patriot Act. Once data from this survey are matched with
your player data (if authorized by you), all identifying information will be destroyed (by February 2022).
Anonymized data will be stored on the computers of the researchers and research assistants involved with
this project. Because there will be no personal information associated with the data, the dataset will be
stored electronically and kept indefinitely. Additionally, we will upload this anonymized dataset to an
online data repository called Open Science Framework (http://osf.io/) for research and teaching purposes.
Aggregate data may also be used in publications, presentations, and future research. The (fully
anonymized) data from this study may be released to journals upon request. Lastly, anonymized data may
be shared with trusted colleagues.

Right to withdraw: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may decline to answer certain

questions or to withdraw your data upon completion of the survey. To withdraw your data, please email
the researchers. Upon withdrawal, all your information will be permanently deleted.
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If you would like to withdraw during the study, you may click the “withdraw” button at the bottom of
each page. By clicking “withdraw” you will automatically be re-directed to the debriefing page including
the links to access support services.

This study has received clearance by the Carleton University Research Ethics Board B (Reference
#117682) and is being funded by Massachusetts Gaming Commission. The survey has the support of
MGM Springfield/Encore Boston Harbor/Plainridge Park Casino.

By checking this box, you agree to the following terms:

I have read the above form and understand the conditions of my participation. I understand that I
will be compensated with a $10 Amazon.com Gift Card for my participation in this study. My
participation in this study is voluntary. (1)

I do not consent to the study. (2)

Ineligibility Debriefing

Thank you for your interest in taking the GameSense: Players Survey. Unfortunately, you do not qualify
to complete the survey at this time.

For more information on the GameSense: General Players Survey, please contact the Gaming Lab at
Carleton University at gaming.lab@carleton.ca

Eligibility Criteria

I am at least 21 years old

Yes (1)

No (2)

I have gambled at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC in the last 3 months

Yes (1)

No (2)
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In the last 3 months, [ have visited MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC _ times

0 times (1)

1 time (2)

2 times (3)

3 times (4)

4 times (5)

5 or more times (6)

Measures

Have you heard about GameSense?

Yes - I have heard about GameSense. (1)

No - I have never heard about GameSense. (2)

I heard about GameSense from...

Yes (1)
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Friends (1)

Other players (2)

Casino staff (3)

A GameSense Advisor (4)

Massgaming.com (5)

Social media (6)

Print advertisements (7)

Radio advertisements (8)

TV advertisements (9)

Other (please specify): (10)

Based on your current understanding of GameSense, what is its purpose?

Response

Yes (1) No (2)
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It offers a place where players can
relax away from the gaming floor
(i.e., a lounge

) (1)

It's a program that teaches players
how games work (2)

It's a program that educates players
about how to gamble responsibly
(e.g., within an affordable money

and/or time limit) (3)

It offers a place where players can
bet on sports (4)

It's a program that includes
PlayMyWay - a budgeting tool
where you track your play and
receive notifications as you get

closer to the budget you've set (5)

It's a program that helps dispel
gaming-related myths (6)

It offers a place where players can
find where to get support if they
believe their gaming has become

problematic (7)

It's a program that allows players to
voluntarily exclude themselves
from the gaming floor at all casinos
in Massachusetts (8)

Other (please specify): (9)

GameSense is a comprehensive responsible gaming strategy.

GameSense Advisors work at a GameSense Info Center located at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC.
GameSense Advisors receive extensive training in the areas of responsible gaming techniques, problem
gaming behavior and local resources for help. Many GameSense Advisors come to the position with
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professional gaming experience which is useful in understanding patrons’ needs.

I think that the target audience for GameSense is...

. Neither
St.rongly Disagree S.hghtly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree
2) nor Agree Agree (5)
(1) 3) @

Agree (6)

People who
have trouble
controlling
their

gaming. (1)

People who
gamble on a
regular
basis. (2)

People who
gamble
occasionally.

3)

All people
who gamble.

(4)

Strongly
Agree (7)

GameSense, and the responsible gaming education and tools it provides, was developed for players like

me.

. Neither
St.rongly Disagree S!lghtly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree
2) nor Agree Agree (5)
1) 3) )

Agree (6)

GameSense,
and the
responsible
gaming
education
and tools it
provides,
was
developed
for players
like me. (1)
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Have you visited a GameSense Info Center at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC?

Yes, I visited the GameSense Info Center at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC. (1)

No, I have not visited a GameSense Info Center at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC. (2)

Please indicate your main reasons for visiting a GameSense Info Center.

I heard about the Info Center and
was curious. (1)

I stumbled upon one and was
curious. (2)

To learn more about how games
work. (3)

To learn more about responsible
gaming (e.g., within an affordable
money and/or time limit). (4)

To learn about and enroll in
PlayMyWay (i.e., a money
budgeting tool for your slot play
that works with your rewards card).

)

To get swag (e.g., a lanyard). (6)

To learn about gaming-related
myths. (7)

To learn about supports for problem
gaming. (8)

To learn about voluntary self-
exclusion. (10)

Other (please specify): (11)

Response

Yes (1) No (2)

Please indicate your reasons for NOT visiting a GameSense Info Center.

Response
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Yes (1)

No one has asked me to check
GameSense out. (1)

I already know how games work.

)

I already know about gaming-
related myths. (3)

I already know about PlayMyWay -
a free, budgeting tool that allows a
player to set a money limit and
track their play. (4)

I don't think a GameSense Advisor
would be able to teach me anything.

)

I don't think GameSense Advisors
help players. (6)

I don't agree with the presence of a
GameSense Info Center at the
casino. (7)

Other (please specify): (8)

I would go to a GameSense Info Center if...

Yes (1)
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I wanted to learn more about how
to gamble responsibly (e.g., playing
within an affordable money and/or
time limit) (5)

I could get swag (e.g., a lanyard)
(6)

I wanted to learn more about
PlayMyWay - a free, budgeting tool
that allows a player to set a money
limit and track their play (7)

I wanted to learn more about
gaming-related myths (8)

I wanted to learn about supports for
problem gaming (9)

I wanted to learn more about
voluntary self-exclusion for players
(10)

Other (please specify): (11)

Have you ever had an interaction with a GameSense Advisor (i.e., a trained responsible gaming specialist
who works at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC)?

Yes - I have had an interaction with a GameSense Advisor at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC. (1)

No - I have never had an interaction with a GameSense Advisor at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC.
()
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Please indicate the (approximate) number of interactions you have had with a GameSense Advisor at
MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC using the following categories. Please respond with a digit (e.g., 10).

Simple (i.e., a short, communication from a GameSense Advisor about issues unrelated to
gaming). Number of times = )

Demonstration (i.e., a longer, communication from a GameSense Advisor about how a
game, responsible gaming tool, or concept works). Number of times = 2)

Exchange (i.e., a two-way communication with a GameSense Advisor about responsible
gaming or problem gaming). Number of times = 3)

Now we want you to think about an interaction you have had with a GameSense advisor that has had the
greatest influence on your beliefs about gaming or your gaming behavior.

Please take a moment to think about the most impactful interaction you have had with a GameSense
Advisor.

What was the nature of this influential interaction with a GameSense Advisor?

It was a simple interaction (i.e., a short, communication from a GameSense Advisor about issues
unrelated to gaming). (1)

It was a demonstration (i.e., a longer, communication from a GameSense Advisor about how a
game, responsible gaming tool, or concept works). (2)

I had an exchange with a GameSense Advisor (i.e., a two-way communication with a GameSense
Advisor about responsible gaming or problem gaming). (3)

Please tell us a bit more about this influential interaction. Who started the interaction? What was it about?
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Due to my experience(s) with a GameSense Advisor...

Slightly Neither
Disagree Disagree Disagree Slightly

(2) nor Agree Agree (5)
3) 4)

Strongly
Disagree

(1)

Strongly

Agree (6) Agree (7)

I feel more
informed
about how
to gamble

responsibly.

M

I feel more
informed
about how
gaming
games
work. (2)

I feel that

the casino

cares about
me. (3)

I would
encourage
others to
speak with
a
GameSense
Advisor.

“

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following items.

Because MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC has GameSense onsite ....
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Slightly Neither
Disagree Disagree Disagree Slightly Agree Strongly

2) nor Agree  Agree (5) (6) Agree (7)
3) )

Strongly
Disagree

(M

I consider MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC
a good place to
gamble. (1)

I am more trusting of
MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC.

2

I am more satisfied
with MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC.

3

I have a stronger
sense of connection to
MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC.

“)
MGM
Springfield/ ENH/PPC
meets or exceeds my

expectations for a
gaming operator. (5)

I feel more loyal to
MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC.

(6)

I feel MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC
wants me to keep my

gaming within an
affordable limit. (7)

On the following pages, we are going to ask you some questions about your beliefs and behaviors as they
pertain to gaming.

In the last 3 months, what proportion of your gaming happened at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC:

0% (1) About 25% (2)  About 50% (3)  About 75% (4) 100% (5)

Response (1)
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In the last 3 months, when you visited MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC, how often did you play:

Rarely (1-33%)  Sometimes (34-  Often (67-99%)  Always (100%)

Never (0%) (1) @) 66%) (3) ) ®)

Slot machines

)
Table games (2)

Video table
games (3)

Lottery (4)

Other (please
specify): (5)

Please think about your gaming at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC over the last three months.

Money/location In the last 3 months, approximately how much money have you spent gaming at MGM
Springfield/EBH/PPC? (Please answer to the closest dollar; e.g., 50).

Over the last 3 months, overall, have you won, lost, or broke even playing at MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC?

I have won money at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC (1)

I have lost money at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC (2)

I have broken even at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC (3)

Approximately how much money have you won playing at MGM Springfield/EBH/PPC in this period
of time? Please answer in dollars.
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Approximately how much money have you lost playing at MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC in this period of
time? Please answer in dollars.

In the last 3 months, how often did you use your Rewards Card while playing at MGM
Springfield/ EBH/PPC?

Never (0%) (1)

Rarely (1-33%) (2)

Sometimes (34-66%) (3)

Often (67-99%) (4)

Always (100%) (5)

In the last 3 months, overall how much money have you spent gaming anywhere? (Please answer to
the closest dollar; e.g., 50).

The following statements have to do with your beliefs and opinions about gaming. Please indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.
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I believe that...
. Neither
St.rongly Disagree S}lghtly Disagree Slightly
Disagree Disagree
2) nor Agree  Agree (5)
(1 3) h
“4)

I should be
able to walk
away from
gaming at

any time. (1)

I should be
aware of how
much money
I spend when
I gamble. (2)

It's my
responsibility
to spend only
money that I
can afford to

lose. (3)

I should only
gamble when
I have
enough
money to
cover all my
bills first. (4)

Gaming is
not a good
way to make
money. (5)

My chances
of winning
get better
after I have
lost. (6)

If I gamble
more often, it
will help me
to win more

than I lose.

()

75

Agree (6)

Strongly
Agree (7)



PLAYER ENGAGEMENT WITH GAMESENSE

In the last 3 months...
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I felt in
control of
my gaming

behavior.

M

I was
honest with
my family
and/or
friends
about the
amount of
MONEY I
spent
gaming. (2)

I was
honest with
my family
and/or
friends
about the
amount of
TIME I
spent
gaming. (3)

I only
gambled
with
MONEY
that I could
afford to
lose. (4)

I only spent
TIME
gaming that
I could
afford to
spend. (5)

I
considered
the amount
of MONEY

I was
willing to
lose
BEFORE 1
gambled.

(6)

Never (1)

Rarely (2)

€)

Occasionally
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(4)

Frequently

6))

Usually (6)

Always (7)
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I
considered
the amount
of TIME 1
was willing

to spend
BEFORE I
gambled.

(7

The following statements consist of various reasons why some people gamble. Please answer the
following items by indicating how often you gamble for each of the following reasons.

Most of the About half the

Always (1) time (2) time (3)

Sometimes (4) Never (5)

To forget your
worries. (1)

Because
winning would
change your
lifestyle. (2)

To win money.

€)

Because you
enjoy thinking
about what you
would do if you
won a jackpot.

4)

Because it helps
when you are
feeling nervous
or depressed. (5)

To be sociable.

(6)

Because it’s
exciting. (7)

To cheer you up

when you’re in
a bad mood. (8)
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When you think of the last 3 months...
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How often have
you bet more
than you could
really afford to
lose? (1)

How often have
you needed to
gamble with
larger amounts
of money to get
the same feeling
of excitement?

2

How often have
you gone back
another day to
try to win back
the money you

lost? (3)

How often have
you borrowed
money or sold
anything to get

money to
gamble? (4)

How often have
you felt that you
might have a
problem with
gaming? (5)

How often have
people criticized
your betting or
told you that
you had a
gaming
problem,
regardless of
whether or not
you thought it
was true? (6)

How often have
you felt guilty
about the way
you gamble, or
what happens

when you
gamble? (7)

Never (1)

Sometimes (2)
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How often has
your gaming
caused you any
health problems,
including stress
or anxiety? (8)

How often has
your gaming
caused any
financial
problems for
you or your
household? (9)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Somewhat Neither disagree  Somewhat agree

disagree (2) nor agree (3) (5) Extremely (6)

Not at all (1)

How I feel
about myself is
largely based on
the amount of
money I have.

