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CHAI R JAMES: Wth that, we are ready to turn to our
final piece of the day, which is ganbling and addicti on.

Dr. Shosky.

DR. SHOSKY: Thank you, Madane Chair.

There are two pieces that you mght want to | ook at as
we prepare for our discussion. One piece is the chapter that we
have on pathol ogical ganbling. That's the 4/20/99 version that
you have in your briefing book.

And you' Il find that at Tab 6, Ganbling and Addicti on.
There’'s also a piece that was prepared by Conm ssioner Dobson
And the inportant |anguage on the front of that, so you'll be
able to recognize it, is it says Draft Chapter on Pathol ogica
Ganbling and then, at line 12, it says Additional Draft Language,
Addi ti onal Draft Language.

That was one of the pieces that you woul d have received
yesterday. And these are the two pieces that we’ll be discussing
In this session.

CHAI R JAMES: kay, let’'s let everybody find those
pi eces and nmake sure we have themin front of us.

Can you hold up the Dobson piece so | can see what it
| ooks |ike?

DR, SHOSKY: 1'd be delighted to.

CHAI R JAMES: It was in the stuff last night? Ckay.
This is it? Okay.

Does everybody have that in front of thenf

DR.  SHOSKY: The draft prepared by staff includes the
recommendations at the back, as you wll see, and the comments
from the prior neeting. And within this particular chapter,

there were sone issues that were grouped in three sections.
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The first is defining and neasuring pathological
ganbling. That would include scope, definitions and preval ence.

The second major area was treatnment and research
efforts; what works in treatnent; industry, governnent and
private sector efforts; and a brief nmention of future research
needs because you' Il probably renmenber that there’'s also a
section in the future research chapter that would cover sone of
the sanme materi al

And then finally the recommendati ons secti on.

If I may say a couple of things about the chapter
prepared by staff, we gave a heavy enphasis to the studies that
have been contracted for by the Commission. And you'll notice,
particularly at the bottom of page one, continuing through page
two and three, that we give nuch justification for the DSM IV
criteria and a discussion as to generally what we nean by
pat hol ogi cal ganbl i ng.

After that, there’s the scope of pathol ogical ganbling,
which is essentially an explanation of the studies that we used
and then the results of those studies.

There were a couple of different ways of grouping the
results of the studies, and what we finally decided to do was to
use the studies in tandem and cover particular issues as they
came up.

For exanple, if you'll notice on the bottom of page
six, we have both of the studies talking about adolescent
ganbl ers, and that continues on to page seven. W nention that
both studies, for exanple, found that nen were nore likely to be
pat hol ogi cal problemor at risk ganblers than wonen.

There’s a discussion after that about African-Amrericans

and ot her ethnic groups and educational factors, so forth and so
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on. And then there's a discussion about the availability of
gam ng and pathol ogical ganbling, patterns of behavior; nuch
di scussi on about treatnent, especially results that cane out of
our studies; a nention of industry responses; the concl usions and
t he reconmendati ons.

And in the additional draft |anguage section, which is
the piece prepared by Conmm ssioner Dobson, what you have is a
different grouping of some of the material, and sone of the
material is presented in nore extensive fashion than we did.

Sonme of it’s a little bit shorter. But youll notice a
maj or difference on page five of that particular docunment where
sonme expenditure information is included that we did not have.
And you'll notice a stronger discussion of the preval ence issue
fromthat point on through the m ddl e of page 11.

And there may be other major differences. 1’ mnot sure
| shoul d speak for soneone else’'s work, but those were two that |
noted straight away that | thought were better than the materi al
that we had presented oursel ves.

CHAI R JANMES: Wth that, |'d ask the conmm ssioners
foll ow ng our discussion earlier today, how we may best want to
spend our tine together this afternoon is postponing the
discussion on line itens in either docunent and talking about
what it is that we want to say on this issue.

W have already said a great deal. W’ ve reached sone
consensus. Wiat is it that we want to make sure is included in
t he recommendati on section?

Has everybody had a chance to read both docunents?
Yes, no?

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  This is the pathol ogi cal ganbling

-- yes.
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CHAI R JAMES: Ckay, having said that, what do you want
to say about this issue? Not all at one tine.

Jim why don’t | let you kick this off?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Well, this is -- again, this is
our statenment. | think it’s up to the comm ssioners to react to
it. 1 don’'t have anything to -- | do have several changes to our
own statenent when the tine cones, but I think we ought to get a
general view of it first.

CHAI R JAMES: John.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | think there’s a good deal of
work here that’'s been done that's quite good. On page 11 of
Jims docunent, the one we got Ilast night, the one |abeled
Addi tional Draft Language, | continue to have a problem that I
have voi ced several tines previously and to which I don’t believe
there’s ever been a satisfactory answer given by NORC, which is
the creation -- and | use the term carefully -- creation of
purported conclusions by mngling the tel ephone survey data and
t he patron survey data.

Not wi t hst andi ng the sort of passive resistance of NORC,
it was ny understanding that that was not supposed to be done.
And this business about the availability -- you have a casino
within 50 mles being associated with double the preval ence
results fromthat.

And noreover, going back to the conversation that we’ve
had, and | think we adopted a recommendation by Jim at our |ast
meeting -- one of the ones that can’'t be found anywhere, Jim --
about the differential inpacts of destination resorts as against
others, | think that the assertion that ganbling prevalence is
greater for people that live within 50 mles of a casino, nunber

one, conpletely ignores the rather substantial distinctions anong
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kinds of casinos that we've talked about for two years; and,
nunber two, as | said, | think is invalid because it mxes the
data from those two surveys in a way that is not, in ny view
statistically defensible.

So | have a problemw th that particular assertion. |
just don’'t think there’'s any support for it. More broadly,
however, | think that, as | said, there’s a trenmendous anount of
good material in this draft.

CHAI R JAMES: Terry.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : | have -- again, |’'ve voiced ny
concerns and, frankly, criticisnms for NORC, and |I'm going to do
SO0 again today. In the aspect of the docunent that’'s been
prepared by Dr. Dobson, there are nunerous references that appear
to be the NORC references.

And the problens I have with NORC are as follows: One,
certainly what John has just nentioned that he had tal ked about
NORC, but in addition to that, we talked before -- and they
originally went through their prelimnary report, they went
through their next report and their final report, and they
changed substantially.

Al'l of a sudden, following the prelimnary report, they
come up with this at risk. Now, they used the term nol ogy then
"may be at risk." Then, when they cane to the final report, they
kind of edged into these things little by little.

They dropped "may" and just say they are at risk. So
they have determned on their own, wthout peer review, that 15
mllion people are at risk. They also base this on lifetine
consi deration rather than past year.

They had both pieces of information. |’mvery troubled

by that. | amvery troubled that they conbined the tel ephone and
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the patron surveys. And as far as |’ m concerned, we’ve taken the
| argest possible nunbers here, and that may be because of the
source of this particular docunent was |ooking for the | argest
possi bl e nunbers.

But again, | would recomend that there be ranges here.
And | am very, very bothered by taking the NORC report because |
don’t understand how they created this at risk category. It was
may be at risk, then they are at risk.

By the tine this report is issued, we probably all wll
be pathological ganblers, the way the friends at NORC are
wor ki ng. In addition, in the conclusion on page 20 of Dr.
Dobson’s report, in line five it says "the nunber of individuals
in the United States with ganbling problens is increasing.”

CHAIR JAMES: |'msorry, Terry, what page are we on?

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  Page 20, conclusion. "The nunber
of individuals in the United States with ganbling problens is
increasing.”" Well, if you look at the Harvard studies, that is
true for adults, but not true for youth. And | am bothered by
that particul ar aspect.

And | think there’s a fair anmpbunt of editorializing in
that next line and is the magnitude of those problens -- as is
the magnitude of those problens. | don't think we have support
for show ng that the magnitude is there.

I have been consistent in saying and believing that
there are a certain portion -- or is a certain portion of the
popul ation of this country that has problens with ganbling, from
a pat hol ogi cal and a probl em ganbl i ng standpoi nt.

| don’t buy into this issue of at risk. I'’d like to

see sone peer review on that whole termnology. And | don't |ike
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the fact that it’'s lifetime when they put their figures together.
I think we should | ook at past year.

