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CHAIR JAMES: Ckay, we're going to start this afternoon

-- and | hope everyone had a good lunch -- with future research
and then after we conplete that we will then nove into sone other
areas | ooking at process and where we’'re going.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Madam Chair, wll social inpact
be dealt with today?

CHAI R JAMES: |'"m sorry, that’s what we did right
before lunch when we were |ooking at the inpact on people and
pl aces.

Jim that was the chapter that John comented on and |
said please give ne the opportunity since many Conm ssioners had
given input in witing to work through that. [If you would |ike
to make comments on that before we nove on, that’'s fine.

COWMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  No, no. That’'s people and pl aces
chapter, right?

CHAI R JAMES: Yes.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: I"m tal king about the social
I mpact of ganbli ng.

CHAIR JAMES: That's in that chapter

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: And you’'re going to hold that
whol e t hi ng?

CHAIR JAMES: That's correct.

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Correct.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Madam Chai r, and nenbers of the
Comm ssion, would you please -- thanks -- you were given a second
draft, sonething |abeled an additional draft |anguage, a second
draft last night. |If we could please work off that.

[’m not going to touch on a couple of obvious typos.

They’' || be corrected.
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| do have a couple of changes that | want to give you
that -- a couple of which are inportant. So before | begin to
talk about this, if you would please turn to page 6. |’ 'msorry,
bottom of page 5, the very last matter on that page, starting
with 15. Wuld you please strike 15 and then the top of page 6,
mllion or nore Arerican ganblers. WII you please strike that.

So the very last part of page 5, the word, the nunber
15, got that?

(Chatter.)

It’s in nmy binder so presumably it’s been put in
everyone’ s bi nder.

The second draft that | tried to identify a m nute ago.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: That’s the sanme problem | had
yest er day.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: This is not conplicated. Let
me hel p. Second draft. The one that says on it second draft,

April 27, 1999. It’s in your binder.

(Chatter.)

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: It says additional draft
| anguage.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  That's right. Wat’'s the date
on it?

COW SSI ONER  BI BLE: 4/ 26/ 99.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: It says 4/26? W need a couple
of copies. A couple of nenbers didn't get it.

(Chatter.)

CHAI R JAMES: April 27th.

(Chatter.)

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: W has April 27th, second
draft, April 27th.
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CHAIR JAMES: | do.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: That’ s correct. Bob? Bill,
have you found it? Anybody el se not, not --

(Chatter.)

CHAI R JAMES: | think all Conmm ssioners do have it.
They just need a minute to find it.

(Chatter.)

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Ckay, could you please turn to
page 5? See the very last itemon that page? 15, the nunber 15.
Everybody got that? |If you please strike that. Does everybody
have t hat?

EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR KELLY: There nust be three versions
of this.

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Page 5. I’"’m on the April
27-28, second draft, April 27.

EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR KELLY: Draft, chapter and --

COWMM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: Look to see if it says second
draft. Does it say second draft?

Second draft are the key words. kay? kay, is
everybody | ooking at a second draft.

CHAIR JAMES: We're there.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Pl ease turn to page 5 in that.
The very last item the nunber 15, okay? Everybody | ooking at
the nunber 15? what do you want to bet?

Strike 15. Turn to the top of page 6 and pl ease strike
the words "mllion or nore American ganblers.” Ckay?

Now the only other thing we have to worry about is that
the reference to Schaeffer and NORC is reversed so that it
relates to the two nunbers | used on the previous page on the

| ast |i ne. 5.3 mllion to 5.8 mllion. Because the 5.3 mllion
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I's Schaeffer. The 5.8 mllion is NORC kay? And | sinply

added the word "respectfully" at the end of that sentence. So we
tie it together. Does everybody understand.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Why don’t you read it?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Sure. Starting on page 5, the
begi nning of that sentence, "N MH should establish a panel of
experts in the fields of problem ganbling, treatnent and
research, including treatnent providers and epidem ologists to
commence a study of the estimated 5.3 to 5.8 mllion past year
American adult ganmblers that Dr. Howard Schaeffer of the Harvard
Medi cal Center characterizes as Level 2 and that NORC descri bes
as "at risk" respectively."