M

My moods are
influenced by
the amount of
money [ have.

2

People will
think less of me
if I don’t have a

lot of money.

3

The
opportunities
that are
available to me
depend on the
amount of
money [ have.

“
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I am a MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards member

Yes (1)

No (2)

What tier of the rewards program are you in?

Sapphire (i.e., blue card) (1)

Pearl (i.e., white card) (2)

Gold (i.e., yellow card) (3)

Platinum (i.e., grey card) (4)

Noir (i.e., black card) (5)

Permission to Access MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards Player Data

The purpose of the Survey is to get your input about gaming and responsible gaming attitudes and
behaviors. We want to know what you like or don’t like about responsible gaming programming and your
gaming behavior.

For this reason, and with the support of MGM Springfield/ EBH/PPC, we are asking for your permission
to access your personal player-account data over the last three months. Specifically, we would like to
know what games you have played and how much you have won or lost. Your name will not be attached
to your information (i.e., the casino will not provide the research team with your identifying information).
Your player data will be kept confidential—no state or other entities will have access to it. Your player
data will be protected by Carleton University and not released to anyone outside the research team. Once
data from the survey have been matched to your player data, your Rewards number will be deleted from
all research records.
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* You can complete the survey and receive the gift card even if you do not provide permission to access
your player data.

I consent (1)

I do not consent (2)

*This survey is open to MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards member invitees only. The survey can only be
completed once for compensation (i.e., the Amazon.com Gift Card).

My MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards identification number is:

If you do not remember your MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards number, we can access your player account
using your name instead. You will be given the option to do so on the next page.

Because I don’t remember my MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards number, I give permission to the researchers
to access my player account using my name.

* The research team will delete any record of your name as soon as we link your player data with your
survey data (by March 31, 2023).

My MGM/EBH/PPC Rewards account is under the name of:
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What is your gender identity?

Man (1)

Woman (2)

Gender-fluid (3)

Trans man (4)

Trans woman (5)

Nonbinary (6)

Two-spirit (7)

Prefer to specify: My gender is ()

Prefer not to answer (9)

What is your age?

Thank you for completing the GameSense: Players Survey!

The information you have provided in this survey will help us provide better tools to promote positive
play. Your feedback will help us improve GameSense.

To receive your $10 Amazon.com Gift Card, please provide an email address below (gift cards will be
distributed within 48 hours. We appreciate your patience):
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In three and six months from now, we will conduct follow-up surveys. You will receive a $15
Amazon.com Gift Card for completing each follow-up survey.

I grant permission to be contacted for follow-up surveys:

Yes, please contact me at the email address listed above. (1)

Yes, but please contact me at this email address instead: (2)

No, I would prefer not to be contacted for follow-up surveys. (3)

Thank you for participating in this research!

What is the purpose of this research?
This study aims to better understand how gamblers approach responsible play strategies and make
decisions about their gaming behaviors.

What can I do if I feel like I need help with gaming concerns?

If you are experiencing problems with your gambling, feel free to call 1.800.327.5050 for treatment
options, 1.800.426.1234 for help to exclude yourself from the Massachusetts casinos, or visit GameSense
at https://gamesensema.com/ and click on the live-chat option.

If I have any further questions, please feel free to contact us:

If you have any questions or comments about this research, please feel free to contact the research team
at gambling.lab@carleton.ca (should you wish to contact us at a later date, please make note of this email
address).

For more information on how to keep your gambling fun and safe, please contact www.gamesensma.com

Ethical concerns: This study has received ethics clearance by the Carleton University Research Ethics
Board-B (CUREB-B Reference # 117682). If you have any ethical concerns about this study, please
contact the Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B (ethics@carleton.ca).
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Executive Summary
What was the purpose of this evaluation of GameSense?

This evaluation aimed to understand why people engage with GameSense, a responsible
gambling (RG) program in casinos, and to assess the impact of these interactions on their
knowledge of RG practices.

How were data collected and analyzed?

Recruitment. We recruited and analyzed data from patrons (N=303) who visited one of
the three casinos in Massachusetts and who recently had an exchange or demonstration with a
GameSense Advisor (GSA). An exchange interaction is a two-way communication with a GSA
about RG or problem gaming (i.e., a discussion about how games work or local treatment
support), whereas a demonstration interaction involves a longer communication from a GSA
about how a game, RG tool, or concept works (i.e., engagement centred around showing, for
example, the independence of slot machine plays or showing the player how to use the program’s
kiosk). These interactions were chosen because they involve in-depth discussions about RG and
GameSense services. By focusing on this subset of patrons, we ensured that our data collection
captured patrons actively seeking RG education and support, thus providing valuable insights
into user engagement and its predictors. This recruitment strategy allowed us to explore the
motivations and outcomes of these interactions and their implications for RG practices within the
casino environment.

What did we find?

Understanding why patrons interacted with a GSA: Patron interactions with GSAs
revealed multifaceted motivations. The highest proportion of respondents (74.7%, n = 219)
engaged with GSAs to obtain promotional items and swag. This extrinsic motivation suggests
that incentives play a vital role in driving interactions. However, a similar high proportion of
respondents expressed interacting with a GSA to learn about RG (72%, n = 211), suggesting that
there is prevention utility in having GSAs present at the casinos in Massachusetts. From an
intervention perspective, approximately half of all respondents noted that they interacted with a
GSA about supports for problem gambling (53.6%, n = 157), and 43.3% (n = 127) noted
interacting with a GSA about voluntary self-exclusion. Thus, GSAs appear to be having
meaningful conversations with patrons about both prevention (i.e., RG) and intervention (i.e.,
disordered gambling).

We used Latent Class Analysis (LCA) to explore the underlying patterns of motivations
driving patrons to interact with GSAs. Three distinct groups were identified. Group 1 consisted
of 108 patrons who endorsed all reasons to interact with an advisor (both about responsible
gambling and disordered gambling. Consequently, we labelled members of this group “All
Information Seekers”. Group 2 consisted of 102 patrons who mostly endorsed interacting with a
GSA to learn about RG, including 60% who wanted to learn about PlayMyWay. Consequently,
we labelled members of this group “RG Curious”. Group 3 consisted of 83 patrons. Most
respondents in this group endorsed that they were asked to by an advisor (81.1%). Additionally,
a large proportion (71.4%) of this group endorsed wanting to get free giveaways or swag. They
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also expressed a relative lack of impetus to interact with a GSA to learn about RG (23.3%
endorsement) or learn about support for problem gambling (10% endorsement). Thus, we
labelled this third group of patrons as “Externally Inspired”.

Of note, we observed differences in age and Gambling Literacy across these groups.
Patrons classified as Externally Inspired were older than patrons classified as either All
Information Seekers or RG Curious. There was not an age difference between those classified as
All Information Seekers and RG Curious. Additionally, we found that Gambling Literacy was
lower among patrons classified as All Information Seekers than patrons classified as RG Curious
or as Externally Inspired. All Information Seekers were also comprised of respondents who
expressed the highest endorsement of RG-related reasons for interacting with a GSA. This
suggests that patrons in this group may know they are low in Gambling Literacy and have a
desire to become more gambling literate by way of interacting with a GSA.

Perceived Outcomes of Interactions: Patron interactions with GSAs overwhelmingly
yielded positive outcomes. A significant proportion (74.2%, n = 287) reported feeling more
informed about RG practices, indicating the effectiveness of GSA interactions in imparting
knowledge. Additionally, over three-quarters (78.8%, n = 283) reported that they would engage
others to speak to a GSA.

Notably, All Information Seekers and RG Curious patrons reported more positive
outcomes of interacting with a GSA than those who are Externally Inspired. These results
suggest that people who are intrinsically motivated to learn about RG by interacting with a GSA
may be getting more out of the interaction in terms of RG knowledge than those who are
extrinsically motivated (e.g., for swag) to interact with a GSA. Swag may bring some people to
interact with GSAs about RG and/or supports for disordered gambling but the interactions that
follow may not have as meaningful an outcome as interactions motivated by a patron’s desire to
learn from GSAs. That said, it could plant the seed for future interactions that yield more positive
outcomes.

Perceived Purpose and Target Audience of GameSense: The study revealed patrons
had reasonably accurate perceptions of GameSense’s purpose and target audience. Notably,
93.5% (n = 277) of respondents correctly recognized GameSense as a resource for RG education,
and 93.5% (n = 277) correctly understood GameSense provides support for gambling-related
issues. Surprisingly, 69.5% (n = 275) of patrons perceived GameSense as a lounge, indicating the
potential for GameSense Information Centers (GSICs) to serve as spaces for players to take a
break from play (a known RG strategy). Overall, these findings provide valuable insights into the
dynamics of patron-GSA interactions within the GameSense program and offer a foundation for
recommendations to enhance RG education and support services.

What are some take home messages?

The results suggest that patrons benefit from interacting with GSAs. The current results also
point to a need for all GameSense stakeholders (GSAs in particular) to understand patrons have
diverse motivations for engaging with GameSense. Different strategies may be required to

engage the full spectrum of patrons.

What do we recommend?
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1. Clarify Program Messaging: Invest in refining and reinforcing GameSense messaging
to communicate that it is a resource for all casino patrons, not just for patrons with
gambling problems.

2. Tailored Engagement Strategies: Develop strategies that cater to both intrinsic and
extrinsic motivations, emphasizing interactive discussions for those seeking RG
education and incentives for a broader audience.

3. Proactive GSA Outreach: Encourage GSAs to initiate conversations strategically, even
with patrons who may not actively seek assistance.

4. Referral Program: Implement a referral program to reward patrons for referring others
to GameSense.

5. Target patrons who do not have a gambling problem: Develop strategies to motivate
patrons who do not have gambling problems to have meaningful interactions with GSAs.

6. Continuous Training and Development: Invest in ongoing training for GSAs to adapt
to patrons’ diverse motivations effectively.

What have we learned?

This evaluation highlights the benefits of having patrons interacting with a GSA. It also
highlights the different motivations patrons have for interacting with a GSA. Understanding why
people use GameSense and how it helps them is crucial for improving the program and
promoting RG among the broad audience visiting casinos in Massachusetts.



1. Introduction

Recently, Wohl and colleagues (2024) conducted a survey of players from the three
casinos in Massachusetts to assess awareness of, and engagement with, the GameSense
responsible gambling (RG) program. Although most players were aware of GameSense (73.1%),
a substantially lower proportion (16.3%) reported having an interaction with a GameSense
Advisor (GSA). Additionally, akin to Gray and colleagues (2020), the nature of the interaction
for the vast majority of players who interacted with a GSA (>70%) was classified as a simple
interaction (i.e., a short, communication from a GSA about issues unrelated to gaming). Thus,
despite interacting with a GSA, a limited number of participants directly engaged with the
GameSense to learn about RG. Consequently, prior work was limited in its ability to draw
insights about the utility of interacting with a GSA. More useful would be an assessment of
players who have had a meaningful interaction with a GSA about RG and/or support services.

To gain insights about the effect interacting with a GSA about gambling-related issues
has on players, players who have had an exchange or demonstration interaction need to be
assessed. Put differently, conclusions about player’s perceptions of GameSense that are drawn
from samples in which the majority of participants did not have an interaction with a GSA about
gambling-related issues should be considered tentative, at best.
2. Overview of Current Research

To get a better understanding of the factors that lead patrons to have these meaningful
interactions with GSAs (i.e., interactions about gambling-related issues), we conducted a survey
of patrons who had recently had an interaction with a GSA about RG or problematic gambling.
Specifically, in the current study, we recruited patrons who had a demonstration or exchange

interaction with a GSA. Demonstration interactions are meant to equip patrons with valuable



insights into RG strategies and the effective utilization of tools tailored to enhance their gaming
experiences while curbing potential risks. In a similar vein, exchange interactions provide
patrons with an opportunity to partake in more profound discussions, seek personalized
guidance, and cultivate a deeper understanding of their own behaviors and available options.

The decision to exclusively recruit patrons who had a demonstration or exchange
interaction with a GSA is rooted in the aim of delving into meaningful, informative interactions
that directly pertain to RG and GameSense services. By focusing solely on these interaction
types, we could better capture a sample of patrons who actively pursued in-depth engagement,
showcasing a genuine interest in comprehending RG principles and strategies for mitigating
problem gambling. This selection criterion aligns with the study’s overarching objective of
uncovering predictive factors for robust engagement with both GameSense and RG education.
That is, by concentrating solely on patrons who engaged in these meaningful interactions about
RG or problematic gambling, the study not only guarantees a dataset that is pertinent but also
acknowledges the importance of more profound interactions that are more likely to yield
comprehensive insights into the intricate interplay of factors that shape user decisions and
behaviors pertaining to RG.