W’ ve already gone through a nunber of instances where
we said if a person -- |I'l|l use a perfect exanple. | am 56 years
of age. Wen | was 18, | attended a wedding. |[I’'Ill never forget
it. And | went to a reception

| drank enough chanpagne at that reception when | was
18 years of age that | can tell you |I’ve never had a glass of
chanpagne since. But if I filled out that preval ence report, |
m ght be considered a person at risk for being an al coholic by
something | did foolishly when I was 18 years of age, which, |
hate to admt, was 48 years ago.

| am not at risk. But | would be determned to be
potentially at risk if | had answered yes to one of those
questions. So | do not accept NORC s assertion until we see peer
review on that particular matter.

Soneone once nentioned before on this Conm ssion after
two years we know one thing definitively: that we don't have
enough information on this entire subject to reach definitive
concl usi ons of any magnitude. And |I'ma believer in that.

But having said that, | amfirmly convinced that there
are people who have problenms wth ganbling and they need to be
dealt with, and I'm a firm believer in that. But | find
substantive disagreenent with utilizing NORC s | argest nunbers as
a basis for developing this chapter and its concl usions.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Madanme Chair, as | listen to
you, Terry, the greatest problemyou have is with the $15 nmillion
dol I ar nunber?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Fifteen mllion people, | think it
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Fifteen mllion adults?

COW SSIONER LANNI: | think it’s people. | don’t know
if it's --

COMWM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: Fifteen mllion American
adults, adult ganblers. Having listened to what you said, is
that the thing that gives you the --

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  No, that’s one of the issues.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  The bi ggest concern?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Lifetinme as conpared to using past
year and lifetine. I"d like to look at it in both categories.
That’ s of equal concern. Merging the patron and the tel ephone
surveys is a bother to ne.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Okay, |'mwell past -- one vote
here -- well past the nerging. We tal ked about that several
times in the research subcommttee during the process. They were
doing it. John and | have a bit of a difference in that.

I’m satisfied that scientifically they justified the
way they did that for the limted purposes they mx that. But I
would like to nmake a recommendation on the |anguage where 15
mllion is nentioned because --

CHAI R JAMES: Can we just close out that nerger one

first and then go to the 15 mllion? It was ny understandi ng,

based on the conversation that we had -- and | don't renmenber
whether it was at Virginia Beach or Washington -- that we would
ask, wherever that was nerged, that at least, at a mniml, it

woul d be identified as such.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: They were going to submt
tabl es, which they did.

CHAIR JAMES: Right. So, Terry, | don't knowif -- and

| have not been able to | ook at this docunment carefully enough to
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determine if, when those figures are quoted, that it 1is
identified as a nerged figure.

But that was in agreenent, and that certainly should be
reflected in anything that we do.

COWM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: They submtted the docunents
that they were asked to submt, as best | reviewed the main body

CHAIR JAMES: Is it on nerging?

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

CHAI R JAMES: kay, John.

COW SSI ONER - W LHELM Yes, let’s |look at page 11.
This is a house built on a thin reed. | don’t nean Steve. By
the way, Terry --

(Laughter.)

CHAIR JAMES: He likes the thin part.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Yeah, the thin part you could
have, but -- by the way, Terry, we’'ve agreed over at this end
that it wasn’t 48 years ago, it was 38 years ago.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : Vell, | never was very good at
mat h.

(Laughter.)

Actually, | did get straight A's in every math course
|’ ve ever taken, but that’'s a separate issue.

COMWM SSI ONER WLHELM It says here NORC | ooked at the
availability of casinos as one factor in the problem of
pat hol ogi cal ganbling. That’s a fact. And then it says the
availability of a casino within 50 mles is associated wth
doubl e the preval ence of problem and pathol ogi cal ganblers. No

source.
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And then it says past year levels of ganbling in the
conbi ned tel ephone and patron surveys also echoed this finding
with 40% of adults having ganbled within the last year if a
casino is closer, etc.

The finding that 40% of the adults ganbled once during
the past year has nothing to do with problem and pathol ogi cal
ganbl i ng.

So | think what’ s happened here is that one sense which
does tal k about this conbination of telephone and patron surveys
W t hout explaining why that is problematic is piled on top of a
previ ous sentence that has no source at all and has a result that
| don’t believe our record supports.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  The source for all of this is in
footnote 27, is it not, 27 and 28? That's the statenent in the
question -- the topic statenment is the first sentence that
relates to NORC. | think that’s where all that came from

COW SSI ONER W LHELM See, | share Terry’'s question
about this at risk thing. | said this in one of our earlier
meetings. | think that the at risk piece is msleading, at best,
because there may be lots of other people -- wait, I'mstill on
t he patron survey thing.

There may be lots of other people who are at risk that
are not identified in this category that NORC invented at the
| ast m nute. But | think by including this conclusion that is
constructed out of statistically shaky stuff, | really think we
underm ne the basic thrust of this chapter.

The basic thrust of this chapter, | take it, is that
there’s a very serious problem in this country that is bigger
than it used to be; and that while this survey -- you know, NORC,

NRC and Harvard, and | guess they're the best surveys that are
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avail able -- only vary sonewhat with respect to the preval ence of
probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbl i ng.

Nevert hel ess, they’'re within a reasonabl e range of one
another and there’'s a serious problem in this country. To ne,
that’s the thrust of this chapter, and I think that is valid and
ought to be there.

And | think that by throwing in stuff like this 50
mles of a casino thing that have very denonstrable validity,
that we’'re undermning the point we want to meke here. I think
that this chapter should be constructed in a way that 1is
unassai | abl e.

And | think that it can be constructed in a way that is
unassail able and that that’s what we want to do because we want
to drive this point hone.

Going back to our original purpose, our original
purpose was to give policy makers at the state and |ocal and
tribal level hard information that they can use to informtheir
decisions. And | think we can give themhard information in this
chapter without |obbing in stuff that is questionable, because |
think that makes the whole thing shakier than it ought to be.

And in ny mnd, the two nost questionable things are
this proximty argunment and the at risk group. And | think we
underm ne what we’'re trying to do here. | think this chapter can
be extrenely powerful wthout including things that are
guesti onabl e.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Madane Chair, the approach to any
research report -- this is not research, but it’s a report of
research -- is to offer operational definitions. When you say
that individuals are at risk, that is not assailable if you then

say what you nean by that and identify what it neans.
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It’s not pulled out of the air. So | don’t think you
are open to criticism if you have offered an operational
definition, and that is the NORC s definition of nunmbers one and
two in the categories that are represented therewth.

So it’s not as though we pulled sonething out of the
air. It has a definition that is linked to data. |If you don’'t
li ke the definition, then you can argue with the definition, but
you’' re not maki ng unsupported statenents.

CHAI R JAMES: Leo.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | have a | anguage change that |
woul d i ke to propose for the section that --

CHAI R JAMES: Is that related to the discussion that
we’' re having right now?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yeah, the 15 mllion at risk.

CHAI R JAMES: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  The sentence I'mtalking to is
in the introduction, and it nmay be appropriate el sewhere in here.
And I'’m | ooking -- it appears --

CHAI R JAMES: Page one, line --

COW SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: Page one -- one, two, three,
four, five six -- begins on line six. I make this proposed
| anguage change because | think there is sonme validity here in
t he di scussion on surrounding this point.

And 1’ ve had conversations with both Dean Cerstein, and
|"ve questioned him and Howard Schaeffer. And I think to state
this nore accurately -- before | give the |anguage, let ne -- the
essence of this is these 15 mllion Amrerican adults, that's the

NCRC pr oposal .
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The rough equival ent on the Schaeffer side, the nedian
nunber of this range is 5.4 mllion adults. But he then adds a
fewmllion juveniles, and NORC does not include juvenil es.

Now, the essential point is that if we're going to use
the phrase at risk -- and that’s okay. If we do what Jim said
you've got to explain this. And | think we need to explain it by
saying if they have one or two positive responses on the DSM |V
screen, that neans they’' re sending warning signals; that at sone
poi nt, they m ght progress into a problem or pathol ogi cal stage.

