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MR GRIFFITHS: Thank you very much, Madam
Chair and nenbers of the National Ganbling I npact
Study Conmission. | believe that the research
proposal outline that we prepared has been submtted
to each of the menmbers, and therefore I will limt ny
remarks to a broad overview of that proposal and | eave
t he bal ance of ny time to answer specific questions.

Let me begin by saying that the nmenbers of
nmy Conmi ssi on wel come the opportunity to participate
in the inportant research assigned to this Conm ssion
ACIR is a bipartisan intergovernnmental body. Qur
menber shi p conpri ses Congressi onal nmenbers appoi nt ed
by the majority and minority |eaders of the House and
Senate and presidential appointnments of governors,
state legislators, county conm ssioners, mayors, and
private citizens.

For 38 years, ACIR has nonitored our
federal system of government. Recommendi ng
i mprovenments rangi ng across constitutional, fiscal
and programrelationships. ACIR s research is wdely
respected and used by public officials, academ c, and

research institutions.
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| believe that ACCR was included in the
ganbling | egislation because all of the research tasks
identified with our Conmi ssion involve
i ntergovernnental or governnental concerns and
activities. AC R s unique nenbership and research
experience nmakes the Conm ssion well-suited to those
t asks.

Now ACCR s role is solely to collect and
anal yze data and submit the results of that research
to the Ganbling Commi ssion. It is left to the
Ganbl i ng Conmi ssion to interpret this research and
make recommendati ons accordingly. However, together
| believe this process will provide valuable
i nformati on and provi de val uabl e gui dance to
gover nment al deci si on nakers.

The | egislation has four research tasks
whi ch nention ACIR s involvenent. The research
gui delines or the research questions that were passed
out this morning I believe you will find that A B
and E are the ones which in Section 4 nention ACIR
i nvol venrent, and the other is the task A under Section

7.
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The first task includes a review and
catal oging of the diversity as well as the simlarity
of laws and regul ati ons adopted or under consideration
by federal, state, local, and tribal governnents
related to ganbling activities and facilities. Among
other things, this review should provide a better
under st andi ng of how gover nnents address ganbling
across political geography and cul tures.

I mght add al so that one of the questions
that was raised in the paper | saw this norning tal ks
about nodel |aws and nodel regulations. This first
task that | amtal king about woul d be the ideal task
under which to gather those types of nodels.

The second category involves a revi ew of
governmental policies and practices related to the
| egal i zation or prohibition of ganbling. This
research focuses on the objectives and the rationale
behind the | aws and regul ati ons that woul d be
identified under the first task

For example, public policies can vary in
their attenpt or their objectives to discourage,

constrain, or expand ganbling activities, to generate
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new or additional revenues, to offset revenue |osses
fromganbling activities in adjoining political
jurisdictions, to pronote econom c devel opnent and
enpl oyment or to conbat illegal behavior or problens
of ganbling abuse.

Now t he | egi sl ati on has one specific task
that singles out a public policy issue for particul ar
attention, and that issue is the relationship between
ganbling and crinme. This relationship is certainly a
fundament al reason for governnent involvenent in the
regul ati on of ganbling. This task also includes an
assessment of the enforcenment measures taken by
governments to address that relationship. This
rel ati onship not only touches on individua
enforcenment efforts or jurisdictional enforcement
efforts, but also cooperative efforts between
gover nnent s.

And the third category includes a fisca
anal ysis of the public revenues and costs associ ated
with ganbling. An essential aspect of this research
is a better understanding of the net revenue benefit

to governnments from ganbling after adjusting for the
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cost of policy formul ation, enactnent, and
enforcenent. Cost adjustnents, by the way, also

i ncl ude some ot her services such as public
infrastructure, social services, foregone revenues
because of ganbling activities, and so forth.

For each of the research tasks di scussed
in our proposal, we have listed questions that need to
be answered by this Commission in order to determ ne
the parameters of the research to be undertaken, and
some of those questions are repeated in the paper that
| saw this norning

For example, the analysis of revenues and
cost can extend from sinpl er assessnent of direct
cost, which don't take as nuch time to analyze as the
nore conpl ex exam nation of indirect cost, which can
take considerably nore tine to research

There is al so another research task in the
| egislation which is not specifically associated with
ACIR but which is intergovernnental in nature and of
interest to ny nenbers. This task involves the
assessnment of interstate and international effects of

ganbl i ng by el ectronic neans, including the use of
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interactive technologies and the Internet. This
subject is one that states are dealing with
i ncreasingly, which is fraught with difficult issues,
the resol uti on of which may have dramatic inplications
for intergovernmental relations in the future. 1In
addition, the research for this task overlaps the
research of the other tasks which I mentioned above.
Again, for example, a full assessnent of
el ectroni c ganbling shoul d address public policy
consi derations, |laws and regul ations, enforcement
capabilities and practices, attention to revenue and
cost concerns, as well as federalismissues related to
proper roles and rel ati onshi ps between gover nnents.
Because of this inportance to governnent as well as
the overlap with other research tasks, ACIR would I|ike
to be considered for participation in this research
t ask.
As | have said, the research tasks overlap
one another. None of these are nutually excl usive.
As such, ACIR s research approach will be froma
conpr ehensi ve perspective using coordi nated team

efforts. For exanple, the research nmethodol ogy wll
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enpl oy techni ques such as literature search
guestionnaires and surveys, and field visits. Rather
t han appl ying these techni ques on a task by task
basis, they will be coordi nated across tasks. This
will permt the sharing of data and anal ysis as
appropriate. Equally inportant, research efforts can
be undertaken nore econonmically and with the | east

i ntrusion upon governnent officials and others
contributing to the research

Now the tine table which we have shown in
our proposal spans the 15 nonths called for in the
| egislation. During this period, we would expect to
provi de periodic progress reports to the Ganbling
Conmi ssi on, including any briefings that may be
request ed.