Furthermore, our decision to omit patrons who had simple interactions with a GSA (i.e.,
short interactions with a GSA about issues unrelated to gambling) stems from the understanding
that these interactions primarily encompass brief communications unrelated to RG or the core
objectives of GameSense. By excluding simple interactions, the current study focuses
exclusively on interaction types that align with the study’s primary goals and carry the potential
to provide meaningful, actionable insights into the factors that motivate patrons to actively

engage with GameSense and RG education.



2.1 Purpose

The purpose of the current study was to examine the reasons driving patrons to initiate a
meaningful interaction with a GSA. Understanding the factors that prompt patrons to seek
assistance from GSAs is essential for enhancing RG education and support services. By
assessing these reasons, we aimed to better understand the motivations, concerns, and interests
that lead patrons to engage in meaningful discussions about RG practices. Moreover, we
explored whether these interactions foster a heightened sense of understanding among patrons.
Determining whether patrons feel more informed about RG subsequent to their interactions is a
crucial indicator of the effectiveness of these engagements. This assessment aligns with our
commitment to evaluating the tangible impact of GSAs on patrons’ knowledge and awareness of
RG principles.

We also examined potential differences between participants who had demonstration
interactions and those who engaged in exchange interactions. This comparative analysis served
to illuminate whether the nature of the interaction—demonstration or exchange—has any bearing
on the outcomes and perceptions of the participants. We acknowledge that such differences may
be influenced by various factors, including the depth of engagement, the individualized guidance
offered in exchange interactions, and the degree of clarity provided in demonstration
interactions. By exploring these potential differences, we aimed to better understand whether one
interaction type holds an advantage over the other in terms of promoting understanding and
fostering engagement with RG. In cases where differences arise, we considered underlying
factors and contexts that could contribute to the observed variations, thus providing a nuanced
understanding of the diverse pathways through which patrons engage with GSAs and

subsequently grasp RG concepts.



3. Methods and Results

3.1 Method and Results Structure

The analysis proceeded in three main stages: Sample characteristics, possible correlates
of awareness and engagement with GameSense, and evaluation of GameSense. In the first stage,
we present descriptive information about the sample. Descriptive information included
information about the age and gender composition of the sample. In the second stage, we present
the measured variables we included in the study, which were factors such as disordered gambling
symptomatology, positive play beliefs and behaviors, as well as the frequency within which
respondents report visiting casinos in Massachusetts.

In the third stage, we evaluated knowledge about GameSense among patrons who had a
demonstration or an exchange interaction with a GSA. Specifically, we assessed the perceived
purpose of GameSense and the perceived target audience of GameSense. Thereafter, they were
asked specific questions about their interaction with a GSA. For instance, we asked respondents
why they interacted with a GSA. We also assessed whether there were any statistically
significant differences between those who had an Exchange interaction and those who had a
Demonstration interaction on our measured variables. A similar comparison was made based on
whether respondent or GSA initiated the interaction.

To determine whether there were distinct groups of patrons who have specific reasons to
interact with a GSA, we conducted Latent Class Analysis (LCA). A LCA is a statistical
technique used to identify groups (called ‘classes’) within a sample base on observed (measured)
variables. LCA was employed for several reasons. Firstly, it allows for the identification of
distinct subgroups within a population, offering a more nuanced understanding. For example, we

tested whether the reasons why people interacted with a GSA can be meaningfully clustered or



grouped together. It also allows us to examine whether measured variables differed between any
groups, providing insights into distinct patterns and associations. Specifically, we assessed
whether observed groups differ in terms of disordered gambling symptomatology, positive play,
and/or frequency of visits, as well as whether group membership was associated with the type of
interaction patrons had with a GSA. This approach allowed for a systematic and informative
examination of the relationships and associations of interest in the context of the study. A
detailed description of model selection is provided in Appendix A.

Lastly, we assessed the perceived outcome of interacting with a GSA. Specifically, we
assessed the extent to which respondents felt more informed about RG and whether they will
encourage others to speak with a GSA because of their interaction. We also assessed whether
perceived outcome varied by the type of interaction they had (Exchange or Demonstration) and
group membership.

3.2 Recruitment

For this study, GSAs who had just provided a demonstration or had an exchange with a
patron at one of the three casinos in Massachusetts asked the patron if they would participate in a
study on “the GameSense brand, the GameSense Information Centers, and the GameSense
Advisors”. As compensation for their time, they were told they would receive their choice of a
US$10 Amazon.com or Dunkin Donuts gift card. Those who expressed interest were given a
business card with a QR code, which directed them to an online consent form. Those who
granted consent were given access to the online survey (see Appendix D for the survey).

The study was launched on March 24, 2023 and closed on July 21, 2023.



3.3 Sample Characteristics

A total of 2,456 unique patrons were informed about the study at the three casinos in
Massachusetts. Of these patrons, 1,987 accepted the invitation by taking the business card with
the QR code to access the survey. Of those who accepted the business card, 440 patrons accessed
the consent form by using the QR code. Two respondents did not consent after reaching the
consent form, 121 did not pass eligibility criteria (i.e., they were either not at least 21 years old,
were not invited by a GSA, did not have an interaction with a GSA, or had not had a
demonstration or an exchange), and six respondents consented to participate but did not provide
responses to the survey questions. Additionally, two responses were identified as duplicates
(based on the email address they provided to receive compensation) and were consequently
removed. One respondent identified their gender as a “dog”. After the research team discussed
this individual and the fidelity of the data they provided, we decided to remove this individual
from the data. Thus, analyses were conducted on a final sample of 303 patrons (Mage =47.98, SD
=16.02). A detailed overview of patron’s demographic characteristics is provided in Table 1.
Table 1

Demographic Characteristics

n %
Age
21-24 16 5.3
25-34 41 13.5
35-44 52 17.2
45-54 47 15.5
55-64 47 15.5
65+ 48 15.8
Did not indicate 52 17.2
Gender
Man 100 33
Woman 136 44.9
Other 6 2



Did not indicate 61 20.2

3.4 Possible correlates of awareness and engagement with GameSense

The following variables were included to assess whether they are associated with
awareness, perceptions of GameSense, and engagement with the program.

3.4.1. Disordered Gambling Symptomology. Disordered gambling symptomology was
assessed using the nine-item Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI; see Ferris & Wynne,
2001). The PGSI assesses problem gambling behaviors (e.g., “How often have you bet more than
you could really afford to lose?”’) as well as the consequences of problem gambling (e.g., “How
often has your gaming caused you any health problems, including stress or anxiety?”). Response
options were anchored at 0 (never) to 3 (always). Respondents’ total PGSI scores were the sum
of the nine items (a = .95). Degrees of risk have been established based on scores on the PGSI,
with those scoring 0 considered to have no gambling problems, those scoring 1 or 2 considered
to be “low risk”, those scoring 3 to 7 considered to be “moderate risk”, and those scoring more
than 7 as “problem gamblers”.

A total of 58 patrons (19.1%) were categorized as a non-problem gambler, 67 (22.1%) as
low-risk, 57 (18.8%) as moderate-risk, and 78 (25.7%) as a problem gambler. A risk category
could not be calculated for 43 patrons (14.2%) due to missing data. Additionally, as noted in
Table 3, mean levels of disordered gambling symptomatology (M = 5.39, SD = 6.28) places the
sample as a whole in the middle of the “moderate risk™ category. Given that we recruited only
regular gamblers, this level of disordered gambling symptomatology is not unexpected.
Increased frequency of gambling is known to be strongly associated with gambling-related

problems (Young et al., 2022).



3.4.2 Positive Play. We used the Positive Play Scale (Wood et al., 2017) to assess the
extent to which respondents were aware of gambling myths and fallacies (i.e., gambling
literacy), assumed personal responsibility for their play behavior, were honest with family
members and in control of their gambling, and set limits on their play. The Gambling Literacy
subscale included three items (o = .67; e.g., “Gambling is not a good way to make money”). The
Personal Responsibility subscale included four items (o = .93; e.g., “I should be able to walk
away from gambling at any time”). These belief subscales were anchored at 1 (strongly disagree)
and 7 (strongly agree). The third subscale was comprised of three items (o = .88) that measured
the extent to which the participant was in control of and honest about their gambling (e.g., “In
the last month I felt in control of my gambling behavior). The fourth subscale consisted of four
items (o = .93) designed to measure the player’s Pre-Commitment (e.g., “I considered the
amount of time I was willing to spend before I gambled”). Response options for the behavior
subscales were anchored at 1 (never) and 7 (always).

Mean scores were calculated for each subscale (and reported in Table 3), with higher
scores representing higher endorsement of positive play beliefs and behaviors. Scores on all
subscales were relatively similar, with means ranging from 5.24 (Gambling Literacy) to 6.08
(Personal Responsibility) indicating high levels of both positive play beliefs and behavior. Yet,
there is also opportunity for improvement.

3.4.3. Frequency of casino gambling in Massachusetts. Respondents were asked what
proportion of their overall gambling took place in the Massachusetts casino through which they
were contacted in 25% increments. Results showed that 19.8% reported “100%”, 17.8% reported
“about 75%”, 18.2% reported “about 50%”, 26.4% reported “about 25%”, and 7.9% reported

CCO%”



We also asked respondents to estimate what proportion of their play at the casino

involved the following games: slot machines, table games, video table games, and lottery. See
Table 2 for a summary of these results.

Table 2

Proportion of Play on Different Games per Visit

In the last 3 months, when about about about

you visited this casino, 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
how often did you play:

Slot machines 12.8 19.3 12.8 14.2 40.0
Table games 48.9 18.1 9.6 11.2 12.3
Video table games 67.1 16.7 6.0 52 52
Sports betting 74.1 17.3 4.3 2.0 2.4
Lottery 68.6 20.4 5.1 2.8 3.1

Note. Ns range from 252 to 274 due to non-response. Percentages based on number responding
to a particular game.

3.4.4 Association among measured variables. As observed in previous work (see Wood
et al., 2017), disordered gambling symptomatology was significantly negatively associated with
all four positive play subscales (i.e., Gambling Literacy, Pre-commitment, Honesty & Control,
and Personal Responsibility). Additionally, there was a small, yet statistically significant,
positive association between disordered gambling symptomatology and frequency of visiting a
casino in Massachusetts. Interestingly, there was also a statistically significant positive, yet
small, association between frequency of visiting and three of the four positive play subscales.
The association between frequency of visiting the casino and Gambling Literacy was not
statistically significant. These results suggest that whilst some patrons who are frequent gamblers

may have symptoms of disordered gambling, other patrons are both frequent and responsible

gamblers.



Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between the Measured Variables

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
1. Disordered Gambling 5.39 6.28 - - - - -
Symptomatology
2. Personal Responsibility 6.07 1.19  -24** - - - -
3. Gambling Literacy 5.23 1.41  -.44** 25%* - - -
4. Honesty & Control 5.55 1.60  -.30** 42x* A2 - -
5. Pre-Commitment 5.59 1.56  -.37** A3FF 6% BO** -
6. Frequency of visits to the 3.17 1.30 A7 20%*%  -.05 24%*%  19%*
casino

Note. * p <.01, ** p <.001. All estimates were calculated using pairwise deletion. Thus, sample
size for the estimates ranged from 260 to 273.
4. Assessment of GameSense

In this section, we report the results of patrons’ knowledge about GameSense after having
a meaningful interaction with a GSA.

4.1 Perceptions of GameSense

4.1.1 Perceived Purpose of GameSense. Respondents were provided eight items that
assessed the perceived purpose of GameSense. These items are listed in Table 4. We slightly
adapted the version of this scale from the one used in the General Players Survey and Employee
Survey. Specifically, we removed the incorrect response option (“It offers a place where players
can bet on sports”) and replaced it with an additional correct response option (“It’s a program
that educates players about the odds of winning at a particular game and the house edge of that
game”’). We made this change to fully capture the purpose of GameSense. Once again, we also
asked whether GameSense “offers a place where players can relax away from the gaming floor”.
Although initially included as an incorrect purpose, following data collection we learned that
patrons may be using GameSense Information Centers (GSIC)s to take a break from the gaming
floor (a known RG strategy). Because it was not known whether patrons were using it in such a

manner, we ultimately coded this item as neither correct nor incorrect.
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Results showed that most respondents correctly indicated that GameSense provided RG
tools (i.e., PlayMyWay; 93.8%), helped educate patrons about RG (93.5%), and offered supports
for those who develop gambling related problems (93.1%). Just over two-thirds of respondents
indicated that the purpose of GameSense is a lounge (69.5%).

Of note, there was a high level of endorsement of the (seven) correct purposes of
GameSense we provided respondents (range: 73.7%-93.8%; see Table 4). The items that asked
whether GameSense is a lounge was not included in current analysis. Nonetheless, it is of
interest that 69.5% of respondents believed that the GSIC was a lounge to help them get away
from the gaming floor. A known RG strategy is for players to take a break in play. Although not
an expressed purpose of the seats located in a GSIC, if players are using it to get away from the
gaming floor this may be an unintended benefit of having a space for players to relax within a
GSIC. It may also provide an opportunity for GSAs to engage the patron about RG and/or

disordered gambling.