Are we together?

On page 6, this is a one word change. Second -- pardon
me, first full paragraph, fifth line that ends "toward no risk."
The word "no" should have been dimnishing and that is a Howard
Schaeffer recommendation. "Toward di m nishing risk."

Please turn to page 7. These are both in the first
full paragraph, one, two, three, four, five, six, seventh I|ine,

the sentence that begins "Services that nerit study" should have

been "Services that nmerit support.” Do you find it? Terry?
COW SSI ONER  LANNI : Il think | have a copy, but go
ahead. [I'Il pick it up. W should do this by color, it mght be
hel pful .
COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: These are not inportant

changes, but they’ re sensible changes.
Last sentence in that paragraph should have been
i ntroduced by "In addition to the general treatnent population

comma studi es should involve" and so on.
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Toward the end of that sentence, the word "or" should

have been "and."

That’s it.
Now the people that | talked to, do we have those
changes? The people that | talked to in preparation of this

since the chair gave this to ne about 10 days ago were four
people at the NRC, Howard Schaeffer, R chard Rosenthal, [|I'm
trying to remenber Dr. Wnner’'s first nane. I just blanked on
it. He didn’t return the call yet anyway. And Sam McQuaid, the
program di rector.

| talked to at NORC to Gerstein and Vol berg who did

consulting work for them In addition, | got help from Peter
Reuter. | phoned Bill Edington. He's given ne a couple of good
I deas.

Incidentally, | should nmention | think this is about 80
percent done, but not conpleted. | have material from Edington

who consulted with some of his colleagues at UN Reno.

| talked to two federal officials that work in research
departnments for guidance on how we try to channel this so we have
sonme defined sense of direction.

The basic strategy in the research program obviously is
to try to wherever possible identify existing research that the
Congress has already funded and designed or at |east directed
certain agencies to design with final congressional approval
dealing with other disorders.

The nost obvious one being substance use so that the
proposal would be to add a ganbling conponent to on-going or
exi sting research. There obviously are going to be occasional
times when there is no research in an area that this Conm ssion

collectively will believe that there ought to be some research
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in, in which case we would sinply ask the Congress to authorize
the nost appropriate and there may be two, national institutes we
want to identify as the nost appropriate for Congress to consider
assigning this task to.

In listing the areas of research, | do not suggest that
| have covered every single area that needs to be covered. I
think 1’ve tried conscientiously to go back over a lot of the
material that’'s been produced, the NRC report, the NORC report
that I'm aware that there are clearly several inportant things
m ssing from here.

l"ve tried to invite individual nenbers of the
Commi ssion to submt to nme their best thinking and | appreciate
the last 10 days, two weeks have been so hectic for everyone that
| can easily appreciate there hasn’'t been an opportunity to do so

yet and | want to renew that request over the next several days.

Pl ease give ne your best thinking and we’ll try to talk it out.
Wat | tried to avoid in this was listing 100
recommendations for research. Just as sonme of us believe the

total report should be pretty succinct and not 200 to 300 pages
long, | also have a personal feeling, subject to the will of the
rest of the Conm ssion that we shouldn’t have an overly | engthy
list of research reports, but that is totally subject to
di scussion and to your wi sdom Thank you.

CHAI R JAMES: Thank vyou. Wth that, we’'re open for
di scussions on the future of research.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | have three points. First, there
are a nunber of topics relating to economcs that I think should
be in our future research agenda and | would rather give themto
you on paper and circulate them to everybody than try to spell

t hem out .
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The second comment is -- I'’mgoing to reverse the order
of these because | think I want to |eave the one we nmay want to
discuss until last. The second comment is | think that the way
to obtain brevity and bal ance of this chapter is maybe to focus
on questions we want answered rather than the specific kinds of
research and how it m ght be structured.

| think the one place where you can carry that a little
further because we have a relationship with all these experts is
in the area that -- where you ve done that, Leo, but | think on
sonme of the other questions we don’t have the people to go to to
tal k about a variety of econom c questions.

