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COM SSI ONER LANNI:  "Whil e recent studies have
attenpted to quantify these costs to society, we know that no
dol I ar anount could represent what a |lost or inpaired parent or
spouse or child nmeans to the rest of a famly."
That’s already in there.
"Furthernore, many of these costs are hidden."
| woul d add:
"And it is difficult to quantify the enptiona
damage and its long terminpact on famlies and
their children. As we consider these matters, it
is inportant to keep in mnd that virtually all of
t he negative consequences are not related to
ganbl i ng, per se, but to problem or pathol ogical
behavior. As NORC indicated in its report, 'In a
nunber of respects, the tangible inpacts from
probl em ganbl i ng can be thought of a anal ogous to
t he econom c inpacts of al cohol abuse. |In both
situations, inappropriate and/or excess
participation are |legal, and wi dely pursued
| ei sure activity, can exact an undesirable toll on
i ndividuals, famlies, friends and the surroundi ng
comunity.’ "
COW SSI ONER LEONE: | second the notion.
CHAIl R\OVAN JAMES: It has been noved and seconded.
Di scussi on?
COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | woul d not be confortable at al
in maki ng the statement that the negative consequences of
ganbling are not related to this. The consequences that are

listed here are not related to ganbling. |[It’s ganbling behavi or
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that’s triggered the problem And | don't think we ought to nake
a statenent |ike that.

COW SSI ONER LANNI: | would ask Jim what is the cite
for the ganbling behavior has caused the problen? W said that
ganbling per se is not, but the problem pathological behavior
is. | don't think that differs fromwhat you just said.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  You say that all of the negative
consequences are not related to ganbling, per se.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  But to problem or pathol ogi cal
behavi or .

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  But it doesn’t -- doesn’t devel op
in a vacuum | nean, pathol ogi cal behavior is expressed in
reference to the particular activity. W had testinony, as |
recall, to this Conmm ssion, that when ganbling enterprises were
brought into a nei ghborhood or into an area where they had not
been before, that the probl em becane exacerbated. | think of Dr.
Eves, for exanple, who cane here and tal ked about havi ng never
had a problemw th ganbling until it was suddenly nearby, and
then he found hinself deeply involved init.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Jim what if we added after
behavior relating to it? Wuld that help you?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: What are you doi ng here,
suggesting? | don’t understand this |ast thing.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI: W' d say, "As we consider these
matters, it’s inportant to keep in mnd that virtually all of the
negati ve consequences are not related to ganbling, per se, but to
probl em or pat hol ogi cal behavior relating to it." In other
words, to individuals who are relating to there, they have

probl em or pat hol ogi cal aspects of it. | think the way it’s
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witten right now, it gives one the clear inpression and
under st andi ng that ganbling is the cause.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yeah. | -- tell me what you just
-- the words you just put.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  I'’msaying -- adding "relating to
it", follow ng the word "behavior."

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | woul d accept "triggered by it."

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  |I’'d say "relating.” | mean, |
can’t get into triggers. Triggered --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: The ganbling doesn’t trigger the
probl em

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI :  Peopl e have -- it seens to ne that
peopl e have probl ens or are pathol ogical and they would find co-
norbidity in a nunber of different instances.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  You have indicated earlier in
that sentence that -- you ve used the word "rel ated" tw ce, that
t he consequences are not related to it. And at the end you say
related to it.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  No, | say not related to ganbling,
per se, but to problem or pathological behavior. 1’1l drop
“relating"” and see if we can get another word.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  The behavi or becones pat hol ogi cal
when its -- when it’s expressed in ganbling.

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  1'l1 wait.

COW SSIONER LANNI:  I'd like to hear Richard' s
t houghts. Maybe he has a way that woul d be hel pful.

COWM SSI ONER LEONE:  Well, as | understand it, you're
not argui ng that what we’ve been discussing all this tine as

probl em and pat hol ogi cal behavior in ganblers isn't related to
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ganbling. It’s identified as relating to their activities in
ganbling. What you're trying to say, that the very activity of
ganbling itself, unlike, say, snoking cigarettes, is not --
doesn’t necessarily have the sanme effect on everybody. Everybody
doesn’t get tar nicotine in their lungs, and everybody ganbles.