Table 4

Purposes of GameSense

Purposes: % agreement

It’s a program that includes PlayMyWay 93.8

It’s a program that educates players about how to 93.5
gamble responsibly

It offers a place where players can find where to get 93.1
support if they believe their gaming has become
problematic

It’s a program that educates players about how games 86.7
work
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It’s a program that educates players about the odds of 78.7
winning at a particular game and the house edge
of that game

It’s a program that allows players to voluntarily 85.8
exclude themselves from the gaming floor at all
casinos in Massachusetts

It’s a program that helps dispel gaming-related myths 84.1

It offers a place where players can relax away from the 69.5
gaming floor (i.e., a lounge)*

Note. * not scored as correct or incorrect. Sample size for each item is the total number of
participants who provided a response.

4.1.2 Perceived target audience for GameSense. All respondents read the following brief
description of the program:

GameSense is a comprehensive responsible gaming strategy. GameSense Advisors work

at a GameSense Info Center located at MGM Springfield/Encore Boston

Harbor/Plainridge Park Casino. GameSense Advisors receive extensive training in the

areas of responsible gaming techniques, problem gaming behavior and local resources for

help. Many GameSense Advisors come to the position with professional gaming
experience which is useful in understanding patrons’ needs.

They were then asked to respond to six items that assessed the perceived target audience
for GameSense. These items, together with their means (on a 7-point Likert scale where 1 =
“strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree’’) and the percentage agreeing (i.e., > than the
“neutral” midpoint) are provided in Table 5. Although most respondents (86.1%) agreed that
GameSense was created for people who gamble on a regular basis, a relatively lower proportion
of respondents (74.0%) believed GameSense is for people who gamble occasionally. Relatedly,
just over two-thirds of all respondents believed that GameSense was self-relevant (71.0%).
Table 5

Perceived Target Audience for GameSense
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Sources: Mean (SD) % agreement

People who gamble on a regular basis. 5.69 (1.38) 86.1

People who have trouble controlling their 5.86 (1.52) 82.2
gaming.

All people who gamble. 5.62 (1.40) 81.5

People who gamble occasionally. 5.16 (1.54) 74.0

People who are new to gambling. 5.30 (1.56) 73.6

GameSense, and the responsible gaming 5.18 (1.56) 71.0

education and tools it provides, was
developed for players like me.

Note. Sample size for each item corresponds to the number of participants that provided a
response. Means are on a 7-point scale where 1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly
agreeing”. Percent agreement was based on responses of 5 or higher on the scale.

4.2 Interaction with a GSA

All respondents either had a demonstration or an exchange with a GSA. Respondents
were asked “What was the nature of the interaction with a GSA that led you to be invited to
complete this survey?”’. One hundred and sixty-one (53.1%) indicated they had a demonstration
and 142 (46.9%) said they had an exchange.

Respondents were then asked whether it was themselves or the GSA who initiated the
interaction. One hundred and fifty-three (50.5%) said they initiated the interaction, while 149
(49.2%) said the interaction was initiated by the GSA. One person did not respond to this
question. To assess whether there was a relation between who initiated the interaction and what
type of interaction patrons had, we conducted a chi-square test. We found that exchanges were
more likely to be initiated by GSAs (55.6%) than players (44.4%), whereas demonstrations were
more likely to be initiated by players (56.3%) than GSAs (43.7%; 1°(1) = 4.25, p = .039).

Respondents were then asked where this interaction took place (i.e., on the gaming floor,
at the GSIC, or at other places around the casino such as the food court). One person did not

answer this question. Among the 302 patrons who responded to this question, 92 (30.5%) said
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the interaction took place on the gaming floor, 207 (68.5%) said the interaction happened at the
GSIC, and three (1.0%) said the interaction took place at other areas of the casino. To assess
whether there was a relation between who initiated the interaction and where the interaction took
place, a chi-square test was conducted. In this analysis, we excluded the three participants who
said the interaction to place at other parts of the casino from this analysis. Results were not
statistically significant, y°(1)=2.88, p =.09.

Next, respondents were asked their reasons for interacting with a GSA. The eleven
response options are listed in Table 6, along with the percentage of the 293 respondents who
endorsed at least one response. Most respondents interacted with a GSA to obtain swag (74.7%)
or because a GSA initiated a conversation with them (70.6%). However, a similarly high
proportion of respondents were motivated to interact with a GSA to learn about RG (72.0%).
GSAs also appear to be successful at engaging people about disordered gambling in that nearly
half of all patrons (43.3%) who interacted with a GSA indicated they interacted with a GSA to
learn about voluntary self-exclusion.

Table 6

Reasons for Interacting with a GSA

Reason % agreement n

I wanted to get free giveaways or swag. 74.7 219
I wanted to learn about RG. 72.0 211
A GSA initiated a conversation with me. 70.6 207
I wanted to learn about how games work. 69.6 204
I was curious because of the advertisements | 68.9 202

saw/announcement [ heard about GameSense.
I wanted to be better informed should I need to pass 66.2 194

information to other players.

I wanted to learn about gambling-related myths. 62.8 184
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I wanted to learn about PlayMyWay. 62.1 182

I wanted to learn about supports for problem gambling. 53.6 157
I wanted to learn about voluntary self-exclusion. 43.3 127
I wanted help enrolling in PlayMyWay. 40.3 118

Note. Of the total sample, 293 endorsed at least one response. Sample sizes refer to the total
number of participants who responded for each item. . Percentages add to more than 100%
because respondents could list more than one reason.

Lastly, we assessed whether respondents who had a demonstration interaction with a
GSA differed from those who had an exchange interaction on any of the measured variables We
found that respondents who had a demonstration (M = 5.40, SD = 1.30) scored significantly
higher on Gambling Literacy than those who had an exchange with a GSA (M =5.05, SD =
1.48), #(263) =2.05, p = .041, d = .25,. There were no statistically significant differences
between the two groups on any of the other measured variables. Full results are reported in Table
7.

Table 7

Comparison of Patrons Who Had a Demonstration vs. an Exchange on Sample Characteristics

Demonstration Exchange
Measure n M SD n M SD t df p d 95% CI

Disordered gambling 137 491 6.12 123 594 643 -1.32 258 .19 -.16 [-.41, .08]
symptomatology
Personal Responsibility 141 6.04 1.30 126 6.12 1.03 -54 265 .59 -.07 [-.31,.17]

Gambling Literacy 141 540 130 124 505 148 205 263 .04* 25 [.01, .50]
Honesty and Control 137 555 1.62 127 555 159 .01 262 .99 .001 [-.24, .24]
Pre-Commitment 137 574 145 126 543 164 165 261 .10 .20 [-.04, .45]
Frequency of visits to 146 3.08 1.33 127 328 127 -127 271 21 -.15 [-.39, .09]
the casino

Note. * p <.05. Sample sizes vary due to missing data/non-responses.
We then assessed whether respondents differed on any of the measured variables based

on whether the patron or the GSA initiated the interaction. We found that patrons who initiated
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the interaction with a GSA were more likely to pre-commit to a time or money limit when
gambling than were those who had an interaction that was initiated by a GSA. We also found
that respondents who initiated the interaction attended the casino with greater frequency than
respondents who had an interaction that was initiated by a GSA. There were no significant

differences between the two groups on any of the other sample characteristics (see Table 8).

Table 8
Comparison of Patrons Who Initiated the Interaction vs. Interactions Initiated by the GSA on

Sample Characteristics

Patron Initiated GSA Initiated

Measure n M SD n M SD t df p d 95% CI
Disordered gambling 129 498 6.38 131 5.80 6.17 -1.06 258 .29 -.13 [-.38, .11]
symptomatology

Personal responsibility 133 6.10 126 134 6.06 1.10 .276 265 78 .03 [-.21,.27]
Gambling literacy 133 537 136 132 511 142 150 263 13 19 [-.06, .43]
Honesty and control 133 572 158 131 538 1.61 1.72 262 .09 21 [-.03, .45]
Pre-commitment 132 578 1.51 131 540 158 2.04 261 .04%* 25 [.009, .50]
Frequency of visits to 136 333 134 137 3.01 125 206 271 .04%* 25 [.01, .49]

the casino

Note. * p <.05. Sample sizes vary due to missing data/non-responses.
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4.2.1 Latent Class Analysis on reasons for interacting with a GSA. To determine
whether there were distinct groups of patrons who have specific reasons to interact with a GSA,
we conducted an LCA. The LCA looks for common response patterns in a sample. Three groups

emerged from the analysis (see Appendix A for details; see Figure 1).

Figure 1

Results of the Latent Class Analysis Examining Reasons for Interacting with a GSA

17



A GameSense Advisor initiated a
conversation with me
1 I was curious because of advertisements
I saw/announcement I heard about
GameSense

I wanted to learn about voluntary self-
exclusion

I wanted to be better informed should I
need to pass information to other
players

I wanted to learn about how games
work

I wanted to learn about responsible
gambling (e.g., playing within an
affordable money and/or time limit)

I wanted to learn about supports for
problem gambling

wanted to learn about PlayMyWay
(i.e., a money budgeting tool for your
slot play that works with your rewards
card)

I wanted help enrolling in PlayMyWay

I wanted to learn about gambling-
related myths
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I wanted to get free giveaways or swag
(e.g., a lanyard)

e Al Information Seekers (n = 108) == == Reponsible Gambling Curious (n=102) ee«+++ Externally Inspired (n = 83)

As seen in Table 9, Group 1 consisted of 108 patrons who endorsed all reasons to interact
with a GSA. Consequently, we labelled members of this group “All Information Seekers”.
Group 2 consisted of 102 patrons who mostly endorsed interacting with a GSA to learn about
RG, including 60% who wanted to learn about PlayMyWay. Consequently, we labelled members
of this group “RG Curious”. Group 3 consisted of 83 patrons. Most respondents in this group
endorsed that they were asked to by a GSA (81.1%). Additionally, a large proportion (71.4%) of
this group endorsed wanting to get free giveaways or swag. They also expressed a relative lack a
desire to interact with a GSA to learn about RG (23.3% endorsement), PlayMyWay (27.0%
endorsement), gambling-related myths (27.6% endorsement), problem gambling (10.0%
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endorsement) or voluntary self-exclusion (3.8% endorsement). Thus, we labelled this third group
of patrons as “Externally Inspired” to interact with a GSA.
Table 9

Proportion Who Affirmed Each Reason for Interacting with a GSA by LCA Group Membership

Reason for interacting with a GSA All RG Externally

Information  Curious Inspired
Seekers (n=102) (n=283)
(n=108)

I wanted to learn about responsible gambling (e.g., playing within an .98 .96 23

affordable money and/or time limit).

I wanted to be better informed should I need to pass information to other 95 81 27

players

I wanted to learn about how games work .96 73 .39

I was curious because of advertisements I saw/announcement I heard 97 73 41

about GameSense

I wanted to learn about gambling-related myths .96 .67 28

I wanted to learn about supports for problem gambling .92 .62 10

A GameSense Advisor initiated a conversation with me .93 .61 1

I wanted to learn about PlayMyWay (i.e., a money budgeting tool for 1.00 .60 27

your slot play that works with your rewards card).

I wanted to get free giveaways or swag (e.g., a lanyard). 97 53 .88

I wanted to learn about voluntary self-exclusion .82 47 .04

I wanted help enrolling in PlayMyWay .92 16 14

To examine whether there was a relation between the type of interaction patrons had with
a GSA (i.e., demonstration or exchange) and the three groups that emerged from the LCA, we
conducted a chi-square test. This test was statistically significant, ¥°(2) = 8.33, p = .016. There
was no difference in the proportion of patrons that were Externally Inspired in terms of whether

they had a demonstration (27.7%) or exchange (29.0%). However, RG Curious patrons were
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more likely to have had an exchange (42.0%) versus a demonstration (28.4%), whereas All
Information Seekers patrons were more likely to have a demonstration (43.9%) versus an
exchange interaction (29.0%). More research is needed to understand why this may be the case
(or whether this is a spurious finding).

We then conducted another chi-square test to examine the relation between group
membership and gender. The test was not statistically significant, °(2) = 1.30, p = .52.

To examine the relation between age and the three groups that emerged from LCA, we
conducted an ANOVA with the group variable derived from the LCA as the independent
variable and age as the dependent variable. There was an overall difference in age as a function
of group, F (2, 250) =4.79, p = .009. Simple effects showed that patrons classified as Externally
Inspired (M = 52.89, SD = 13.15) were older than patrons classified as either RG Curious (M =
45.56, SD = 16.21) or All Information Seekers (M = 46.55, SD = 17.11). Also, patrons classified
as either RG Curious or All Information Seekers did not differ statistically in terms of age.

Additionally, we found between (LCA) group differences on Gambling Literacy F (2,
264) =10.01, p <.001. Gambling Literacy was lower among patrons classified as All
Information Seekers (M = 4.76, SD = 1.44) than patrons classified as RG Curious (M = 5.42, SD
= 1.41) or as Externally Inspired (M = 5.62, SD = 1.15). Interestingly, the All Information
Seekers were also comprised of patrons who expressed the highest endorsement of RG-related
reasons for interacting with a GSA. This suggests that patrons in this group may know they are
low in Gambling Literacy and have a desire to become more gambling literate by way of
interacting with a GSA. There were no statistically significant differences between groups on the
other positive play subscales (i.e., Personal Responsibility, Honesty and Control, and Pre-

Commitment).