The third question though | had raised it at an earlier
point. This issue, given the way Washi ngton works, who is going
to conpete every year in the budget process for the noney to do
research on the social and economc inpact of ganmbling in the
United States?

My concern is that the way we -- the way things
actually work in this town, that wunless sonmebody has an
institutional interest in that, that they probably won't nake it
part of their testinony or be the first thing to go when they ask
for nmoney. | don’t propose, necessarily, creating a new research
organi zation, but | wonder if we can be nore specific about
adding it to the legislative, the statutory charter of one of the
exi sting organi zations that -- one or nore who gather information
and studies in the United States.

When that has happened in the past, for exanple when
aging got to be a part of the work at the National Institutes of
Heal th, National Science Foundation, a whole -- there was a
flowering of research about it around the country because it

becanme a regular part of the process and it has gotten into topic
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i ke why people retire at 62 and why didn’t they retire earlier

or later and | just think if we could -- | don’'t have the
formula, but if sonebody could take a | ook at places where this
m ght be | ocated and what they’' re existing nmandate i s and whet her
we coul d propose that their mandate be broadened and | egislation
be introduced to do so, |I think that m ght be --

COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: Let nme answer the question so
we have sonme continuity, if I may. | totally agree with what you
just said. | spent sone tine trying to phone people to identify
who, which one or two national institutes or whether agencies --
al t hough you know generally it’s the national institutes that do
nost of the research

Whi ch ones have been doing anal ogous research in the
past, so | just totally agree with what you re saying. And if
sonmehow we persuade Congress wth one voice and a balanced
research program to fund this exactly what you said is going to
happen. You will have scholarly people from around the country

wanting to do this research. That’s what’'s been missing up to

now.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  You’ ve really answered nost of ny
gquestion. | would assunme that this would go through NIH or N M
and once the noney is there, the scholars wll show up because

they tend to follow the bread and if we could get it linked into
one of those institutes, | think we’d be able to get that.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Ckay.

CHAI R JAMES: Oh yes, John.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM In addition to the NIH and the
Nl MVH that Jim nentions, obviously that addresses part of the
subjects that fall within the Conm ssion’s purview, nanely the

social inpacts. | don't believe, unless |I'’m m staken that either
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of those departnents is particularly well suited to do the
econom c pi ece.

Richard has repeatedly mde the point, | think
correctly, that just as there is a lot of things we don't know
about the social inpacts, so there are lots of things we don't
know about the econom c inpact. W don't have the quality of
information we’'d |ike about the econom c inpact even regionally
and certainly not nationally.

| don’t off hand know the proper either governnental
organi zati on or independent organization that ought to take a
|l ook at that, but | certainly agree with Richard that we should
make an attenpt to identify that piece as well as the social
pi ece.

CHAI R JAMES: You know, one of the things that we said
in an earlier neeting was that we needed two things. W needed
research, but we also needed collection of data and in that
di scussi on, John, we tal ked about the fact that the Departnent of
Commerce may be a good location for the collection of sone of the
econom c data and I'mstill at a loss as to where it would be a
good place to do sone of the econonm c research

Any suggestions?

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  Well, | think the BLS, | think the
Nati onal Science Foundation, actually National Institutes of
Heal t h support certain kinds of econom c research

| wouldn’t want to do it off the top of ny head, but
there’s mllions and mllions of dollars spent on studies on how
to maximze economc growmh and jobs and other things in the
United States, financed by federal agencies.

COW SS|I ONER DOBSON: How about Commerce?
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COW SS|I ONER LEONE: Well, Comrerce, BLS is one of the

places | nentioned. | think those are -- we have to take a | ook
at that and cone up with an answer.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: | was asking in a couple of
these research choices what the Departnent of Labor did in these
areas in terns of its research or it if comm ssioned out research
and one of the areas at least there’'s a possibility that the
Departnment of Labor could perhaps do it in its entirety or do it
in partnership with another institute, although I hate the idea
of splitting it into two places. W really ought to assign it to
one and just try to make sure they have the bal anced staff on
hand.