That they mght. On the other hand, they m ght not as
wel | . They could nove in either direction or they could stay
static. And | think what we want to do in here, to be accurate
and to reflect this properly, is not to confuse them with the

much nore legitinate categories of problem and pathol ogical

ganbl ers.

On the other hand, we owe the public an obligation by
saying anong these 15 mllion American adults -- or we'll use the
stricter -- and | didn't take the high nunber that Howard
Schaeffer gave ne. So if we take the nedian nunber of 5.4

mllion, then we have to explain that these are people that have
shown sone synptons that could lead to difficulty.

So there is a reason why we need to know about them
And when we get to the research section, we'll see | adopted one
of Howard Schaeffer’s proposal, which is to focus specifically on
this group to understand just what kind of novenent they have.

Wen | questioned him in Atlantic Cty, he said
one-quarter to one-third. But he admtted this is a rough
estimate and it needs research. One-third to one-quarter would

beconme pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers, he thought.
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But the truth is, we don't know this wth any
exactitude, and that’s why we need the research on it. And at
this stage, | think we need to state this nore accurately, and
here’s the | anguage | propose:

In addition, the ganbling behavior of over 15 mllion
American adults manifest warning signals that suggest that a
nunber of them m ght becone probl em or pathol ogi cal ganbl ers.

And | think that captures the essence of what | was
trying to say and | think it’'s nore accurate. After ny
conversations, ny questions to Gerstein, ny questions and
conversations with Howard Schaeffer, | think that’'s a nore

accurate reflection of what this actually is.

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : I appreciate  Conm ssi oner
McCarthy’s novenent on the subject, but | still have a problem
because we’'re not clinically capable -- I'"m not, [’'Il put it.

I’ m not capabl e of responding yes, that’s appropriate.

| don’t know. | don't know that any of those 15
mllion people are going to become -- |I'm not so sure they're
probl em ganblers or at risk ganblers, whatever that nmeans -- that

a percentage will becone probl em or pathol ogi cal ganbl ers.

| assume they will, but I'"mjust not clinically capable
or, on an educational basis, in a position to see that. | think
we're trying, as lay people, to reach conclusions that nedica
people are better able to reach.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  I'mrelying on Howard Schaeffer
in this regard. And so that's why | feel confortable in putting
it the way that | did put it. So this is just not a conclusion of
a--

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  But we're taking figures of NORC s

lifetinme preval ence, which again | take issue with the lifetine
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preval ence nunber. | would be nuch nore interested in seeing --
| think showing both makes nore -- you know, on a basis of
fairness, showng lifetinme preval ence and past year preval ence
and have a range.

You know, if it’'s -- past year would be X | can't
remenber what that nunber is. And lifetime would be 15 mllion.
I’m still bothered by that. But | appreciate the novenent in
that regard. And this my be an issue that | wll have a
di ssenting opinion and have to maybe submt my own chapter as ny
view on this.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Madame Chai r man.

CHAI R JAMES: Conmi ssi oner Dobson.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | agree with what Leo has
suggested. | think we do know that sonme of those people will go
on to becone probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers because the nature
of addiction, ganbling addiction, which is established.

So there is a progression for sone of those. W don't
know how many. W don’'t know what the percent is. That’'s why I
think this is a very conservative statenment that Leo has
suggested, and | think it’s an inprovenent.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Is the 15 a lifetine rate or a
past year?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Sir?

COW SSIONER BIBLE: Is that a lifetine rate or a past
year rate, the 15 mllion?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That's a lifetine.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Wy don't you just nmake the
sentence say what it is; in addition, over 15 mllion --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Mention specifically this is a

[ifetinme rate?
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COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Yeah.

COMWM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Have indicated that sonetine
during their life -- | mean, just explain it what it is.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  That’'s accurate.

COWMM SSI ONER LANNI:  But is it not also accurate to put
-- why can’t we put both figures in, past year -- we're using
NORC s study, which | question anyway, but that’s a separate
I ssue -- by using both. They had both. But then suddenly, when
they go through different phases, they came up with lifetinme, not
j ust by happenst ance.

Lifetime is a much larger nunber. They seemto err on

the side of |arger nunbers whenever they decide to err. So I,
for one, think we need to have -- | would like to reach consensus
on this. I nmean, |'m very concerned about pathological and

pr obl em ganbl i ng.

It’s not an issue. |’ve said that fromday one, as Jim
will recount and other people on this Conmission. And I'd |ike
to see unanimty on this, as I would on each issue. And | would
find unanimty if the conmm ssioners would be willing to consider
putting in the lifetinme nunber, as well as the past year nunber.

CHAIR JAMES: Does sonebody know off the top of their
head what the past year nunber was?

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  Timw |1 know.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Well, we had testinony -- it was
from the National Research Council -- in terns of public policy
that the nore reliable figure to use is past year

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : That’ s correct. They indicated
that was the figured used -- you should be using in order to

devel op public policy.
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Well, | think to be accurate on
that, Bill, if I my, they said it depends upon the question
you’' re asking. Sonetines lifetime is appropriate, and perhaps

nore often past year is appropriate.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: We'd have to go back and take a
| ook at the transcript. When they responded to a question, |
believe that’s the way they responded in terns of public policy
devel opnment, that the past year nunbers were nore appropriate.

COM SSIONER LANNI:  And if they said it’s nore often,
| think I'd err on the side of nore often than |ess often. I
m ght add that we were charged by the law that was signed into
this -- the act that was signed |aw by the President, the NG SC
was charged by the U S. Congress and the President to contract
with the NCR, NAS for assistance in conducting studies and, in
particul ar, an assessnent of pathol ogi cal or problem ganbling.

And | don’'t understand in a pathol ogical and problem
ganbl i ng category, frankly, why we have at risk, which isn't even

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: And we're very heavily qguided
In many respects by what they wote. |[|’ve read and reread what
they gave us four or five tines. | would like to submt the
| anguage that |’ ve proposed with the change that this be | abel ed
as lifetime, as suggested by --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  |Is that a notion?

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Whatever’'s required by the
Chair.

CHAI R JAMES: If you want to call it for a vote. | f
we're not able to reach consensus, then we have to nove towards a

vot e.
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COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Wll, | think we have sone
dissent, so yes, | will submt it as a notion.

CHAIR JAMES: Well, hold that thought.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | hold it.

CHAIR JAMES: Hold it for just a second because | heard
a suggestion that if we could break it out fromlifetine and talk
about past year.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: 1’ m not proposing to do that.

CHAIR JAMES: You're not proposing to do that? Okay.
So your notion is in --

COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: I"'mwlling to, you know, try
to explain when |I’m convinced that sonething ought to be changed
-- | don’t think there's anything the matter with advising the
public that there are 15 mllion lifetine people.

Now, if elsewhere in this thing in the research side I
use NRC nunbers a couple of tinmes, that’s fine. But |I'm
satisfied with the way it is. Ohers may differ.

CHAIR JAMES: Well, thereis --

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : "’m sorry. No, |I'd like to say,
Leo, | agree with you. | have no problemincluding the lifetine.
| don’t understand why you think that nore disclosure to the
public woul d be wrong.

What is wong with disclosing what the past year?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  No, we have past year figures,

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  But you’'re bothered by disclosing
t hem

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- tabl es.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  You' re bothered by disclosing that

on this subject. 1'd like to know why.
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think it reads satisfactorily
the way it is.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : You're the attorney and |’ m not,
but that’'s not the answer to ny question. M question is: Wy
are you opposed to disclosing the fact -- and | should say -- |et
me say why are you opposed to disclosing nunbers arrived at by
t he organi zati on which you are very nmuch a supporter of, NORC, to
t he public?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Well, | differ --

COW SSI ONER LANNI: Pl ease answer ny questi on.

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY: |’ m sorry.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Why do you oppose including that
in disclosure to the public in this report?

COWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: You hadn’'t heard what | was

going to say yet. How did you know it wasn’t in answer to your
gquestion?
COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, I’'Il give you a chance to.
COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: | sinply differ with at | east

two of you here that there’s no validity in lifetime figures.
That's all. And | think it’s okay to use the lifetinme figure.

W are trying to sketch the dinension of what this problem may

be.
COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Leo, you didn’'t --
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  And | think we ought to.
COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : Ckay, you didn’'t answer ny
question. | asked, and I'Il ask one nore tinme very sinply -- and

you're a very bright person, so | don't have to make it sinple,

but you don’t want to answer it.
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The issue is, why do you oppose disclosing past year
nunbers provided by the organization which you are in support of
to the public?

COMM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: | don't. They’'re in there.
They’re in this docunment. They're in the report.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  Be nore specific.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: You nmean in this place. You
want nme to nention lifetinme everywhere -- pardon ne, past year
everywhere lifetine is ever nentioned?

COMM SSI ONER LANNI : Well, specifically I'’m asking in
this particular area right now

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | know. But if the argunent’s
made here, then it has to be done in every other occasion. I
don’t know that | agree wth that point.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Are you saying that the argunent
where just in this one area you would support it and el sewhere
you woul dn’t? |’ mconfused. Maybe you're confused.

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Terry, excuse ne.

CHAIR JAMES: 1'magoing to |let you respond, and then we
do have a notion on the floor. And if it doesn't get a second,
it --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Second.

CHAIR JAMES: -- will die.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER WLHELM It will die or we'll die?

CHAIR JAMES: It will, but it didn't.

Jim

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON: Terry, the reason | favor the
word lifetinme is because pathol ogi cal and probl em ganbling tends

to be a chronic, addictive behavior over tinme; and therefore, the
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lifetime designation is nuch nore likely to deal wth that
lifelong or long termdifficulty.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: What is the nunber for the [ast
year ?

Do you know, Tinf

DR, KELLY: Yes, it’'s 2.9% so we'd nmultiply that tines
200 mllion to get the nunber, which would be --

COWM SSI ONER LEONE: So would Jerry be happy if you
added the clause "in the [ ast year al one?"

(Laughter.)

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: How about "an unbel i evabl e?"

(Laughter.)

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  The Conmi ssion’s purpose is not to
make me happy. The Commi ssion’s purpose is to conme up wth a
responsi bl e recomendati on based upon factual evidence.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: | think in terns of - -

COW SSIONER LEONE: | withdraw it if it will make you
happy, if that wll nmake you happy.

(Laughter.)

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : | am not unhappy, trust ne. I
have everything in the world to be happy about.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: But | think in terms of the fina
report, we shouldn’t weave between the two nunbers. I think we
ought to nmake a decision to either use one set, the other set or
both. And | already said the reader is not confused if we nove
bet ween them

CHAI R JAMES: What is that when you nultiply it out?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Do | understand that the nunber
of past year was 5 point --

DR, KELLY: 5.8 mllion.
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: 5.8 million?

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : That’s conbined patron and
tel ephone. You're back to conbining it again.

DR KELLY: Yes, it’'s 2.3%in the survey; 14.3% in the
pat r on.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: They’'re nerging the patron
I nterview and tel ephone interview? Wat do | get in return here?

CHAIR JAMES: W have a notion on the floor that’s been
noved and properly seconded. We are having discussion on that
particul ar notion.

Leo, could | get you, for the benefit of our
di scussion, to restate your notion?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  So M. Leone’ s suggestion, if |
were to -- last year alone, the stunning nunber of 5.8 mllion --
or sonething to that effect.

COWMW SSI ONER LEONE: Seriously, | take it that it would
be satisfactory if the |language of this were -- | don’t renenber
your precise wording -- that lifetinme 15 mllion, and the | ast
year 5.8 mllion.

And | guess | don’t understand --

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Al right, I wll agree wth
that change if the seconder does.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: As long as they're together. I
woul d think the --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  The reasonabl e team of MCart hy
and Dobson has acceded.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Wuld the record show
accomodati ng we’ve been on this issue?

(Laughter.)

W may need the Chair |ater on.
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(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Ww'd like to nove briskly to
t he next eight issues.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: M. Lanni gives M. Dobson a
mar ker for one | ater issue.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Now, that was a very large
I ssue, so that counts for four other issues.

(Laughter.)

CHAI R JAMES: Having said that, what | see now is that
M. Leone is offering a friendly anmendnent to your notion.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: No, he doesn’'t even have to
offer it. W both accede it. It’'s part of our notion.

CHAIR JAMES: It’s a part of your nmotion. And -- so
do we even need a notion at this point?

(Chorus of no’s.)

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  We wi t hdraw our noti on.

CHAIR JAMES: See, if we just stay at it |ong enough
we can get there.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  One m nor - -

CHAI R JAMES: One dissenting view

COMM SSI ONER LANNI : No, no, no; | just think there
shoul d be a reference here in those nunbers that this is fromthe
NORC survey, and | don’t see that in the introduction.

CHAIR JAMES: That is footnoted.

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : The footnote is all. It is
footnoted el sewhere, as you know, Jim

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes, that’s fine.

CHAIR JAMES: (O her issues?
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COMM SSI ONER W LHELM | have an extrenely m nor
observation on page seven, |ine nunber eight. In Oregon, the
l'ifetime preval ence of problem and pathol ogical ganbling is 4.9%
Every other sentence like this just says the survey indicated or
survey showed or whatever.

Nowhere else do we just state that it is 4.9% e
don’t know that. W know that a survey said that. And | think
this sentence should be constructed consistent with the others.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Excuse nme. | have one other --
have we gotten John's point?

CHAI R JAMES: Yes, we do.

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: I have one other point. I
notice that -- and 1'Il have to double check this -- the Harvard
study for Level 11, which Dr. Schaeffer agrees is roughly

conparable to the at risk population, is larger than the nunber
we’ re now using for NORC

It’s 5.3 mllion. That's the nedian, and he’'s using a
past year nunber. | want to double check that. And if that is
accurate, we may or may not want to nake sone reference to that
in this.

COMM SSIONER LANNI:  It’s a lower nunber. | think the

other one was 5.8 mllion, wasn't it? It's 5.8. That's | ower.

COWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: I"m tal king about past year,
Level 11, the nedian nunber between Dr. Schaeffer’s range.
COW SSI ONER LANNI: He's got a separate - - no, he's

got a separate nunber.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  This | anguage from the Harvard
study is not in here. The range was 3.7 to 7 mllion.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : But that md point is |ower than

the NORC at risk nunber for past year.
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  NORC was 5. 8.

CHAI R JAMES: Ri ght.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  And yours is 5.3 is all I'"mtrying
to say.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  All right.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : Ckay, if 1 may cone back to
anot her one.

CHAIR JAMES: Certainly.

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : I think to clarify on the
I ntroduction on line eight, page one, in addition, over 15
mllion -- we’'re going to use the range, | understand that -- are

at risk of ganbling addiction.

| think to be nore accurate it’'s really at risk of
probl em ganbl i ng and/ or pat hol ogi cal ganbling because you ski pped
over problemand just went right to addiction.

COMW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

CHAI R JAMES: And there was sone additional |anguage
that had already been put in that said nmanifest warning signals
that mght | ead themto problem or pathol ogical ganbling

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Madame Chair, may | anmend nmy own
statenent here --

CHAI R JAMES: Yes, sir.

COWMWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  -- in a place or two?

Page ten, item eight, nine and ten -- or lines eight,
nine and ten. Both studies found that pathol ogical, problem and
at risk ganbl i ng was proportionally hi gher anong
African- Anericans than other ethnic groups.

| think we all agree that Native Anmericans have not
been eval uated or studied in this regard. So we can’t nake that

statement without indicating that we don’'t know with regard to
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Native Americans. This inplies that the conparison between
Native Anmericans and African-Anmericans is known.

CHAI R JAMES: Page ten.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ei ght, nine and ten.

CHAI R JAMES: Lines eight, nine and ten.