20



4.3 Perceived Outcome of Interacting with a GSA

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed that their interactions
with a GSA made them feel more informed about how to gamble responsibly, how games
worked, and that their interests were served using 7-point Likert scales (1 = “strongly disagree”
to 7 “strongly agree”). They were also asked whether they would encourage others to speak with
a GSA or visit a GSIC. As seen in Table 10, responses were positive (in fact, more positive than
what was observed among the regular players surveyed for the General Players Survey). The
majority of patrons indicated that due to their interaction with a GSA, they would encourage
others to visit a GSIC (81.3%) or speak with a GSA (78.8%).
Table 10

Perceived Outcome of Interacting with a GSA

Due to my experience(s) with a GameSense M (SD) % agreement n
Advisor:

I would encourage others to visit a GSIC. 5.71 (1.61) 81.3 283

I would encourage others to speak with a 5.64 (1.70) 78.8 283
GSA.

I feel that my best interests are effectively 5.50 (1.60) 75.4 284
served.

I feel more informed about how to gamble 5.35(1.81) 74.2 287
responsibly.

I feel more informed about how games work.  5.38 (1.63) 73.0 285

Note. Means are on a 7-point scale where 1 = “strongly disagree” and 7 = “strongly agree”.
Percent agreement was based on responds of 5 or higher on the scale.

Next, we then compared those who reported having a demonstration interaction with
those who reported an exchange interaction on perceived outcomes of their interaction. There
were no significant differences between the two groups on any of the items. Full results can be

seen in Table 11.
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Table 11

Between Groups Interaction Type Comparison on Perceived Outcome of Interacting with a GSA

Due to my experience Demonstration Exchange t df p d 95% CI
with a GSA:

n M SD n M SD

I feel more informed 152 5.15 190 135 557 1.68 -1.97 285 .05 -.23 [-.47,
about responsible

gaming

I feel more informed 151 534 1.65 134 543 1.62 -42 283 .68 -.05 [-.28,
about how gaming

games work

I feel my best interests 149 538 1.69 135 5.64 148  -1.42 282 .16 -.17 [-.40,
are effectively served

I would encourage 148 553 1.75 135 5.77 1.65 -1.20 281 23 -43 [-.38,
customers to speak

with a GSA

I would encourage 148 559 1.72 135 584 147 -1.30 281 19 -.16 [-.39,

customers to visit a

GSIC

.00]

18]

07]

.09]

08]

Note. Sample sizes vary due to missing data/non-responses.

Lastly, five separate ANOVAs (one for each item) were conducted to examine whether
there is a relation between LCA group membership and the perceived outcome of patrons’
interaction with a GSA (see Table 12). The least significant difference method was used to probe
omnibus differences identified by the ANOVAs. Patrons classified as RG Curious and as All
Information Seekers reported more positive outcomes of interacting with a GSA than those
classified as Externally Inspired on all items (see Appendix C). Thus, people who are
intrinsically motivated to learn about RG by interacting with a GSA (i.e., All Information
Seekers and RG Curious) get more out of the interaction in terms of RG knowledge and are more
apt to refer other players to GSAs than those who are extrinsically motivated (e.g., for swag) to
interact with a GSA (i.e., Externally Inspired).

Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Outcome of Interacting with a GSA
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Dependent variable Group n M SD

I feel more informed about how to 1 79 4.72, 1.64
gamble responsibly 2 102 5.67p 1.75
3 106 551 1.88

Total 287 5.35 1.81

I feel more informed about how 1 79 4.75, 1.58
gaming games work 2 102 5.50p 1.66
3 104 5.75 1.52

Total 285 5.38 1.63

I feel my best interests are 1 78 5.00, 1.56
effectively served 2 102 5.75b 1.51
3 104 5.63p 1.64

Total 284 5.50 1.60

I would encourage customers to 1 78 5.22, 1.73
speak with a GSA 2 102 5.8% 1.70
3 103 5.72 1.64

Total 283 5.64 1.70

I would encourage customers to visit 1 79 5.35, 1.63
a GSIC 2 102 6.04y 1.44
3 102 5.65.p 1.70

Total 283 5.71 1.61

Note. 1 = Externally Inspired; 2 = RG Gambling Curious; 3 = All Information Seekers. Cells
with shared subscripts did not differ significantly (p > 0.05); cells with different subscripts
differed significantly (p <.050).
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5. Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to investigate the motivations behind patrons’
interactions with GSAs and to assess the impact of these interactions on their perceptions and
knowledge of RG practices and problem gambling supports. Through a comprehensive analysis,
we aimed to shed light on the intricacies of these interactions and provide recommendations for
enhancing the GameSense program. To that end, we recruited patrons at one of the three casinos
in Massachusetts who recently had either an exchange or demonstration interaction with a GSA.
Respondents completed a survey that assessed perceptions of GameSense, including its purpose
and target audience. We also assessed the dynamics of interactions with GSAs, exploring the
reasons behind these interactions and the influence of interaction types.

5.1 Understanding Why Patrons Interact with GSAs

Our investigation uncovered a multifaceted landscape of patron-GSA interactions,
shedding light on the reasons why individuals engage with GSAs. Most patrons interacted with
GSAs to gain RG knowledge or because a GSA initiated a conversation with them about RG. In
addition, a similar proportion of patrons interacted with a GSA to obtain swag or promotional
items (whether this is what drew them into the interaction or was an outcome of an interaction
about RG, for example). These findings indicate that patrons’ motivations for interacting with
GSAs encompass both intrinsic desires for RG education and extrinsic incentives like giveaways.
This dual dynamic within the GameSense program has several implications.

Firstly, the coexistence of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations highlights the program’s
versatility in catering to a diverse range of patron interests. GameSense can use this insight to

structure its interactions effectively, offering RG information to those seeking it while
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simultaneously leveraging incentives to encourage interaction among a broader audience. This
balance is crucial to maintaining the program’s appeal and accessibility.

Secondly, the fact that GSAs initiating conversations played a significant role in patron
interactions suggests the importance of proactive GSA outreach. Encouraging GSAs to initiate
conversations strategically, even with patrons who may not actively seek assistance, can help
expand the program’s reach and influence. This approach aligns with the idea that proactive
GSA engagement can effectively bridge the gap between patrons’ latent interests and their actual
engagement with RG information.

We also conducted a LCA to assess whether there are distinct patron groups based on
their motivations for interacting with GSAs. Three groups of players were revealed: All
Information Seekers, RG Curious, and Externally Inspired. One of the primary takeaways from
the LCA is the recognition of diverse motivations driving patrons to seek GSA interactions. The
All Information Seekers group exhibited a high propensity to engage with GSAs for various
reasons, including RG education and learning about supports for problem gambling. The RG
Curious group demonstrated a high desire to learn about RG, moderate inclination toward all
other knowledge. The Externally Inspired group tended to interact with GSAs because the GSAs
initiated the interaction or because there were giveaways (e.g., swag) present. They did not
appear to interact to learn about RG or problematic gambling. This diversity underscores the
importance of adopting a multifaceted approach to cater to the varied interests and needs of
patrons.

The LCA results emphasize the value of tailoring GSA interactions to patrons’ specific
motivations. That All Information Seekers group were more likely to have demonstration

compared to exchange interactions. More research is needed to understand why this may be the
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case (or whether this is a spurious finding). It may suggest that GSAs who notice a patron is keen
to learn should lean into this fact and offer them a demonstrate about, among other things, how
games work. Those who are RG Curious may benefit from enhanced efforts to educate about RG
tools (e.g., PlayMyWay) offered at the casino. The Externally Inspired group patrons largely
interacted with a GSA because they were responding to GSA prompts to learn or to get swag,
which opened the door for proactive outreach. It may behoove GSA to prob patrons to assess
what motivated them to engage with GameSense. Additionally, specific activities could be
designed to align with the different patron motive or reasons for engaging with GameSense.
Doing so may help maximize the program’s effectiveness. For instance, if not already common
practice, GSAs should ask patrons who note interest in RG whether they would like to watch a
video or have a hand-on demonstration about how games word.

The potentially paradoxical findings regarding Gambling Literacy and the All
Information Seekers warrant attention. Despite displaying lower Gambling Literacy, this group
exhibited the highest endorsement of RG-related reasons for interacting with a GSA. This
suggests that individuals with limited gambling knowledge, but a desire to learn, may actively
seek GSA interactions to enhance their understanding. This presents an opportunity for
GameSense to bridge the gap by providing accessible, informative, and engaging resources that
cater to varying literacy levels. In fact, the LCA results underscore the complexity of patron
motivations for engaging with GSAs within the GameSense program. Acknowledging this
diversity and tailoring strategies accordingly can lead to more effective RG education and

support.
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5.2 Perceived Purpose and Target Audience of GameSense

Our investigation into patrons’ perceptions of GameSense’s purpose and target audience
provided valuable insights. Most respondents correctly believed that GameSense provided RG
tools, education about responsible gambling, and support for individuals facing gambling-related
problems. These findings suggest that patrons have a reasonably accurate understanding of
GameSense’s core objectives. It should be noted that a substantial proportion viewed GameSense
as a lounge; however, a recognized RG strategy involves players taking breaks during play.
Although not explicitly designed for this purpose, the seats within a GSIC could offer players a
refuge from the gaming floor. This may serve as an unintended advantage, allowing patrons to
unwind. Additionally, it presents an opportunity for GSAs to initiate conversations with patrons
about RG or problematic gambling behaviors. The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (MGC)
should consider expanding the footprint of GSIC at each casino to make an explicit lounge space
for patrons.

The perceived target audience for GameSense also yielded noteworthy results. Although
the majority believed that GameSense primarily targeted people who gamble on a regular basis, a
slightly lower proportion thought it was also for occasional gamblers. These results are in line
with prior research (see Forsstrom et al., 2017; Gainsbury et al., 2018) that suggests a tendency
among players to believe that RG initiatives are designed to help intervene when play has
become problematic rather than help prevent problems from starting. Messaging that RG
programs, like GameSense, are for all people who gamble has always been a challenge.
Nonetheless, the MGC should invest funds to determine what messaging works to help properly
communicate the purpose of GameSense. Doing so will hopefully increase uptake of the

GameSense program in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. That over two-thirds felt that
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GameSense was self-relevant may suggest that those who interacted with a GSA tended to have
elevated symptoms of disordered gambling. Indeed, approximately half of the sample were
categorized as being at moderate risk for gambling problems or as likely problem gamblers
according to the PGSI, and roughly a quarter of respondents had some symptoms of problem
gambling. Moreover, close to half of all respondents indicated that they interacted with a GSA to
learn more about voluntary self-exclusion (only a fifth of respondents reported no problems with
their gambling). These results suggest that patrons with gambling-related problems are more
engaged with GameSense than those without problems. To increase prevention efforts, attention
should be directed toward motivating patrons without gambling problems to have meaningful
interactions with GSAs.

5.3 Perceived Outcomes of Interactions

One of the central objectives of our study was to assess the perceived outcomes of patron
interactions with GSAs. The results were overwhelmingly positive, with most respondents
indicating that their interactions left them feeling more informed about RG practices, how casino
games work, and that their interests were served. Additionally, a substantial majority expressed
their willingness to encourage others to visit a GSIC, speak with a GSA, or both.

However, noteworthy differences emerged based on the type of interaction patrons had.
Respondents who engaged in exchange interactions were significantly more likely to agree that
they felt more informed about RG compared to those who had demonstration interactions. This
finding suggests that interactive discussions with GSAs, where patrons actively engage in two-
way conversations about RG, have a more pronounced impact on knowledge acquisition than a

demonstration about, for example, how games work.
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In summary, our study unraveled the complexities of patron-GSA interactions within the
GameSense program, emphasizing the program’s adaptability to cater to diverse motivations.
The positive perceived outcomes highlight the program’s potential to effectively educate patrons
about RG practices and influence their behavior positively. Moreover, the alignment between
patrons’ perceptions and GameSense’s objectives regarding purpose and target audience
underscores the program’s success in conveying its key messages to patrons.

5.4 Recommendations

Based on our findings, we offer several recommendations to the MGC to enhance the
GameSense program. These recommendations aim to increase correct perceptions about
GameSense, boost the number of patrons who interact with GSAs, and improve the effectiveness
of GSA interactions regarding RG education.

Recommendation #1: Clarify and reinforce program messaging. Invest resources in
refining and reinforcing the messaging around GameSense. This effort should focus on
communicating that GameSense is not solely an intervention program for patrons with gambling
problems but also a valuable resource for all casino patrons. Implementing clear, consistent, and
persuasive messaging can help dispel misconceptions and encourage broader participation.