It just seens to ne |like the |anguage is not solicitous
because | think -- and | think that’s what, basically, Jimis
saying too is it’s ruling out making a distinction. But making
the distinction this way doesn’t make any sense to me, Terry,
because obvi ously the kind of pathol ogi cal behavior we’' re talking
about on this Comm ssion is the kind that’s related to ganbling.

And so the sentence, | think, is bound to throw anybody off.
Whien we say it’s not related to ganbling, per se, one would
expect you to go on, then, and say it’s related to their |ove of
hopscot ch or sonet hi ng.

But it’s not -- you know, the kind of pathological and
probl em behavi or we’re discussing on this Conmi ssion is the kind
that’s related to ganbling. It nmay not be sonething that’s built
into a slot machine or a card ganme, but it is the kind of
behavior we’re | ooking at. There nust be a better way to get at
these two things than this is. | think --

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI: Do you have a suggestion?

COM SSIONER LEONE:  I'’mtrying. | only have one off
the top of ny head, but maybe if we could take a nonent.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE:  Well, could you try, "Are not
related to ganbling, per se, but to problem or pathol ogical
ganbl i ng behaviors"? It sounds a little redundant.

CHAl RAMOVAN JAMES: It’s a very -- we're operating very

informally this afternoon.
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COWMM SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  The way you’ ve got this worded
totally defies a |ot of what we have learned in the |ast two
years. | don’t think you intend to do that, but | think it
achieves that. The phrase that has been used which perhaps wll
get at your -- what you're trying to state here, although I see
it as somewhat distinct fromwhat the original author of this
paragraph was trying to state, is those negative outcones
associated with ganbling, or something to that effect.

We appreciate that in a lot of the research -- there’s
a lot we don’t yet understand. But we do understand that for a
| ot of people ganbling will exacerbate or nagnify certain
el enents of their personality, or whatever it is. And as you
know, we’'re doing research in a nunber of different directions.
How much of it is environnental, how nuch is famlial, how nuch
is neurobiological. W don't have all the pieces yet. So, we
usual |y describe these things because, indeed, they are
stinmul ated by ganbling, especially by some kinds of ganes, very,
very much. Watever the set of conditions are that they have.

So, to say what you' re saying here, in effect, it’s not
related to ganbling, is sort of -- reaches too far, | think. It
doesn’t really state even what we know ri ght now

CHAI RAMOVAN JAMES: Are we ready for the question?

Terry, did you have one nore stab at it?

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, there was a suggestion that
we change it to, "as we consider"” -- drop "related"” and "are not
caused by ganbling, per se. But to problemor pathol ogical
behavior relating to it." So, you drop the first "related" to
address Jinis concern, put "caused by."

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: Are not caused by?
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COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  "Ganbl i ng per se, but to,"” | would
say, "but by problem or pathol ogi cal behavior relating to it."

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON: That assunes that the person has
this serious problem this pathol ogical problemwhich sinply gets
attached to ganbling, instead of ganbling playing a role in the
devel opnment of the pathol ogi cal personality.

COVMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, that is a point that | think
is still very nmuch open for debate. | think there are people who
have pat hol ogi cal probl em behavior attitudes. There's a |ot of
co-norbidity. And they might latch on to a series of different
issues. |'mnot so sure the issue |atches on to them rather
themlatching on to it. 1It’'s a fundanental difference in
approach in that regard.

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: Terry, which one would you like to
offer as the notion, "caused by," or "related"?

COW SSI ONER LANNI: | would -- | would offer as the
notion that, "Are not caused by ganbling per se, but by problem
or pathol ogi cal behavior relating to it."

COW SSI ONER BI BLE; My | nake a request, please, a
courtesy request? This proposal is so far-reaching and so
contradictory of what my inpression is of the body of know edge
that we have so far, that | would very nuch appreciate it if
Terry would be willing to just have a staff nenber type this up,
what ever the anendnment is that he wants, and |let us take a | ook
at it as he would anend it so we can try to understand it.