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: A general coment, if | may.
In trying to prepare for the future research section, what they
have found was there’'s been mnimal research on mnority groups:
ten that were identified on African-Anericans, five on
H spani c- Arericans, and perhaps three or four on Native
Aneri cans.

So | think whenever we refer to any such statistics, we
certainly want to do it in a very cautionary way.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Right, and this seens a little
nore concrete than | think we have evidence to support.

There’s no problem Go on to the next one.

CHAIR JAMES: |'m not sure if Terry gave up the floor
yet. You were going through what sone issues --

COW SSI ONER LANNI: No, no; | have two nore.

CHAIR JAMES: Are you done?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  No, | have two nore.

CHAIR JAMES: He has two nore. Do you want to finish?

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : | just wanted to cone back again
on the conclusion on page 20, line five, six. I ndicate the
nunber of individuals in the United States with ganbling probl ens
Is increasing, as is the magni tude of those probl ens.

And as | noted on the Schaeffer neta- analysis, there
was no increase -- there was in youth, but not in adult ganbling.
So | don’t know what the basis for this statenent is, and it’s

not supported with a footnote, that | can find.
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| presune --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: |"m sorry, Terry. It took ne a
second to get with you

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Ckay, page 20, I'msorry, Jim

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay.

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : Page 20, your conclusion, |ine
five. The nunber of individuals in the United States wth
ganbling problens is increasing, as is the magnitude of those
problens. | just need the basis for that statenent, the support,
because there’s no footnote.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, the first 20 does not --

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Li ne nunber five and six?

CHAI R JAMES: Yeah, it is page 20 in your docunent.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: It’s the one 1’ve got all ny
notes on.

Al'l right, which |ine, please?

CHAI R JAMES: Line five.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI : Line five, page 20. The first
i ne of the concl usion.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Wll, and the first part of the
sentence has to be true because the population in the United
States 1is increasing. You' re not talking about the rate
I ncreasing, you' re tal king about a nunber of individual --

CHAI R JAMES: An aggregate.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  That’s probably unartful drafting.
But, | nean, | think that the issue | was questioning was the --
| assuned it neant rate. And | think when | read the Howard
Schaeffer report, the neta-analysis said it wasn't increasing as

a percentage for adults, but it was for youth.
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O is it the other way? No, adults are increasing and
youth are -- the other way around. |'msorry. So | just wanted
to know about the cite or source.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Page 12 and 13. VWhat you're
referencing there is a summary and it goes back to page 12 and
13, which addresses this.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Can you hel p ne where on page --

COMM SSI ONER W LHELM That’s the availability of
ganbling. That nust be sonewhere el se you' re tal king about.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Li ne 197

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: And that’s creating rea
problenms. We're working on two different docunents, and |’ve got
ny notes and witings on one and don’t want to abandon it.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI : | think it’s line 16. | see it
here as being based upon Rachel Vol berg's study, who exam ned 15
statew de surveys conducted since 1980 and found that, after
1990, states which introduced ganbling had higher rates of
probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbl i ng.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Terry, on page 12 and 13, three
to 14 on page 13.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Is the notion five and six to talk
about rate or tal k about nunber?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Says nunber.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: And that would be true. Nunber
woul d be i ncreasing.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  The popul ation is increasing.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Do you foll ow ne on page 13?

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : Yes. No, | see them here. I
didn't --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay.
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COWM SSI ONER LANNI @ Again, we discussed this.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ckay.

CHAI R JAMES: The question in this on page 20 in the
conclusion where it talks about the nunber of individuals,
whether it’s an aggregate nunber or percentage or rate, and they
were just making the point that of course it would be nunber
because the population is increasing, and therefore you have
mor e.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That’s right.

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : VWich is right? Is it the
absol ute nunber or is it the rate?

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON: It nmay be both.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Maybe Ron -- he says it’s both.

Vell, then let ne ask you this question. Then you have
comma, "as is the magnitude of those problens." What is the
source for the magnitude of those problens? | don’t mnd Ron

giving us this.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Did you hear?

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  No, | didn't.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: He said that obviously goes back
to the social cost section, which we’'re not dealing with here.

COW SSIONER LANNI:  It's in a different section?

COMW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  But the conclusion | think we are
reaching is from the body of this. Wuldn't it have to be
I ncluded in the body?

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: See, | read that to nean that the
I ndi vi dual s experienced nore profound problens and the average
score in the DSM IV criteria had increased or sonething of that

nature, and we have no data to support that.
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COWM SSI ONER LANNI : No, that’s ny understanding. It
sounds |ike things are worse for those people, --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : -- in addition to the fact that
there are nore of them Again, | think it’'s the drafting and
reading it. And if we have support for it, that's fine to put it
in there; but | don’'t what the support is.

| don’t remenber getting a job of that nature.

CHAI R JAMES: What we would need is a footnote there to
make sure that we can docunent it. And maybe overni ght and as we
di scuss this tonorrow, we can take a | ook and see --

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON: Fair enough. The point is well
made.

CHAIR JAMES: Terry, did you have any others?

COW SSI ONER LANNI: Onh, you know ne.

CHAIR JAMES: Ch, | know you do.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : | don't understand on page 20,
beginning with the last word in letter (a) on line 17. A review
of various practices engaged in by the different fornms of
ganbling that contribute to or exacerbate a problem ganbling
condition nust also be a priority.

| don't know what you nean by that. VWhat are we
thinking of as far as the practices?

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Do you want to do nore research in
t hat area?

COW SSIONER LANNI:  I'mall for research. I'mall for
research.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  In ternms of marketing and credit

I ssues and things of that nature, | think that’'s --
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COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Vell, that’s what we' re saying.

Is this an existing practice that’s continue or exacerbate?
COW SSI ONER LANNI : They’ re not defined. | nmean, |

don’'t think I found that in here. You know, you have pointed out

correctly -- you ve commented the other conclusions by Rachel
Vol berg and Howard Schaeffer on lines five and six, but | don't
see anything in the report -- and I, again, just read it very
qui ckly because we just received it -- that indicates that there

iIs a reference to practices of ganbling industry entities that
are exacerbating the problemcondition.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: G ve us an opportunity to | ook
back through the text and, if that’s not supported, we wl]l
renove it.

COW SSIONER LANNI:  And if it is supported, it wll be
footnoted as to what the support would be?

COMW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

CHAIR JAMES: Jim | think you had a coupl e of things.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Yes, | do. Sone of you may
remenber the discussion that took place when the NORC data cane
back. And the respondents gave answers that were obviously in
error reporting earnings that were greater than | osses.

Do you renenber that issue? That ought to be
referenced in here if there is a problemwth the credibility of
sonme of the responses that took place, and this is the section
that | think that ought to be included.

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: How do we delineate which areas
don’t have credibility in the NORC report?

(Laughter.)

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Well, this one is beyond reason.

This one -- as you renmenber, there’s a two billion dollar factor
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where people earn nore or won nore than they lost, and that can’'t
be true or you guys would go broke.

CHAI R JAMES: John.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM I think Bill raises a good
poi nt . And | don’t know if my continued objection to the

comm ngling of the tel ephone data and the patron data to arrive

at this conclusion about proximty to casinos -- | don't know if
that lacks -- | don’t knowif I'’mthe only person concerned about
t hat here.

But it seens to nme that if we’'re going to act as
though, in this report, that the NORC report is sound, that we
have to kind of take it all. | personally have questions about
quite a few piece of the NORC report.

On the other hand, | am mndful of a coment that
Richard made a while back; and that is that if we put too much
wei ght on the NORC report, then we underm ne our purpose here
because, no matter what anyone thinks about the NORC report and
Its particulars, it's a step forward in terns of the available
research.