Recommendation #2: Tailored engagement strategies. Recognize that patrons have diverse
motivations for interacting with GSAs. Develop tailored engagement strategies that cater to both
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations. For patrons seeking RG education, offer engaging and
interactive discussions to maximize knowledge acquisition. Simultaneously, incentivize
interactions through giveaways and promotions to attract a broader audience. In short, a one-

size-fits-all approach will not attract all patrons. In fact, some messaging may be met with
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resistance. The results of the current research suggest that patron segmentation is required to
meet the RG needs of all patrons, and motivate them to have meaningful interactions with GSAs.

Recommendation #3: Proactive GSA outreach. Encourage GSAs to proactively initiate
conversations with patrons, even when patrons may not actively seek assistance. GSA training
programs should emphasize the importance of identifying potential candidates for engagement
and approaching them in a non-intrusive manner. Proactive outreach can expand the program's
reach and impact.

Recommendation #4: Referral program. Leverage patrons’ willingness to encourage others
to visit GSICs or speak with GSAs. Implement a referral program that rewards patrons for
referring their peers to the GameSense program. This can serve as a mutually beneficial
initiative, promoting RG while incentivizing engagement.

Recommendation #5: Target patrons who do not have gambling problems. Recognize the
potential to motivate patrons who do not have gambling problems to have meaningful
interactions with GSAs. Develop strategies to specifically target this group, emphasizing the
benefits of RG education, understanding game mechanics, and enhancing the overall casino
experience.

Recommendation #6: Continuous training and development. Invest in ongoing training and
development for GSAs. Equip them with the skills to adapt to patrons’ diverse motivations and
effectively convey RG messages. Training should encompass interactive techniques, effective
communication, and strategies for proactive outreach.

Recommendation #7: Monitoring and evaluation. Implement a robust monitoring and

evaluation system to assess the impact of these recommendations. Regularly collect feedback
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from patrons regarding their interactions with GSAs and the effectiveness of the program’s
messaging. Use this data to refine strategies and adapt to changing patron dynamics.

5.5 Limitations and Future Directions

Although our study provides valuable insights, some limitations should be noted. First,
our findings are based on a specific sample of casino patrons in Massachusetts and may not be
entirely representative of all casino-goers. Future research should aim to include a more diverse
and comprehensive sample to generalize findings. Second, our study primarily relies on self-
report data, which may be subject to biases such as social desirability. Future studies could
incorporate behavioral observations or additional objective measures to validate the findings.
Lastly, as the gaming landscape evolves, it is crucial for the MGC to remain agile and adapt
GameSense to changing circumstances and emerging technologies. Regular assessments,
updates, and refinements will be essential to ensure that GameSense continues to effectively
promote responsible gambling in the ever-evolving casino environment.

5.6 Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to explore the motivations, perceptions, and outcomes of
patron interactions with GSAs in Massachusetts casinos. Through a comprehensive analysis, we
sought to gain a deeper understanding of RG practices and identify opportunities for enhancing
the GameSense program. Our findings have several key takeaways that offer valuable insights
into RG education and the GameSense program’s effectiveness. We found that patrons interact
with GSAs for diverse reasons, encompassing both intrinsic motivations for RG education and
extrinsic incentives such as promotional items. This diversity highlights the importance of
tailoring engagement strategies to meet the unique needs and interests of different patrons.

Furthermore, proactive outreach by GSAs plays a crucial role in driving patron engagement.
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Encouraging GSAs to initiate conversations strategically can bridge the gap between latent
interests and active participation in RG information. Additionally, it is essential to clarify the
messaging around the GameSense program. Ensuring that patrons understand the program’s true
purpose, extending beyond problem gambling intervention, can help attract a broader audience of
individuals interested in RG practices. Lastly, our study underscores the value of interactive
education in RG. Two-way discussions between GSAs and patrons significantly impact
knowledge acquisition. Therefore, incorporating more conversational and interactive elements
into GSA interactions could be a fruitful approach.

In summary, this study not only provides valuable insights into RG practices within the
casino environment but also offers concrete recommendations for improving the GameSense
program. By understanding the motivations of patrons, enhancing proactive engagement,
clarifying messaging, and embracing interactive education, GameSense can continue to empower
individuals to gamble responsibly and make informed choices while enjoying their casino

experiences.
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Appendix A: LCA

Table 14

Model Fit Indices of the LCA

Number of groups BIC LMRT p-value BLRT p-value  Entropy  Smallest class size %
2 6999.06 .00 0.000 .84 39.93
3 6932.72 .02 0.000 .80 28.32
4 3569.495 A1 0.000 79 18.77

Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, LMRT = Lo-Mendell-Rubin Test; BLRT =
Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test.
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Appendix B: Associations between group membership and four subscales of PPS
Table 15

Descriptive Statistics

Group n M SD
Age 1 70 52.89. 13.15
2 86 45.56y 16.21

3 95 46.55 17.11
Total 251 47.98 16.02

Personal 1 77 6.31 1.13
Responsibility 2 92 6.05 1.07
3 98 591 1.29

Total 267 6.06 1.18

Gambling Literacy 1 77 5.62, 1.15
2 91 5.42, 1.41

3 97 4.76y 1.44

Total 265 5.24 1.40

Honesty and 1 76 5.81 1.55
Control 2 91 5.33 1.61
3 97 5.55 1.62

Total 264 5.55 1.60

Pre-Commitment 1 76 5.83 1.41
2 91 5.47 1.49

3 96 5.52 1.71

Total 263 5.59 1.55

Note. 1 = Externally Inspired; 2 = Responsible Gambling Curious; 3 = All Information
Seekers. Sample sizes vary by analysis due to missing data. Cells with shared subscripts
did not differ significantly; cells with different subscripts differed significantly (p < .05)
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Table 16

ANOVA Results for PPS Subscales

df F p
Personal Responsibility Between Groups 2 2.48 .086
Within Groups 264
Total 266
Gambling Literacy Between Groups 2 10.01 <.001
Within Groups 262
Total 264
Honesty and Control Between Groups 2 1.86 157
Within Groups 261
Total 263
Pre-Commitment Between Groups 2 1.26 286
Within Groups 260
Total 262

Note. Degrees of freedom vary by analysis due to missing data.
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Appendix C: Associations Between Group Membership and Perceived Effect of the
Interaction With a GSA
Table 18

ANOVA Results for Perceived Effects of Interacting With a GSA

Dependent variable df F p
I feel more informed about how to gamble Between Groups 2 7.02  .001
responsibly Within Groups 284

Total 286
I feel more knowledgeable about how games Between Groups 2 941 <.001
work Within Groups 282

Total 284
I feel that my best interests are effectively Between Groups 2 5.66 .004
served Within Groups 281

Total 283
I would encourage others to speak with a Between Groups 2 3.70 .026
GameSense Advisor Within Groups 280

Total 282
I would encourage customers to visit a Between Groups 2 423 015
GameSense Info Center Within Groups 280

Total 282

Note. Degrees of freedom vary by analysis due to missing data.
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Appendix D: Survey

**NOTE. The following is the survey
provided to patrons who interacted with a
GSA at Plainridge Park Casino. The only
difference between this survey and the survey
provided patrons at the other two casinos
was reference to the casino in which they
participated.

GameSense: Players-GSA Interaction Survey

Research personnel: The following people are involved in this study, and may be contacted at
any time if you have questions or concerns:

Dr. Michael Wohl (Principal Investigator; michael.wohl@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext.
2908);

Dr. Nassim Tabri (Principal Investigator; nassim.tabri(@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext. 1727);
Dr. Chris Davis (Principal Investigator; chris.davis@carleton.ca; 613-520-2600, ext. 2251);
Gray Gaudett (Other research personnel; GraceGaudett(@cmail.carleton.ca);

Isabella Bossom (Other research personnel; isabellabossom(@cmail.carleton.ca).

Concerns: Should you have any ethical concerns about this research, please contact the
Carleton University Ethics Board (ethics@carleton.ca).

Purpose and Task Requirements: We are asking for some input from players who have had an
interaction with a GameSense Advisor about GameSense. We are interested in your thoughts
about the GameSense brand, the GameSense Information Centers, and the GameSense Advisors.
We welcome your input.

Potential Risk/Discomfort: We anticipate no physical discomfort to you as a result of your
participation in this study. It is possible, however, that you could experience some distress when
thinking about past or current gambling activities. If you are experiencing problems with your
gambling, feel free to call 1.800.327.5050 for treatment options or 1.800.426.1234 for help to
exclude yourself from the Massachusetts casinos. A copy of this information will be provided to
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you in the debriefing sheet following the questionnaires.

Benefits/Compensation: We are offering a $10 Amazon.com or Dunkin' Donuts Gift Card for
completing this online survey, which should take you approximately 10 min. You will be asked
to select your gift card at the end of the survey. Your gift card will be emailed to you should you
provide us with a valid email address.

Anonymity/Confidentiality: The information you provide will be kept confidential. This
information will be aggregated with the information collected from other participants and used
only for research and knowledge translation purposes. All information collected will be stored
securely on Qualtrics' servers located in the United States. Once data from this survey are
matched with your player data (if authorized by you), all identifying information will be
destroyed (by August 2023). Data will be stored on the lead researcher’s secure MS Teams
channel dedicated to this project. Because there will be no personal information associated with
the data, the dataset will be stored electronically and kept indefinitely. Additionally, we will
upload this anonymized dataset to an online data repository called Open Science Framework
(http://osf.i0/) for research and teaching purposes. Aggregate data may also be used in
publications, presentations, and future research. The (fully anonymized) data from this study
may be released to journals upon request. Lastly, anonymized data may be shared with trusted
colleagues.

Right to withdraw: Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may decline to answer
certain questions or to withdraw your data upon completion of the survey. To withdraw your
data, please email the researchers. Upon withdrawal, all your information will be permanently
deleted. If you would like to withdraw during the study, you may click the “withdraw” button at
the bottom of each page. By clicking “withdraw” you will automatically be re-directed to the
debriefing page including the links to access support services.

This study has received clearance by the Carleton University Research Ethics Board B
(Reference #117682) and is being funded by Massachusetts Gaming Commission. The survey
has the support of Plainridge Park Casino.

By checking this box, you agree to the following terms:

I have read the above form and understand the conditions of my participation. I
understand that I will be compensated with a $10 Amazon.com or Dunkin' Donuts Gift Card
for my participation in this study. My participation in this study is voluntary. (1)

I do not consent to the study. (2)
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I am at least 21 years old.
Yes (1)
No (2)

I was invited to participate in this survey by a GameSense Advisor.
Yes (1)

No (2)

I have had an interaction with a GameSense Advisor in the last month.

Yes (1)

No (2)
What was the nature of the interaction with a GameSense Advisor that led you to be invited to
complete this survey?

It was a demonstration (i.e., [ had a GameSense Advisor show me about how a game,
responsible gambling tool, or gambling concept works). (1)

I had an exchange with a GameSense Advisor (i.e., [ had a conversation with a
GameSense Advisor about responsible gambling or problem gambling). (2)

Other (e.g., I had a short interaction with a GameSense Advisor about issues unrelated to
gambling). (3)

Thank you for your interest in taking the Player-GSA Interaction Survey.
Unfortunately, you do not qualify to complete the survey at this time.

For more information on the Player-GSA Interaction Survey, please contact the Gambling Lab
at Carleton University at gambling.lab(@carleton.ca

You are being asked to complete this survey because recently you had an interaction with a
GameSense Advisor and they invited you to participate in a survey about your experience with
them and about GameSense more generally.
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Please take a moment to think about the interaction you had with the GameSense Advisor that
led you to be invited to complete this survey.

In the next few pages of this survey, we will be asking you some questions about this
interaction.

Who initiated your interaction with the GameSense Advisor?
Me (1)

The GameSense Advisor (2)
1

Where did the interaction take place?
On the gaming floor (1)
At the GameSense Information Center (2)

Other (e.g., food court, the valet, on a bus) (3)
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Please indicate your reasons(s) for the interaction with a GameSense Advisor that resulted in
your invitation to participate in this survey.
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Yes (1)

A GameSense Advisor
initiated a conversation with
me (1)

I was curious because of
advertisements |
saw/announcement I heard
about GameSense (2)

I wanted to learn about how
games work. (3)

I wanted to learn about
responsible gambling (e.g.,
playing within an affordable
money and/or time limit). (4)

I wanted to learn about
PlayMyWay (i.e., a money
budgeting tool for your slot

play that works with your
rewards card). (5)

I wanted help enrolling in
PlayMyWay (6)

I wanted to get free
giveaways or swag (e.g., a
lanyard). (7)

I wanted to learn about
gambling-related myths. (8)

I wanted to learn about
supports for problem
gambling. (9)

I wanted to be better informed
should I need to pass
information to other players.

(10)

I wanted to learn about
voluntary self-exclusion. (11)

Other (please specify): (12)
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Due to my experience(s) with a GameSense Advisor...

Strongly
disagree

(1)

I feel more
informed
about how to
gamble
responsibly.

(1)

I feel more
knowledgeable
about how
games work.

)

I feel that my
best interests
are effectively
served. (3)

I would
encourage
others to speak
with a
GameSense
Advisor. (4)

I would
encourage
customers to
visit a
GameSense
Info Center.