COVMM SSI ONER LANNI: |’ d be happy to do it.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Thank you.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Madane Chai r man?

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: Well, the question had been call ed.
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| have to --
COWMWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That’'s right. Let’s vote on it.
If it passes, then you can make -- | would -- | would hope that
it -- 1 mean, | hope it doesn’t pass, but if it does then perhaps
you woul d then reconmend that we |ook at it.
COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: If the vote is on the present
| anguage as Terry introduced it, | don’t think it would pass, but
since he’s proposing an anendnment which he’s indicating to us is
designed to respond to questions raised here in this discussion,
| have no idea how individual nenbers of this Comm ssion are
going to interpret that anendnent.
CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: Not caused by.
COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  So - -
CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: Could you read it as it exists right
now, Terry?
COVMM SSI ONER LANNI:  As |’ m proposing it?
CHAl RMOVAN JAMES: Right. As we'll consider it.
COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Ckay. Looking at the docunent,
I’mnot going to read any of it that is already in the lighter
type because that’s in the existing proposed | anguage. Line
seven would still read, |I would add, "And it is difficult to
quantify the enotional danage.” That is a change, as was
originally noted. Wen we get down to the next line | would read
the follow ng, "as we consider these matters it is inportant to
keep in mnd that virtually all of the negative consequences are
not caused by ganbling per se, but by problem or pathol ogical
behavior relating to it."™ And then it would continue as it was
originally proposed.

COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: May | just nmake this comrent?
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CHAI RAMOVAN JAMES:  Sur e.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  Waich | hope will be seen as
somewhat friendly. The |anguage that you put in, many of these
costs are hidden. | don’t know about hidden, but | do agree with
your | anguage they are difficult to quantify.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  That’s the only change fromthe
original text.

COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: Right. Now, | don’t have a
problemw th that | anguage. Indeed, the way we worded the
research proposal was very carefully to get at that that we're
seeking to find out if we could even design an instrunment, a
reliable instrument that would nmeasure this, because we don’t
know t he answer to that. Maybe it would turn out to be
i npossible. So, | don’t agree with -- pardon ne. | don’'t
di sagree with your -- your characterization of this is very
difficult to quantify. 1It’s only after that that | think we get
into, if youll forgive ne, somewhat consi derabl e overstatenent.

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Yeah, | don’t think | heard any
objection to, "and it is difficult."”

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | have one ot her question, which
is of an inportance to ne that I was going to get toit as --
this replaces the end reality of those hidden costs, "The
enotional costs of addictive behavior concern us far nore than
t he annual econom c expense of problem or pathol ogi cal ganbl ers"?

| would have a lot -- | would have a |lot of trouble with that
| anguage conming out of here. | can cone up with lots of exanples
of things with positive economc effects that I’mnot for.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  That’s not the intent.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: COkay. So, that stays in.
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COW SSI ONER LANNI: | know this has convol uted the
whol e process, the question has been called, but it would stay
in.

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  And the -- manager of your
| aryngitis.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Yeah.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: May | renew ny request, please,
t hat what ever changes are going to be made in this section, if we
coul d have the staff type themup and with certainty get back to
it inalittle while, as soon as you think it should be fit back
into the discussion?

CHAl RWOVAN JAMES:  Sure. W'l table that and nove on

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  The next one is chapter seven, of
course, page four, lines 10 through 14, 41 through 42. Again,
rather than take the tinme to read it, if you would take a | ook at
t he page four which |I’ve included, which has the dianond and the
stars are two different points here. The first --

COWM SSI ONER BI BLE: Could we just nmake sure we're
catching up with you?

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  |I'’msorry. Sure. |It’'s page four,
| i ne nunber 10 through 14, 41 and 42.

COWM SSI ONER BI BLE: Chapter seven.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Page four.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: |’ m | ooking at page four in the
bi nder .

COW SSIONER LANNI:  Right. Wich it is.