So it seens to ne that we have to do one of two things.
Ei t her we have to accept the NORC report in this final report and
footnote it appropriately and so on, but accept what it says; or
we're going to have to take a very large nunber of votes to
deci de, you know, whether a majority does or doesn’'t accept this,
that or the other conclusion, which strikes ne as a very, very
difficult and problematic exercise.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | strongly agree with what M.
W hel mjust said.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: I know you do. W' ve tal ked

about it, Leo. But this is an outlier. This is a bit of data
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that are conpletely out of sync with reality. It could not be

true that the individuals who answered these questions actually

earned nore -- two billion dollars nore, or at |east extrapol ated
to the nation -- two billion dollars nore than they | ost.
That is inpossible. It’s not a matter of a

phi | osophical difference or anxieties or concerns about the
entire NORC study. It is an outlier in what cane back. And even
NORC has admtted that and said it. W tal ked about it.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Madanme Chair, --

CHAI R JAMES: Yes, please.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  -- may | nmeke a recommendati on?

CHAIR JAMES: By all neans.

COWMM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: Il would like to suggest that
Jim draft his own statenent, and any other nenber of the
Conmi ssion that wants to sign that with him my do so for sone
personal comment. But | agree with John.

W cannot make decisions on each section of the NORC
report or the NRC report, and | have sone displeasure wth
sections in both, based on our own personally subjective reaction
to this. Unless we find sone kind of clear answer that, after
questioning NORC or the NRC, they still say this is what we neant
and we stand with the statenment in question.

If they want to reverse thensel ves because they sinply
-- oObviously made a m stake and they want to change it, that’'s
one thing. But | totally agree with the thrust of what | just
heard John W hel m say.

It’s not our place to try to, in effect, alter the
final report that we were given -- any of the final reports that
we were given. Add sone editorial comment on it, if we want to

init, and that's the best we can do.
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COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Qoviously | disagree with that.
The Conmi ssion can do it with it what it wants. To ny know edge,
the only information that they gave us where NORC sat and told us
that the findings could not be valid, that requires a comment by
us.

COWMWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: Let’'s get a letter fromthemto
that effect.

CHAI R JAMVES: They nmde that statenent. | believe it
was at Virginia Beach, in that neeting. And | think it is a
matter of record that they did nake --

COWMM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: Let’s get a letter from them
saying it.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Well, but they nmade a bunch of
stat enments. | nean, you know, they also said at one point, and
It’s on the record, that you couldn’t validly m x patron survey
and the tel ephone survey. Then they did it anyway, and then they
reversed thensel ves.

| mean, you know, if we're going to go down this road,
then we're going to have to go down all of this road, not just
what ever piece of this road suits sonebody. And | think we ought
to examne everything NORC concluded, if that’'s where we're
goi ng.

Because | think a ot of It is internally
contradictory, bogus and other things. But, you know, it is what
it is, and |I think Richard s right, that we shouldn't pile too
much wei ght on it.

CHAI R JAMES: Terry.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : If we're going to ask NORC
guestions -- | always like to ask NORC questions if they don’t

gi ve us answers.
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COW SSI ONER - W LHELM I don't Dbecause they don't
answer .

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : Well, they don’t answer, but |
always like to go on the record of having asked the question.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Leo, you can shake your head,
but the issue is very sinple.

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: No, no, no; |’'m just talking

about the ping-pong. W’ ve played this gane now --

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : No, but | still want to go on
record --

COWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: -- in several neetings about
NORC.

COW SSIONER LANNI:  -- | find it very difficult wth
NORC where they -- the first prelimnary report, there was no

category called at risk. The next report had may be at risk
And then, as that kind of got accepted, they dunped that aspect
and just called it at risk.

| nmean, they went from it didn't exist to may be at
risk to at risk, and | am dunbfounded over that particular
process. And if we're going to send a letter to them | want to
ask that question as to how they canme up with that.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: In fact, Madanme Chair, going to
John’s point and Terry's, you all have discussed that at risk
I ssue repeatedly and the conbining of the data repeatedly.

Why, John, is it appropriate for you all to tal k about
your concerns about that? And in fact, it just influenced the
way we wote. But my concern about this opens the whole thing to
anal ysis. You have viol ated your own principle.

There are aspects of this NORC thing we have already

beat to pieces.
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COW SSI ONER W LHELM Well, actually, Jim since you
addressed that to ne, let ne respond. | don't think that's a
correct recitation of what just happened here. The at risk data
is still in the report. |It’s nmerely put in a nore accurate piece
of phraseol ogy --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  That’'s what |’ m asking to do.

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  -- by Leo.

No, you want to say sonething in the report is wong.
And apparently nobody else agrees with nme on the comm ngling
I ssue, so that’s going to stay in there.

Again, if we want to examne every one of the
statenents in this report that are attributed to NORC, |I'mup for
that; but that’'s going to be quite a process. Because | think a
lot of it is junk. But, you know, it is what it is and it’s what
we have.

And it’s much better than anything that has been done
before, so it’s an inprovenment. But we either have to accept it
or we don't, it seens to ne. | don't see how we pick and choose
the ones we |like and don’t I|ike.

COVMM SSI ONER DOBSON: Madane Chair, | may be alone in
this. If we are, let’s go on. | am not sure where the rest of
t he comm ssioners are.

COW SSI ONER  LEONE: | have to go. And renenber,
you're all invited.

(Laughter.)

Congratul ate this author on his effort.

CHAI R JAMES: Is he available for sone additional
witing chall enges?

Jim | know that this is very inportant to you, and I

allow the conversation to go on hoping that we will, as we have
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I n previous discussions, get to the point where we can reach sone
consensus on this issue.

Let me tell you what ny take on it is. | am very
concerned that we call into question the credibility of the
I nformati on that NORC has been able to produce by saying in this
one area that there are sone huge issues that don’'t nake sense.

I nmean, NORC thensel ves, when they presented, said that
this was a fluke and they couldn’'t explain why the data came back
this way.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Wiy can’t we say that? That’'s
part of their report, too.

CHAIR JAMES: Is there any problemw th including that,

that this -- that, |I nean, NORC did say that for the record?
COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Madanme Chair, | have a big
problem wth that. Let’s get -- pose the question to NORC from

our friend Jim and see what they want to wite back in answer.
Let themhandle it.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: But | think if we're going to do
that in that one area, there's other areas that | have nore
concerns.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: There are. And there’s another
one that | feel even nore strongly about that you all already
know about, and that’'s the youth -- the results of the tel ephone
survey where | said at the last neeting that one | feel strongly
enough about to wite a mnority report on.

| cannot l|et that one --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: And | was concerned between the
two reports that, at one point, they indicated that pathol ogical
ganblers had experienced - - | think it was greater than 50%

experinmentation or usage of illegal drugs.
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By the time they took the patron survey and bl ended it
in, that nunber dropped significantly. And |I’'ve got to believe
that if you walk up to sonebody on the street and say are you
using illegal drugs, they're going to tell you no.

CHAI R JAMES: So is what I'm hearing that this
Comm ssion is not prepared to accept the research as presented by
NORC and would like to put to thema list of questions?

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: W have been through this
battle so many tines that it’s not ny feeling, and | don’t know
whose feeling it is around the table -- it wasn't Leone's feeling
when he left. Let’s keep this in context here.

W' ve got parts of this that each one of us mght find
that we have sone doubt about. This is a research report. Any
menber of the Commi ssion is quite capable of witing sone kind of
narrative remarks of their own on this report or the NRC report
or the Cook-Clotfelter report.

| still say John’s comment is really valid here on any
of the research reports. Jimhad sone strong feelings on another
econom ¢ devel opnent report that we did, too. | understand that.
There’s roomin this final report to wite any editorial comrents
that we want to wite.

But it'’s late in the game to be trying to blow apart
any of these final reports.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: John, that could be said about
everything you say from here on the rest of the Comm ssion -- |
mean Leo. W can take every comment you make and say well, Leo,
If you want to put that in your own report, do so, but we're not
going to pay attention to it.

| have a concern. If | can’t win the argunment or the

presentation to the rest of the conm ssioners, | |ose. But don't
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send nme out to the final report -- ny own coments until | find
out where the rest of the Comm ssion is.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  That's ri ght.
CHAIR JAMES: Jim did | hear you say that you wanted
to draft a letter to NORC and ask that particular question? |Is

that what’'s before us right now?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: I will if it has any inport, if
the comm ssioners will allow us to use it.
CHAI R JAMES: Well, | certainly, before making any

decision, would want to know how they would respond to you and
how t hey woul d answer that question.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  They’ ve been asked both of those
questions. And at the neeting you referred to in Virginia Beach,
they admtted that that two billion figure had to be wong.
That’s why | don’t want it in there.