COW SSIONER  BIBLE: Well, to some extent you do that
In your sixth item your last itemwhere you re tal king about the
Nat i onal Research Council analyzing estimted econom c benefits
and costs.

CHAI R JAMES: And while recognizing the benefit of
research being done at the federal level, | also don't want to
| eave the States off the hook and there are sone issues that may
be better studied at the State |evel and would encourage us to
I nclude a strong statenent there as well.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Vell, you re totally right.
Certainly every state should do a preval ence study of its own and
hopefully a well prepared preval ence study and | think even from
the experience we’ ve had, perhaps they examne it, they Il be
better able to prepare a prevalence. It doesn’'t have to be done
exactly the way we did it, but 1I’m saying there are enough guides

there for themto construct a good study.
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There could be other things as well if we would want to
ask the States to undertake this research and we have not gotten
to that in this part.

But this information or any major part of it would be
very usable by federal, tribal and State | eaders.

CHAI R JAMES: John?

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM | won't disagree with your point
about the States, Kay, but there is a problem which we ve seen
repeatedly in our discussions which is that | would specul ate, |
think with sone foundation, that if a State governnent nade a
study of any aspect of ganbling, whether it be preval ence of
probl em ganbling or whether it be economc inpact in that State,
and found the sorts of results that m ght not be pleasing to one
Interest group or another, one point of view or another, they
I medi ately woul d be attacked.

In the case of a State that, for exanple, mght
hypot hetically conclude that there’'s some economc benefit to
ganbling, they imedi ately woul d be attacked because people woul d
say well, that’'s because they get all this tax noney from
ganbling, therefore they re not objective.

So I don’ t di sagr ee W th you about State
responsibility, but I think the States are kind of in a damed if
you do and dammed if you don’'t situation to sonme degree. | nean
this is just an exanple. The State of Virginia where they
produced a study that said that the lottery was bad and they say
wel |, you' re hypocrites. You run a lottery and you get noney
fromit.

On the other hand, if they were to produce a result
that said, a study that said that l|otteries are good, people

woul d say well, that’s not objective, you get noney fromit. I
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think the sane thing applies up and down the line. | think it’s
a probl em

CHAI R JANMES: | guess | was nore responding to the
collection of data that could give sone insight into where we are
with this issue and | guess | hesitate to |leave the full burden
at the federal door because then you get federal solutions.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  That make sense.

CHAIR JAMES: And so that was sort of behind ny coment
and wanting to make sure that we kept it closest to the people.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  That makes sense.

CHAI R JAMES: Any other guidance or suggestions,
f eedback as Leo finishes?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  May | nention one other thing?

CHAIR JAMES: Certainly.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: You' Il notice on nunber 6,

because | was having difficulty finding one departnent that could

do the kind of conplete job that | think everybody would be
satisfied with, | had difficulty in identifying that one
departnment. So therefore, | don’t know if this will work or not.

| thought that the entire issue of trying to devel op the economc
benefits and costs of legal ganbling should be given to the
Nat i onal Research Council, asking themto authorize a study.

[’ll give you one subjective point of view They
comm ssi oned one paper that was done by a Professor Kurt Zorn at
Indiana University and | thought it was the best attenpt 1’ ve
seen, which neans it’s enough to displease nost people on both
sides, but it was a very intellectually honest and vigorous
effort to try to point out, to define what was needed to do an

honest bal anced study of this issue.
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Frankly, 1 couldn't identify one specific national
institute that mght do this, so the search is still on. That's
why | thought of the NRC Al though they don't do a lot of
original research, they have already done some work in this area,
so maybe this could be defined in a way that would allow themto
do an extension on sonme past work that they’ ve already done.

I don’t know, |’'ve exchanged calls with Carol Petrie
and haven’t put that together yet, but | wanted you to know that.
That one was a very difficult one to try to define.

CHAI R JANMES: Any other comrents on this particular

subj ect ?