COWMM SSI ONER BIBLE: Al right. Now, your |anguage is
wher e?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, it should be in the
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docunents that are submtted. Star David and then the taggle.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE; Page four. Thank you.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Okay. Before you read it, the
reason | was raising this, | think it does -- we need to address
the issue of co-norbidity. | think it’s poorly worded. And
suggest a clarifying | anguage which I think is necessary to point
out that illegal ganbling can conplicate social -- conplications.

So, with that in mnd, if you read that and then the proposed
| anguage it woul d be hel pful.

By the way, the one on the Star David is -- |I'm
wi t hdrawi ng, so you can overl ook that.

COWM SSI ONER BI BLE: The whol e page?

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  It’s on the same page. The one on
the -- further the typed. So, if you just read |lines 10 through
14. |I'’mdeleting the 41 through 42. M request is to review
lines 10 through 14. And the next page gives the suggested
action.

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: So, you're withdrawi ng that one?

COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: May | make a suggesti on,
because | do think it is fair totry to estinate costs wth co-
norbidity in mnd. As a matter of fact, specifically in several
parts of that outstanding research program whi ch the Conm ssion
has adopted unaninmously in its wisdom its profound, infinite
W sdom

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM I n your wi sdom

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY: We do -- we do try to get at
the problem of co-norbidity, because its a totally legitimte
problem So, how nuch of the cost of negative outcomes we

ascri be to pathol ogi cal ganbling versus how nuch we ascribe to
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ot her existing, co-existing disorders, is a very tough question

and one it is very fair to ask for.

Now, | ooking at your |anguage here, however -- let ne
get to the point | noticed a nonment ago. "To the extent
pat hol ogi cal ganbling is a synptom of another disorder,” | don’t

know what that neans.
COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That’s the | anguage he wants to
replace. He wants to replace that |anguage with this.
COW SSI ONER LEONE: That’s the existing | anguage.
COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  That’s right. That is --
COW SSI ONER LEONE:  You need this package.
COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: 1’ve got the package. And that
repl aces the paragraph you were just questioning, as | understand
it.
| don’t have a problemw th a good deal of this
| anguage. | do -- 1’m puzzled by the sentence that begins:
"Only to the extent that researchers can isolate
the effects of pathol ogical ganbling on, say,
marital stability fromthe effects of co-existing
conditions |ike drug abuse can researchers
determ ne the net negative effects on pathol ogi cal
ganbling on nmarriage."
COWM SSI ONER BIBLE: That’'s just used by way of
exanple. | assune you could take any exanpl e.
COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  Yeah. No, | appreciate your
exanple. But because we know virtually nothi ng about
-- about how di sorders that share co-norbidity, where nore than
one person interacts with each other, trying to establish causal

rel ati onshi ps.
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COWM SSI ONER LANNI : Does anyone want to drop from
"only on" to -- would that be --

COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  That woul d hel p.

COWMWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Terry, nmay | offer a friendly
amendnent ?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Sure.

COMM SSIONER LANNI: | think I could accept all three
of these paragraphs if in line two where you say, "Legalized
ganbling | edger only net social and econom c costs.”

COMM SSIONER LANNI: | think that’s a good addition.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Ckay.

CHAl RWOVAN JAMES: So, we’ve added "social and
econom c. "

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  You did add "only"?

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  No. He's saying only net soci al
and economi c costs.

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES: No, the second paragraph.

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  Ch, I'msorry. 1In the second
par agraph, after the footnote six, beginning with the word "only"
and ending with the word "marri ages" woul d be del et ed.

CHAl RWOVAN JAMES: Question has been called. Al in
favor? Any opposed?

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Thank you. Page nunber five
through six, and that’s |ine nunber 26, and then 27 and 31, and
45 too. And this has, I'll let you read it, but the Comm ssion
recei ved hundreds of pages of testinony fromlocal officials, and
we just didn't include anything in here giving sone reference to
t hose nayors who appeared before us, so |’ m suggesting that we

add that new | anguage as an insert. And that, "The Conm ssion
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al so heard fromscores of local officials in jurisdictions where
casinos are |ocated. Anong those who inforned the Commi ssioners
with their testinmony were” -- well, it lists all the mayors. "W
al so heard fromthese mayors. Wthout exception, these el ected
of ficials expressed support for ganbling and recited instances of
i ncreased revenues for their cities. They al so discussed
comunity inprovenents nade possible since the advent of ganbling
in their conmunities, and reviewed the general betternent of life
for the citizenry in their cities and towns."