COW SSI ONER MOORE: | think they just caught a bigger
fish -- they told people they caught a bigger fish than they did.

(Laughter.)

COW SSIONER LANNI: | can’t believe that woul d happen.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Besides, it isn't in there as
presently drafted.

Can | make a comment on Jinms other objection to NORC
which is the youth thing? For the reason | said before, | don't

particularly want to try to pick and choose anobngst the pieces of

the NORC report that we -- different ones of us may find to be
guestionable or -- questionable. Just leave it at that.

However, | believe that this draft has one particul ar
sort of overall failure in its thrust, even though, as | said

before, | think nost of this draft nakes a great deal of sense.
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And that is, | do not believe that this draft puts

enough stress on the problem of problem ganbling anongst

adol escents. And | believe that can be renedi ed w thout having

to get into whether or not NORC s particular figure on that is
ri ght or not.

| believe that, wthout reaching that question --

which, as | said before, I don’'t want to reach because | think it
opens a Pandora’ s box -- that we could put nore enphasis in this
docunent on the problem of adolescent ganbling, and | believe

t hat we shoul d.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | agree, John.

CHAI R JAMES: So, in the redrafting of that, | would
I magi ne you woul d address that as you will work with the --

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : Wll, and that would be Dr.
Schaeffer.

COW SSI ONER - W LHELM Yeah, and why don’t we just
quote Dr. Schaeffer?

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: Stichfield and Renners or
what ever .

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Yeah, there's plenty of support
for that.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Way can’t we do that?

COW SSI ONER - W LHELM In other words, why don't we
support people who say that and not worry about people that
don’'t.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, I'’mjust rem nding you that
the youth issues are covered in nore length than the social
| npact chapter which we’'re about to | ook at.

CHAI R JAMES: Yes, but there’s no reason why it

couldn’t be here.
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COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Coul dn’t be here, too.
COW SSI ONER - W LHELM And | just have one other
comment about this one. | realize that the data on -- | don't
know what the right termfor it is, cross addictions, people with
mul ti pl e addi cti ons.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Conor bidity.

COWMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Thank you.

| realize the data on that isn't very conplete or good
or thorough, or whatever the termmght -- not enough data on it.
Nevert hel ess, | believe that that phenonmenon ought to be given
nore focus in this docunent than it is presently given.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | would insert it’s going to be
a major part of the future research.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Good.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Because it’'s obviously a very
significant factor and we don’t know how to neasure it.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: But we do have sone information on
it, and that’s why | was particularly interested in --

COMM SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: -- the usage of illegal drugs.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: W have sone, but not nearly
enough. Because what we have generally cones fromthe treatnent
popul ati on. And as we know, that's a very small percentage of
those who actually need treatnent, even if we apply the nost
conservative neasures.

And what we’'ve found in the treatnment population is
that, for the nost part, they're white males in their 30's and
40's with high school and sone college, which neans those that

can afford to pay private providers.
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No insurance conpanies allowed, other than for
enpl oyees of ganbling facilities, so custoners have no access to
it. And the data is very, very frail. But we all have reason to
suspect there’'s a lot of conorbidity out there.

And | think with sone decent research, that's going to
be confirnmed in very significant ways.

CHAI R JAMES: John.

DR. SHOSKY: R ght, | just wanted to add that | believe
it’s in NORC there’s a chart on conorbidity that would be a nice
chart to consider for this chapter as well

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: And that’s the termthat |’ ve been
having difficulty getting the two nunbers to jive between version
one of the report and version three of the report. They are
wi dely vari ed.

CHAI R JAMES: John.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | have one final comment.

CHAIR JAMES: Before we |eave that, --

COM SSI ONER W LHELM |’ m sorry.

CHAI R JAMES: | thought it was related to -- Jim we
really did struggle and cone up with a way to deal with these
I ssues of the conbining of the data and the lifetine and | ast
year. And |, before we finish with this, would like to ask if
overnight we can think about how we could handle that in this
particular draft wthout going towards -- see if there is sone
| anguage that we can use that would express that that we could
agree on, and would ask you to work on that --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: W will do that.

CHAIR JAMES:. -- and cone back with that. Ckay.

Okay, John.
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COW SSI ONER W LHELM  The last point | wanted to nake

about this is -- had to do with the section called Expenditures,

whi ch begins on page five and carries over to page six. | have

no difficulty with anything that is here in that section. But I

also believe that we -- the section should reflect the NORC
concl usi on about the social costs.

And it should be described for what it is because we’ve
previously discussed the fact it does include sonme things it
m ght include. So it should be described for what it is. But It
t hi nk t he NORC concl usi on about social costs should be -- there's
a section called expenditures.

CHAIR JAMES: It starts on page five.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Starts on the bottom of page
five and runs over -- on Jims docunent, yeah

I think that that ought to be described for what it is,
but | think it ought to be included. And I think we also ought
to include the NORC data on the relative costs of ganbling as
agai nst other -- you know, tobacco and al cohol and all that stuff
they had in that chart.

It seenms to nme -- again, |’ve got no problem wth
anything that’'s here. But it seens to nme, in the interest of
conpl et eness, we ought to include that as well.

CHAI R JAMES: And again, nmy concern at the end of this
Is that our recomendations are not, in fact, strong enough
and/ or specific enough in this area and would |like to see them
stronger and nore specific.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Oh, |I'’m sorry. | said final
point, but I I|ied.

CHAIR JAMES:. You did. You have another. Ckay.
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COW SSI ONER W LHELM | have one other, which is that
in the section on industry response, --

CHAI R JAMES: Page?

COMM SSI ONER W LHELM I’m sorry, page 19. Again, |
don’t have any difficulty with what's here, but it strikes ne as
i nconplete in two regards. First, | thought there was a good
deal of agreenent on the part of the conm ssioners at the |ast
nmeeting that the voluntary codes that the AGA put forward were
nmeritorious, and they don’'t appear to be nentioned here.

CHAIR JAMVES: Well, not only that, but | really think
that there -- that in |ooking towards how we can get sone very
concrete, specific and hard hitting recommendati ons, we can | ook
towards that particular report which | thought had sone very
strong ones that could be applied to other parts of the industry
as well and we should | ook there for that.

They were excellent. | think we should use it.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  May | ask Terry for clarification
on the Anerican Gami ng Association if there has been fundi ng not
for the things nentioned here, research, help lines and guide,
but for treatnent?

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : | can't speak for the Anerican
Gam ng Association, but | can speak for individual conpanies.
Qur conpany does provide treatnent for patrons and enployees.
And | think that was a question on Conm ssioner MCarthy’' s survey
that went out to the casinos, the question about funding for
treatnent, research, what have you

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Ri ght .

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : So you have sone responses when

you have a chance to read it -- if you have not had a chance to
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review that. But | know our conpany does. | can’t speak for
t he AGA

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: W don’'t make any reference in
this section to noney for treatnent.

COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: Is this the section that
this should go in? Because there are definitely -- based on the

responses to the casino questionnaires, there are sone specific

things that we want in here that industry -- we want to nake
specific recomendations, but | didn't think of it in this
chapter.

Is this the appropriate chapter where that should

happen?
DR. SHOSKY: Well, in terns of the --
COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Training of staff, prograns.
CHAI R JAMES: Absol utely.
COM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: I nsur ance t hat covers
reconmendat i ons. Now, it covers not only their own enployees,

because nost of them have that, but custoners?

DR, SHOSKY: well, it could go here, but if it’'s --
excuse ne. If it’s enploynent related, you mght want to
consider the chapter that's called Ganbling’ s Inpact on People
and Pl aces where enpl oynent is discussed.

CHAI R JANMES: | would argue that it should be here
because it is -- | don't see it as an enploynent issue. | see it
as an issue related to pathol ogi cal ganbling and what are sone of
t he suggestions that we, as a Conm ssion, wll make --

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think that’s |ogical.