©)

Neither
Disagree So.m ewhat agree Somewhat Agree Strongly
2) disagree nor agree (5) ©) agree
3) disagree (7)
4

Are there other outcomes from your experience with a GameSense Advisor that were not
covered in the items above? If so, please briefly note them below.
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I am satisfied with my interaction with the GameSense Advisor that resulted in my invitation to
participate in this survey.

Strongly disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Somewhat disagree (3)

Neither agree nor disagree (4)

Somewhat agree (5)

Agree (6)

Strongly agree (7)
We understand that you may have had other interactions with a GameSense Advisor at
Plainridge Park Casino. Please let us know how many times you have had the interactions (if
any) noted below with a GameSense Advisor. Please respond using the dropdown menu.
Casual/Simple (i.e., I had a short interaction with a GameSense Advisor about issues unrelated

to gambling).
Number of times =

¥ 0(0) ... 99 (99)

Demonstration (i.e., I had a GameSense Advisor show me how a game, responsible gambling
tool, or gambling concept works).
Number of times =

¥ 0(0) ... 99 (99)

Exchange (i.e., I had a conversation with a GameSense Advisor about responsible gambling or
problem gambling).
Number of times =

¥ 0(0) ... 99 (99)
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Did prior interactions with a GameSense Advisor make you more comfortable during the
interaction you mentioned earlier?

Yes (1)
No (2)

I haven’t had a prior interaction with a GameSense Advisor (3)
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My previous interaction(s) with a GameSense Advisor:
Neither
S?rongly Disagree Somewhat agree
disagree @) disagree _nor
(1) 3) disagree
4)

Somewhat Agree  Strongly
agree (5) (6) agree (7)

Made me
feel
comfortable
having
another
interaction.

(1)

Made me
want to learn
more about
how games
work (2)

Made me
want to learn
more about
responsible
gambling.
3)

Made me
want to learn
more about
problem
gambling.
“4)

Made me
want to learn
about
PlayMyWay.
(5)
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Based on your current understanding of GameSense, what is its purpose?
Yes (1) No (2)

It offers a place where players
can relax away from the
gaming floor (e.g., a place to
chat; a lounge) (1)

It's a program that educate
players about how games
work (e.g., the rules). (2)

It's a program that educates
players about the odds of
winning at a particular game
and the house edge of that
game (3)

It's a program that educates
players about how to gamble
responsibly (e.g., within an
affordable money and/or time
limit) (4)

It's a program that includes
PlayMyWay - a budgeting
tool where you track your
play and receive notifications
as you get closer to the
budget you've set (5)

It's a program that helps
dispel gambling-related
myths (6)

It offers a place where players
can find where to get support

if they believe their gambling
has become problematic (7)

It's a program that allows
players to voluntarily exclude
themselves from the gaming
floor at all casinos in
Massachusetts (8)

Other (please specity): (9)
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I think that the target audience for GameSense is...

S?rongly Disagree
disagree

0 )

Somewhat  Don't
disagree Know Somewhat Agree  Strongly

3) 4) agree () (6)  agree (7)

People who
are new to
gambling.

(D

People who
gamble
occasionally.

)

People who
gambling on
a regular
basis. (3)

People who
have trouble
controlling
their
gambling.
“4)

All people
who gamble.

©)
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GameSense, and the responsible gambling education and tools it provides, was developed for
players like me.

Strongly disagree (1)
Disagree (2)
Somewhat disagree (3)
Don't know (4)
Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6)

Strongly agree (7)

Who provides GameSense and employs GameSense Advisors? Please check all that you think
apply.

The casino (1)

Massachusetts Gaming Commission/ State of Massachusetts (2)

Private enterprise/ non-profit organization (3)

Don't know (4)
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following items.
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I consider
Plainridge
Park Casino
a good
place to
gamble. (1)

I trust
Plainridge
Park
Casino. (2)

Iam
satisfied
with
Plainridge
Park
Casino. (3)

I have a
strong sense
of
connection
to
Plainridge
Park
Casino. (4)

Plainridge
Park Casino
meets or
exceeds my
expectations
fora
gaming
operator. (5)

I feel loyal
to
Plainridge
Park
Casino. (6)

S‘Frongly Disagree
disagree 2)
(1)

Somewhat
disagree

3)
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Neither
agree
nor
disagree

(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)



I feel
Plainridge
Park Casino
wants me to
keep my
gambling
within an
affordable
limit. (7)

On the following pages, we are going to ask you some questions about your beliefs and
behaviors as they pertain to gambling.

In the last 3 months, what proportion of your gambling happened at Plainridge Park Casino:
0% (1)
About 25% (2)
About 50% (3)
About 75% (4)

100% (5)
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In the last 3 months, when you visited Plainridge Park Casino, how often did you play:
About 25%

Slot machines

(1)

Table
games/Video
Table games (2)

Video table
games (3)

Sports betting
4)

Lottery (5)

Other (e.g.,
parimutuel/horse
racing) Please
specify:

(6)

0% (1)

)

About 50%
3)

About 75%
(4)

100% (5)

Please think about your gambling at Plainridge Park Casino over the last three months.
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In the last 3 months, approximately how much money have you spent gambling at Plainridge
Park Casino? (Please answer to the closest dollar; e.g., 50).

Over the last 3 months, overall, have you won, lost, or broke even playing at Plainridge Park
Casino?

I have won money at Plainridge Park Casino (1)
I have lost money at Plainridge Park Casino (2)

I have broken even at Plainridge Park Casino (3)

Approximately how much money have you won playing at Plainridge Park Casino in this
period of time? Please answer in dollars.

Approximately how much money have you lost playing at Plainridge Park Casino in this
period of time? Please answer in dollars.

In the last 3 months, how often did you use your Rewards Card while playing at Plainridge
Park Casino?

Never (0%) (1)

Rarely (1-33%) (2)
Sometimes (34-66%) (3)
Often (67-99%) (4)

Always (100%) (5)
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In the last 3 months, overall how much money have you spent gambling anywhere? (Please
answer to the closest dollar; e.g., 50).

The following statements have to do with your beliefs and opinions about gambling. Please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement.
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I believe that...
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I should be
able to walk
away from
gambling at
any time. (1)

I should be
aware of how
much money

I spend when
I gamble. (2)

It's my
responsibility
to spend only
money that |
can afford to

lose. (3)

I should only
gamble when
I have
enough
money to
cover all my

bills first. (4)

Gambling is
not a good
way to make
money. (5)

My chances
of winning
get better
after | have
lost. (6)

Strongly
disagree

(1)

Disagree

2)

Somewhat

disagree

3)
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Neither
agree
nor
disagree

(4)

Somewhat
agree (5)

Agree
(6)

Strongly
agree (7)



If I gamble
more often, it
will help me
to win more

than I lose.

(7
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In the last 3 months...
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Never Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Frequently Usually Always
(1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) (7)

I felt in
control of
my
gambling
behavior.

(1)

I was
honest
with my
family
and/or
friends
about the
amount of
MONEY 1
spent
gambling.
(2)

I was
honest
with my
family
and/or
friends
about the
amount of
TIME I
spent
gambling.
3)

I only
gambled
with
MONEY
that I
could
afford to
lose. (4)
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I only
spent
TIME
gambling
that |
could
afford to
spend. (5)

I
considered
the
amount of
MONEY I
was
willing to
lose
BEFORE
I gambled.

(6)

I
considered
the
amount of
TIME 1
was
willing to
spend
BEFORE
I gambled.

(7)
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When you think about your gambling over the last 3 months, how often...
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...have you bet
more than you
could really
afford to lose?

(1)

...have you
needed to
gamble with
larger amounts
of money to get
the same feeling
of excitement?

)

...have you gone
back another day
to try to win
back the money
you lost? (3)

...have you
borrowed money
or sold anything
to get money to

gamble? (4)

...have you felt
that you might
have a problem
with gambling?

()

...have people
criticized your
betting or told
you that you had
a gambling
problem,

regardless of
whether or not
you thought it
was true? (6)

Never (1)

Sometimes (2)

65

Most of the time

3)

Always (4)



...have you felt
guilty about the
way you gamble,
or what happens
when you
gamble? (7)

...has your
gambling caused
you any health
problems,
including stress
or anxiety? (8)

...has your
gambling caused
any financial
problems for you
or your
household? (9)

Have you ever enrolled in voluntary self-exclusion (VSE) program?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Did you enroll in a VSE program in Massachusetts or outside of Massachusetts

I enrolled in a VSE program in Massachusetts (1)
I enrolled in a VSE program outside of Massachusetts (2)

I enrolled in a VSE program both in and outside of Massachusetts (3)

Approximately when did you enroll in the VSE program in Massachusetts?
Month

Day Year
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V January (1 ... v 1(..3131)

Please Select: (1) December (12)

Are you still enrolled in the VSE program outside of Massachusetts?
Yes (1)

No (2)

¥ 1900 (1 ... 2049
(150)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

Not at all
0(0) 1(1) 2(2) 33

How I feel
about myself
is largely
based on the
amount of
money [
have. (1)

My moods
are
influenced by
the amount of
money [
have. (2)

People will
think less of
me if I don’t
have a lot of
money. (3)

The
opportunities
that are
available to
me depend on
the amount of
money |
have. (4)
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I am a MyChoice Rewards member
Yes (1)

No (2)
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What tier of the rewards program are you in?
Choice (i.e., red card) (1)
Advantage (i.e., orange card) (2)
Preferred (i.e., gold card) (3)
Elite (i.e., grey card) (4)

Owners Club (i.e., black card) (5)
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Permission to Access MyChoice Rewards Player Data

The purpose of the Survey is to get your input about gambling and responsible gambling
attitudes and behaviors. We want to know what you like or don’t like about responsible gambling
programming and your gambling behavior.

For this reason, and with the support of Plainridge Park Casino, we are asking for your
permission to access your personal player-account data over the last three months. Specifically,
we would like to know what games you have played and how much you have won or lost. Your
name will not be attached to your information (i.e., the casino will not provide the research team
with your identifying information). Your player data will be kept confidential—no state or other
entities will have access to it. Your player data will be protected by Carleton University and not
released to anyone outside the research team. Once data from the survey have been matched to
your player data, your Rewards number will be deleted from all research records.

* You can complete the survey and receive the gift card even if you do not provide permission
to access your player data.

I consent (1)

I do not consent (2)

*This survey is open to MyChoice Rewards member invitees only. The survey can only be
completed once for compensation (i.e., the Amazon.com or Dunkin' Donuts Gift Card). My
MyChoice Rewards identification number is:

If you do not remember your MyChoice Rewards number, we can access your player account
using your name instead. You will be given the option to do so on the next page.
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Because I don’t remember my MyChoice Rewards number, I give permission to the researchers
to access my player account using my name. * The research team will delete any record of your
name as soon as we link your player data with your survey data (by March 31, 2023).

My MyChoice Rewards account is under the name of:

What is your gender identity?
Man (1)
Woman (2)
Gender-fluid (3)
Trans man (4)
Trans woman (5)
Nonbinary (6)
Two-spirit (7)

Prefer to specify: My gender is (8)

Prefer not to answer (9)

What is your age?

Thank you for completing the GameSense: Players Survey!

The information you have provided in this survey will help us provide better tools to promote
positive play. Your feedback will help us improve GameSense.
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Please select the gift card you would like to receive:

I would like a $10 Amazon Gift Card (4)

I would like a $10 Dunkin' Donuts Gift Card (5)

To receive your Gift Card, please provide an email address below (gift cards will be distributed
within 48 hours. We appreciate your patience):

Thank you for participating in this research!

What is the purpose of this research?

This study aims to better understand how people approach responsible play strategies and make
decisions about their gambling behaviors. We are particularly interested in your recent
interaction with a GameSense Advisor. Specifically, we are interested in better understanding
why players have interaction with GameSense Advisors and their impression of any interaction
they may have had (e.g., did they find it helpful in terms of learning about responsible or
problem gambling).

What can I do if I feel like I need help with gambling concerns?

If you are experiencing problems with your gambling, feel free to call 1.800.327.5050 for
treatment options, 1.800.426.1234 for help to exclude yourself from the Massachusetts casinos,
or visit GameSense at https://gamesensema.com/and click on the live-chat option.

If I have any further questions, please feel free to contact us:

If you have any questions or comments about this research, please feel free to contact the
research team at gambling.lab(@carleton.ca (should you wish to contact us at a later date, please
make note of this email address).

For more information on how to keep your gambling fun and safe, please contact
https://gamesensema.com/

Ethical concerns:

This study has received ethics clearance by the Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B
(CUREB-B Reference # 117682). If you have any ethical concerns about this study, please
contact the Carleton University Research Ethics Board-B (ethics@carleton.ca).
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Executive Summary
What was the purpose of this evaluation of GameSense?

The “Player-facing Employee Survey” aimed to comprehensively evaluate the awareness,
perceptions, and engagement of player-facing casino employees with the GameSense program,
along with their referrals of patrons to GameSense resources. The purpose of this evaluation was
to gain insights into employee interactions with GameSense, improve training and
communication strategies, and enhance responsible gambling (RG) initiatives within the casino
environment.