We have ot her instances of people who didn't think
that it did. So, | think for balance we should include the ones
that did, not saying that we agree or disagree with those
i ndi vi dual nayors.

COWMWM SSI ONER W LHELM | woul d support the inclusion of
this because it just reflects our record. | would point out,
however, that we’'re m ssing some nayors. Maybe the staff could -
- for exanple, we're mssing Mayor Wal en of Atlantic City and
Mayor Jones of Las Vegas.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  There were references in other
parts of the --

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  To t hen?

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  To them In other parts of
di fferent chapters.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  That’ s fi ne.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Madanme Chair, is this item
seconded?

CHAl RWOVAN JAMES: It has not been seconded.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | second the notion.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Is this the substitute -- this is
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an insert and doesn’t replace anything el se?

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  No. This is just an insert to the

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  1've got it. My | offer a
friendly anendnment? Instead of "scores", could you say "a
nunber™ or even "many"? Scores bothers ne.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI: Al right. Scores is --

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON: | like "many." | |ike "nunber"”

better.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  What woul d you |ike?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Nunber .

CHAI RMOVAN JAMES:  Any nunber. Al in favor? Any
opposed? Next?

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, we have the issues on page
21, there's still a couple nore on that particular one. Page 21
of the report, | suggested new | anguage. This has to do with the
i nformati on supplied regarding the econom c inpact of ganbling on
the host communities. | think it’s inadequate. And the
reference, "we’ ve got problens in our bankruptcies" deserves nore
i n-depth di scussion, as we’ve obviously suggested additi onal
research on that. So, | have new | anguage that |’ m suggesti ng
there. And that is on page 21 with the docunents that | have
presented to you. It’'s a copy of page 21 fromthe report, with
nodi fications that |1’ m suggesti ng.

COMWM SSIONER BIBLE: Al right. So, we want to | ook at
page 21 in the binder.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  You can | ook at the binder, but
it’s right there.

COWM SSI ONER LEONE: The package -- page 21 is a
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substitute for sonething that’s on page five, that is narked page
five in the back.

CHAl RWOVAN JAMES:  Should we call a few minute recess?
Wiy don’t we call a five mnute recess and nake sure all of our
papers are cleared up, and this will go so nmuch nore snoothly.
CHAl RWOVAN JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Lanni
COW SSIONER LANNI:  If | could return to -- while we
are |looking at this docunent, if | could turn to chapter seven,
page nunber four, and the one that we had asked for a rewite, |
have presented this to several Conm ssioners, they seened to be
confortable with it. The new | anguage would be in line four,
six, seven -- line six, excuse ne, would still be "And it is
difficult.” 1 think we agreed with that. "To quantify the
enot i onal danmge.
The next sentence, which was a bother for people,
begi nning with"as" and ending with the word "behavi or” woul d be
del eted, and we would nmerely go with the foll ow ng:
"As NORC indicated in its report, in a nunber of
respects, the tangible inpacts from probl em
ganbl i ng can be thought of as anal ogous to the
econom ¢ i npacts of al cohol abuse. In both
situations, inappropriate and/or excess
participation in a |l egal and wi dely pursued
| ei sure activity can exact an undesirable toll on
i ndividuals, famly friends, and the surroundi ng
comunity. That would be ny proposal
CHAl RAMOVAN JAMES: G eat. Hearing no objection, it is
done.