CHAIR JAMES: -- to all the various sectors. This is
where we tal k about states and what they can do. This is where

we put in all of the various recomendations that we have tal ked
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about in ternms of responding to the issue of pathological and
pr obl em ganbl i ng.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM May | finish the point | was

maki ng?
CHAI R JAMES: Yes, you may, and | apol ogi ze.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM  No, don’t apol ogi ze.
The other respect in which | thought the industry
response section was inconplete is -- has to do with industry

response from the portions of the ganbling industry other than
commer ci al gam ng operators.

The Indian Ganbling Subcommttee, for exanpl e,
concl uded, anong other things, that sonme tribal governnents that
operate casi nos have been exenplary with respect to this issue.
The Anerican Horse Council has recently cone forward with a
programin this regard.

So, just by way of using those as exanples, it seens to
me that the industry response section ought to be nore conplete.
And | don’'t know if any lottery operators do anything or if the
gquestionnaire, you know, that went to the lottery directors
addr esses that.

But the point I'mtrying to make is that we shouldn’'t
just talk about commercial casinos represented by the Anerican
Gam ng Association in this section.

CHAI R JAMES: Correct.

COMWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Have you seen a response from
the horse racing industry to the set of questions | sent Dr.
Curtis Bayer and he passed on to the industry?

DR SHOSKY: |’ m not sure.

CHAI R JAMES: I would agree. And this is -- and |

think just based on the testinony that we heard and the questions
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that we asked when lottery representatives were present, we can
come to the conclusion, based on that, that there’'s a great dea
nore that could be done in that area.

And if we're going to address that issue in terns of a
recomendation, this is where it should be.

Terry.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : I"m saving for the last the one

that bothers nme the nost, and that’s on page five under

expendi t ures. To reach the conclusion that you have, | can’'t
support it because | haven't found any evidence that would
support this, and 1’1l read it.

Line 18 wunder expenditures at page five. "The

Comm ssion heard repeated testinony from individual conpulsive
ganbl ers who reported tens and hundreds of thousands of dollars
to ganbling."

| can accept that.

Then, "problem and pathol ogi cal ganblers account for a
substantial percentage in the billions of dollars of ganbling
operation revenues each year." And the basis for that is NRC s
determ nation that problem and pathol ogical ganblers report
spending four and a half tinmes as nuch on ganbling each nonth as
do non- probl em ganbl ers.

Then ny good friends, NORC, survey of nore than 500
ganblers found that 13% were classified as problem and
pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers. So of 500 people, they found 63 people
who said they were probl em pat hol ogi cal

| mght add that’'s lifetinme, not past year, which I am
bot hered by. And from that, we determned that a substanti al
percentage of the revenues of ganbling cone from problem and

pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers.
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| could not put ny name to that particular paragraph
period. | will not put nmy name to that paragraph.

COMM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Terry, did you read the next
par agraph after that?

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  What page nunber ?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Page si x now.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : The problem is nost people won't
read beyond that. They' Il stop right there.

"Recent studies at the state level provide further
insights. A 1998 study conm ssioned by the state of Mntana" --
now they've got a ton of ganbling in Mntana -- "found that
problem and pathol ogical ganblers account for 36% of video
ganbl i ng and machi ne revenues, 28%of |ive Keno expenditures, and
18% of lottery scratch ticket sales.”

A 1999 study for the Louisiana -- | don’t even count as
part of this country -- for the Louisiana Gam ng Control Board
i ndi cated that --

CHAI R JAMES: \What the conm ssioner neant to say was --

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : No, | neant what | neant about
Louisiana. | think we should have sonme serious discussions wth
the French about taking it back.

(Laughter.)

"Indi cated that problem and pathol ogical ganblers in
Loui si ana conprise 30% of all spending on river boat casinos, 42%
on Indian casino spending, and 27% of expenditure on video poker
machi nes. "

Vell, | can bring a ot of studies in fromstates |ike
New Jersey, Nevada, California -- New Jersey they had a far nore
extensi ve ganbling than those particular states, and the state of

M ssi ssippi that won’t cone close to those figures.
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And Jim | appreciate where you're comng from but |
think what you did -- and |I've said this before. Al of us who
ei ther oppose ganbling or favor ganbling, if we're going to have
a speech, we get all the facts together that we want, we | ook at
the ones that support our position, and we keep them

The ones that we don't l|ike, we throw away. And |
probably do it, and | think you probably did it here. | just
can’t reach the conclusion that it’'s a substantial portion of the
revenue in ganbling cones from people wth problem and
pat hol ogi cal gam ng.

| just cannot accept that.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: VWell, as we discussed at break
time, Terry, none of us is objecting. You know, we’' ve admtted
that from the beginning. W all have our own biases and
per specti ves.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Sure.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  All I can do is present the way |
see it. And if you all don’t agree with it, then we won't be
I ncl uded.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  No, |’ m speaking for nyself, only

nyself. | don’t think the facts substantiate that.
CHAI R JAMES: Vell, let’s talk it through, see if we
can conme to -- it seens to ne, Terry, that the sentence that’'s

causing you the nost angst right here is on page five, bottom of
t he page.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Substanti al .

CHAI R JAMES: Yeah, problem and pathol ogi cal ganblers
account for a substantial percentage in the billions of dollars.

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : No, | think it’s a substantia

percentage and then it’s, in addition to that -- substantial
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percentage to ne is a big nunber as a percentage. And | have not
seen statistics on a macro basis that support that.

You can always find things in individual states. And

you have a report in the survey -- and | don’'t know how strong
those surveys are. | don’t think NORC had indicated that, nor
t he NRC.

And I'"m just really bothered by reaching such a strong
conclusion which I don’t think is based on substantive fact.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: kay, let me again tonight go
back and | ook at the substantiation for that. And if it won't
stand nuster, then it will change.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI @ Thank you.

CHAI R JAMES: Let’s continue to look at this chapter
and see if there are any other -- rats, we let D ck Leone get
away from us. We let noratorium go. And he said he did have
| anguage that he was prepared to suggest for us, and | think
that’s a big issue.

Are there any other issues that we would like to -- oh,
pl ease, go right ahead.

COW SSI ONER ~ DOBSON: Thi s IS t he li st of
recommendations that | nentioned to you earlier that I’mgoing to
pass out. Let nme say two or three things about this. First,
this was put together in the [ast week. Sonme of it’s done at the
| ast m nute.

And the | anguage of those particular proposals, rather
than recommendations -- the proposals may not be perfect and we
may need to work with them Sonme of them may not be acceptable.
And in fact, what | think -- oh, and also, sone of them are old

ground.
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Sonme of them have already been discussed and we don’t
need to tal k about them anynore.

There are eight pages of proposals on various topics
that we have been dealing wth. May | ask, at least as a
procedure, | was trying to think of how to do this. The | ast
thing any of us want is to go through this line by |line and take
t he whol e day tonorrow, and | know that woul d not happen anyway.

Sone of them may have unanimty right now I think
sone of them probably do. And sone of them nmay have an eight to
one opinion against an item and we don’'t need to spend a |ot of
time on that.

Wuld it be appropriate, as you read this, to just
wite yes or no or question mark as you go through? And we m ght
be able to adopt 15 of them wthout debate because they are
pretty straightforward.

There may be ten of them that have no support at all
There’s no sense spending a lot of tinme on that. At least it is
a way to approach it.

Let me distribute this and tonorrow norning you tell us
what you want to do with it.

CHAI R JAMES: That’s entirely appropriate. Now, what
Is this? Wuld you explain that for the benefit of --

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: These are proposals for
recomendat i ons.

CHAIR JAMES: Now, are they based on the conversations
that we have already had or are these new proposals that we have
not yet di scussed?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Sonme of them are new proposals.
And sone of themare old ground and we can just pass over those.

CHAI R JAMES:  Cxay.
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COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: And yeah, Steve just said that
sonme of it is old ground because it didn't get in the report.
It’s been discussed, --

CHAI R JAMES: Ri ght.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: -- but it didn't get in the
report, so they have been |listed here again.

CHAIR JAMES: Very good. We will include that on our

agenda for the norning.