How was data collected and analyzed?

Recruitment and Data analysis. Data for this evaluation were collected through a
survey administered to player-facing casino employees at three casinos in the State of
Massachusetts. The recruitment process involved using employee email distribution lists and
advertisements in employee lounges. The collected data were analyzed using a combination of
descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and latent class analyses (LCAs) to identify distinct
employee groups based on their interactions and motivations related to GameSense.

What did we find?

Awareness and Perceived Purpose of GameSense: Nearly all 280 respondents (96.1%)
were aware of GameSense, with the primary source of awareness being employee training
(84.0%), closely followed by interaction with GameSense Advisors (74.3%). Interestingly, a
significant number also became informed about the program through managers (71.6%) or
fellow employees (69.6%). For those aware of GameSense, their understanding of its purpose
was diverse. The majority correctly identified its role in educating players about RG (92.6%),
providing RG tools (i.e., PlayMyWay; 84.4%), supporting those facing gambling problems
(89.6%), and facilitating voluntary self-exclusion (87.7%). A notable proportion perceived
GameSense as a relaxation lounge (27.1%). Moreover, although a substantial number knew of its
role in dispelling gambling myths (66.0%), fewer were aware of its function in helping players
understand game mechanics (59.1%). These insights underline the need for targeted efforts to
clarify GameSense’s comprehensive purpose and dispel misconceptions, especially concerning
its diverse educational functions.

Perceived Target Audience for GameSense: Although a substantial portion (83.7%)
acknowledged that GameSense’s purpose is to assist individuals struggling with gambling
control, the alignment was less prominent regarding occasional gamblers, with only around half
(50.0%) agreeing that GameSense benefits people who gamble infrequently.

Engagement with GameSense Information Centers (GSIC) and GameSense
Advisors (GSA): More than half (58.9%) of all respondents reported having visited a GSIC,
while 32.5% indicated they had not yet done so (8.6% did not provide a response). A LCA
highlighted three distinct groups among those who had visited GSICs, revealing diverse
motivations. Group 1 (n=57) encompassed employees who endorsed all reasons for visiting the
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GSIC, indicating “Comprehensive Interests”. Group 2 (n=50) showed similarities to Group 1,
albeit with a lesser endorsement of reasons tied to curiosity or general knowledge (i.e., they
tended to visit purely to learn about RG). They typically endorsed reasons for visiting related to
“RG Interests”. Group 3 (n=53) were less likely to indicate they visited a GSIC for all of the
provided reasons compared to those in Groups 1 and 2. These employees has “Focused
Interests”, which the most endorsed reason being “To be better informed should I need to pass
information to players”.

Among non-visitors, the most prevalent reason for not visiting a GSIC was not being
asked to do so (59.3%) and belief that they already had RG knowledge (greater that 56.8%
endorsement for these items). A LCA for non-visitors yielded two groups: Group 1 (n=53)
predominantly endorsed reasons related to personal knowledge and RG familiarity. That is, they
had “RG Proficiency Beliefs. Group 2 (n=32) endorsed the same reasons for not visiting a GSIC,
but to a much lesser extent than those in Group 1. That is, they had “Tempered RG Proficiency
Beliefs”.

Comparing visitors and non-visitors, those who visited GSICs demonstrated a better
understanding of GameSense’s purpose compared to non-visitors, indicating the value of
engaging with GSICs in enhancing RG comprehension.

Interactions with GSAs. Among all 280 respondents, 68.8% reported having interacted
with a GSA while 20.5% indicated they had not (10.8% did not respond to the query). The vast
majority of employees reported having a positive experience with the GSA, with 87.0% noting
that due to their experience interacting with a GSA, they would encourage others to do the same.
Most (85.6%) also agreed that they felt more informed about RG after their interaction, and
79.9% of employees indicated that their interaction with a GSA made them feel the casino cares
about its patrons.

Referrals. Among all respondents, 64.9% (n=126) reported having referred patrons to
GSAs. Seven potential reasons why they would refer a patron to a GSA were presented. The
predominant reasons for referring patrons included to help the patron learn about voluntary self-
exclusion (75.9%), to help the patron enroll in voluntary self-exclusion (70.8%), and if they
thought the patron had gambling problems (69.0%). Conversely, the least frequent motivation
was to refer patrons for the sake of receiving swag (45.1%). Furthermore, a significant
association emerged between employees who visited a GSIC and those who referred patrons to a
GSA. Those who indicated that they had visited a GSIC and spoke to a GSA were 1.62 times
more likely to refer a player to GameSense than those who had not visited a GSIC or spoke to a
GSA (i.e., 70.9% vs. 43.5%).

What are some take home messages?
1. Player-facing employees exhibit high awareness of GameSense, primarily through
training and interactions with GSAs. The perceived purpose of GameSense aligns with its

true objectives, emphasizing education about RG and support for gambling-related
concerns.
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Employees actively engage with GSICs, driven by motives like enhancing RG
information to players and addressing queries about games. Diverse visitor groups exhibit
motivations ranging from game-related curiosity to the desire for information.

Interactions with GSAs prove valuable, boosting employees’ understanding of RG
strategies and their perception that the casino cares about its patrons.

Referral of patrons to GSAs shows strong correlation with GSIC visits, emphasizing their
interconnectedness. Employees refer patrons for reasons like promoting voluntary self-
exclusion and addressing potential gambling issues.

These findings underscore the importance of comprehensive training, encouraging
employee-customer interactions, and aligning perceptions with GameSense’s genuine
goals.

Insights gained from this evaluation provide a foundation for refining GameSense
strategies, ensuring effective promotion of RG and an enhanced patron experience.

What do we recommend?

Our findings offer valuable insights into optimizing the GameSense program and enhancing RG
initiatives. Based on these insights, we put forth the following recommendations:

1.

Comprehensive Specific Player-facing Employee Training: Develop and implement
comprehensive training programs for player-facing employees that transcend basic
awareness. Equip them with in-depth knowledge about GameSense’s objectives,
resources, and its role in fostering RG among all players, irrespective of their gambling
behavior.

Address Misconceptions about GameSense: Design targeted training modules to dispel
misconceptions that employees might have about GameSense. Emphasize that the
program is designed for all players, underscoring its value in promoting informed
decision-making and enriching the overall gambling experience.

Regular Communication with Player-facing Employees: Encourage player-facing
employees to seamlessly integrate references to GameSense into their interactions with
players. By making this a natural part of conversations, RG discussions can become
normalized, contributing to correcting misperceptions.

Guidelines for Approaching All Patrons about RG: Provide clear guidelines on
approaching patrons about RG in a respectful manner. Equip employees with strategies to
initiate conversations and manage potentially challenging situations, addressing concerns
related to player responses.

Emphasize Value of Employee Interactions with GSAs: Showcase the positive impact
of personal interactions with GSAs on employees’ own understanding of RG. Motivate



employees to engage with GSAs to enhance their continuous learning and improve their
ability to provide accurate information to players.

6. Regular Refresher Training: Implement regular refresher training sessions to reinforce
RG messages and keep employees updated on the latest GameSense resources and
information.

7. Promote a Supportive Environment: Cultivate a supportive atmosphere that
encourages employees to comfortably discuss RG with patrons. Set clear expectations
and provide guidance on managing complex conversations.

8. Incorporate Employee Feedback: Establish mechanisms to gather input from player-
facing employees about their interactions with players and experiences with GameSense.
Use this feedback to refine training programs and communication strategies continually.

9. Add a Designated, GameSense branded, “Play Break” Sitting Area Inside the GSIC.
Expanding the footprint of GSICs to include a designated “break” area could be
leveraged to initiate meaningful RG-oriented interactions with employees.

10. Measurement of Impact: Implement a system to gauge the impact of employee
interactions with patrons regarding RG. This could involve tracking referrals to
GameSense, evaluating shifts in player behavior, and obtaining feedback from employees
on the effectiveness of their interactions.

What have we learned?

This evaluation of player-facing casino employees’ awareness of and engagement with the
GameSense program highlighted key areas for enhancing RG initiatives in casinos. Employees
generally possess strong awareness of GameSense, often stemming from training and
interactions with GSAs. However, misconceptions about the program’s scope call for targeted
communication strategies. Engaging with GSAs and visiting GSICs positively impacts employee
understanding of RG. Motivations for referring patrons to GameSense range from voluntary self-
exclusion to addressing potential gambling-related concerns. In response to our findings, we
recommend targeted training enhancements, communication strategies, and the fostering of a
supportive environment. Our insights offer a roadmap for integrating RG seamlessly into the
casino experience, benefitting both patrons and the broader community.
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1. Introduction

The promotion of responsible gambling (RG) practices and the use of RG tools are
paramount goals within the gambling industry (Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Wohl et al. 2013). For
example, when people visit a gaming venue, they may see RG educational materials that explain
how games work (e.g., Wohl et al., 2010), pop-up messages when playing Electronic Gaming
Machines (EGMs) that inform them about the odds of winning or whether they have reached a
pre-determined limit on the amount of time or money they spent gambling (see Auer et al., 2014;
Gainsbury et al., 2018; Stewart & Wohl, 2013), contact information for treatment services and
programs should they believe their play is becoming (or has become) problematic (Blaszczynski
et al., 2011; Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008; Hing, 2004; Nower & Blaszczynski, 2010), and
means to voluntarily self-exclude from gambling should they think that they need to abstain from
play (Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008; Hing, 2004; Nower & Blaszczynski, 2010). These
initiatives are typically provided to players via organized and branded RG programming, like
GameSense—the program adopted by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission and operated by
the Massachusetts Council on Gaming and Health to help facilitate RG for all players.

Player-facing employees who work for the gambling operator play a pivotal role in
marketing communication (Dawson & Abbott, 2011; Prentice & Wong, 2016), which likely
extends to RG programming (Ladouceur et al., 2004; Wohl et al., 2013). Indeed, by promoting
RG practices (e.g., encouraging players to take breaks or set limits), player-facing employees can
contribute to a culture of safer gambling within the casino environment (see Luo et al., 2017).
Additionally, player-facing employees are well positioned to notice when players are exhibiting
signs of problem gambling and direct them to a GameSense Advisor (GSA) to seek support

(Quilty et al., 2015). Yet, very little empirical research has assessed employee attitudes toward



and experiences with RG programming, and the research that has been done (e.g., Abarbanel et
al., 2019) did not focus exclusively on player-facing employees or examine whether attitudes and
experiences with an RG program predict whether they refer patrons to that program. In the
current research, we filled this gap by only recruiting employees who are in jobs where they have
the potential to directly interact with patrons. We did so at the three casinos in Massachusetts—
casinos that are mandated to offer GameSense. The purpose was to assess their awareness of, and
engagement with, GameSense, as well as whether they have referred patrons to the program and
their willingness to do so in the future.

1.1 Facilitating Help Seeking: Referral to GameSense

Player-facing employees are instrumental in identifying players who may be at risk of
gambling related difficulties (Ponting et al., 2016). Indeed, by way of their regular interactions
and observation skills, employees are well positioned to discern signs of problem gambling, such
as changes in behavior, excessive gambling, or emotional distress. Quilty and colleagues (2015),
for example, reported that most player-facing employees regularly observe players they believe
likely to have a gambling problem. When so identified, employees should be referring patrons to
appropriate resources and support systems, such as to a GameSense Information Center (GSIC)
or GSA. In doing so, they contribute to the early detection and intervention of potential gambling
problems.

Importantly, although employees expressing confidence in their ability to identify
problem gambling behaviors, they are often inaccurate in their assessment—they classified many
people who gambled problematically as low-risk and some people who were low-risk gamblers
as having a gambling problem (Delfabbro et al., 2012). In other words, employees have difficulty

differentiating problem gamblers from other gamblers. They also express that despite their



training, they are unsure what course of action should be taken when they believe a patron is
exhibiting signs of distress, particularly when the player does not approach them for assistance
(Beckett et al., 2020b; Hing & Nuske, 2012). Employees may not be confident about how best to
approach the patron, including how best to refer patrons to GSAs (Abarbanel et al., 2018). There
is concern they may offend the patron and thus receive a negative reaction in response (Beckett
et al., 2020b; Hing & Nuske, 2012; Manian et al., 2023; Mulkeen, 2013). Perhaps unsurprisingly
then, Gray and colleagues (2021), found that most casino employees (71.4%) who work at a
casino that offers GameSense (irrespective of whether their job is player-facing) have not
referred players to the program.

Of course, programs like GameSense are created for all players and not simply those who
may be experiencing gambling-related problems. Indeed, the expressed purpose of GameSense is
to encourage all players to develop gambling-related knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors that
reduce the risk of developing a gambling problem. However, employees may have a narrow view
of the role of GSAs (Gray et al., 2021). Although employees may be aware that GSAs assist
patrons with gambling problems, they may be unaware that GSAs also receive extensive training
in patron-focused RG with the end of educating players about and encouraging players to adopt
beliefs and behaviors that reduce gambling-related harms. Relatedly, employees may believe that
GameSense is for patrons who have developed gambling problems, especially given their
training often includes identifying and responding to patron