COWMWM SSI ONER LEONE:  Could | just clarify my own
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-- does that nmean that the | anguage is to be inserted as stated?
CHAl RWOVAN JAMES:  As it was read.
COW SSI ONER LANNI: W' re back to the issue of the co-
norbidity -- host conmunities, excuse ne. Host comunities,
whi ch |’ ve proposed.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM  This is the one with all the
mayors in it?
CHAI RAMOVAN JAMES: No. W’ ve done the mayors.
COWMM SSI ONER LANNI: W’ ve done the nayors. This is
the one we’ve asked you to review, and that’s when we found that
sonme people didn't have it. It’s page 21
COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Ch.  Ckay.
COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Beginning with "In the community."
And the word that is in there is "case studies.” It should be
"analysis." That's a typo. "In the community anal ysis conducted
by NORC." The change woul d be the reference to NORC agai n.
"The NORC 100 conmunity dat abase anal ysi s of
Casino proximty reported that there is a
statistically significant casino effect on per
capita casi no spending on four of five enpl oynent
nmeasures and on seven of 16 income-earning
nmeasures. This analysis also found that there is
mar ked decrease in the percentage of the |abor
force that is unenployed, a slight increase in
construction earnings, an increase in actual per
capita construction earnings and a substanti al
percentage increase in earnings, in hotel --
excuse nme, hotel and | odgi ngs and recreati on and

amusenent industries."
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And that’'s cited as 14.
"A study conducted for the national Institute of
Justice, Ofice of Justice Prograns, U S.
Department of Justice, provides additional
evi dence of the econonmic inpact of ganbling on
host communities. The study reports that a clear
majority, 59 percent of the 128 individuals
i nterviewed, were favorably di sposed towards the
presence of a casino in their comunity. Both
bel i eve the casi no enhanced the quality of life 65
percent, had a positive effect on the econony 77
percent."”
And that’s cited.
"And those individuals in econom c devel opnent
positions tended to be overwhel m ngly positive
toward casinos with 95 percent, indicating casinos
had a positive inpact -- excuse nme, economc
i npact on the community, and 86 percent said it’s
i nproved the quality of |ife of residents. |
woul d propose that that |anguage be anended and
i ncl uded accordingly."
COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Madanme Chair, | don’t know that -
- 1 don’t know that | have any serious problemw th this, but two
t houghts occur to nme that | just want to share with ny -- with ny
friends on the Conm ssion here.
One is that this is a pretty small sanple that we’'re
headi ng upon here. It reminds ne of the size of the sanple in
the interview survey of pari-nutuel ganbling. And -- what you

fellas said earlier about we really can’t rely on those nunbers
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too nuch. But I'll go along with you. 1’'Il go along with you.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Well, if we took out all of the
comunity analysis and take out all the patron survey, |I'IIl be
happy.

COWM SSI ONER MCCARTHY: And the second thing I wanted
to mention was that it’s just encourage after a year of
occasional differences with people -- the NORC research report,

to see it endorsed in such strong terns.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: | don’t nean this in a -- | don't
nmean this in an offensive way, but I -- | ama little uneasy
about it. I'maquite confident that these citations are

accurately taken fromthe report. But what | don’'t know off the
top of ny head is how selective they are. |If the NORC report
al so included a variety of other nmeasures that woul d have nade
for a nore m xed picture, or if the National Institute of Justice
report that’s referred to here had other points init. And I'm
just alittle -- | mean, there’s no -- | have no problemwth,
obviously, citing official reports like that, including one that
we commi ssioned ourselves. | just want to nake sure -- | don’t
want the spirit of cooperation to go too far

It’s ny understanding that at |east sone of those 125
i ndividuals -- 128 individuals -- were casino executives, which
woul d cast doubt on the findings as well. 1’mnot absolutely
positive of that, but that’s our nenory of it. Have we seen this
study? This was in evidence?

COWM SSI ONER BI BLE: You're tal king about the GOG
st udy?

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That’'s right. | don’t renenber

it either, and that’'s a second concern. The first paragraph is
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no problemfor nme, froma study conducted through the 77 percent
figure there. | have those two concerns. One, the objectivity
of those 128 individuals, and secondly, whether we’ ve seen this
before, whether it’s in evidence. Because | don’t renenber
seei ng that study.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Jim what would you like to have
del et ed?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Starting with the study and
ending with 77 percent, until we know nore about that study and
who the sanpl e was.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Let’s let it go and I’'Il redact

that and renove it.