Now our proposal also contains or shows a
budget of $1.4 mllion. That, of course, is only an
estimate based upon our initial assessnent without
having tal ked with this Comni ssion, and so therefore
has to be seen as an estimate. The final budget,
whi ch nust be negotiated and approved by this

Conmi ssion, will have to reflect the policies and
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obj ectives determ ned by the Ganbling Comm ssion as
well as the parameters it sets for each of the
research tasks.

Now our proposal also identifies a nunber
of highly qualified experts to participate in the
research. These individuals are experienced in public
policy and intergovernnent research and several have
had previ ous experience in one or nore facets of
ganbling. Now | mght say here parenthetically that
that listing of researchers is a pool that we are very
famliar with that we have dealt with in the past, but
there are others which are not necessarily included.
In any case, we would have to bid the research and
therefore a conbi nati on of those people or additiona
peopl e or whatever could eventually be the fina
peopl e working with the ACIR

In closing, | appreciate this opportunity
to present an overview of ACIR s research approach
I want to thank the Commi ssion for its tine and
consideration. And at this point, |I would be happy to
respond to specific questions about anything | have

said or anything contained in our outline research
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pr oposal .

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Thank you so nuch.
would like to open it up at this point for questions
fromthe Conm ssioners, and | would like to start if
there are any conments or questions fromthose

particularly on the research subcomrittee or

commi ttee.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Thank you, M.
Giffiths. | appreciate your report. | would like
some clarification of some of the details. It is ny

understanding that the ACCR is currently disbanded.
Is that right?

MR GRIFFITHS: No, sir. Last year on
Sept enber 30, we cl osed our doors because there was
| anguage in our appropriations bill that told us to
cl ose our doors. On Cctober 8, the Congress changed
its mnd and passed | egislation which in effect
continued the commission. It took a while for the
| egal interpretations of that and all. The GAOdid a
| egal interpretation. And basically what it said was
that we never closed down. But it took us until Apri

of this year to get back up and running again. The
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conm ssion has met. It met on May 13 and voted to
participate in this research and, therefore, we have
an ongoi ng comm ssi on

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  The |ist of nanes of
peopl e that are participating or at |east were
originally includes mayors and governors and peopl e of
that nature. What biostatistical and research
expertise exists there? Because | don't see it on
that |ist.

MR GRIFFITHS: Are you tal king about the
list in our proposal?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes. That was in
our preparation book. You had a list of all the
peopl e that you made reference to just a mnute ago.

MR GRIFFITHS: You are asking what their
expertise is?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes. | nean, this
is obviously a very conpl ex subject that we are
appr oachi ng, hopefully in a scientific way. Covernors
and mayors and people of that nature typically don't
spend their academ c years preparing for that kind of

techni cal work
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MR CRIFFITHS: Well, there is a
di fference between our comm ssion and the peopl e who
wi Il be doing the research for us. Now our
conmi ssioners are obviously public officials. Their
expertise is they have worked in government a | ong
time, they have served in governnment, and they have
been el ected | eaders and they are the kind of people
who will have to nmake decisions based upon the results
of the work of a commssion like this. The people we
are tal king about doing the research are peopl e who
have worked on staff who have Ph.D s and who have
served many years in various public policy fields.
They have experience in intergovernnental research
public policy research, fiscal research. There is the
econonetric expertise. They have worked in | aws and
regul ati ons. They have studi ed the enforcenment of
laws and regul ations. They have had all of the
experience that is contained within the tasks which
are listed for ACIR

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Those are people to
whom you woul d subcontract this work?

MR GRIFFITHS: Correct.
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COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: So real |y what ACIR
is is, pardon ne, but a bureaucratic |evel between us
and the researcher?

MR CRIFFITHS: It would be in the same
framework of the NRC. The NRC does not do its own
research. It goes out and contracts with experts that
t hey know and that they coordinate and control. W at
one time, of course, had a rather large research staff
and we did our own research, but we have al ways
contracted out various elenments of research. | nean,
you never have on staff all of the expertise that you

need. Wat we bring to the table at this point is we

have -- for instance, | have 25 years of
i ntergovernnent research. | have done tons of it. |
knowit. | understand it. And | know a |l ot of people

that have the expertise and who have done the kind of
research we are looking for. Qur role would be to
coordi nate that research. There is a |lot of value to
a group that can make your research nore economcal as
well as effective. You can go out and hire a hundred
different individual consultants and then have to

coordi nate 100 different consultants, which is a
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difficult task to do. | have done it both ways.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  So that is what we
woul d be receiving fromACIR is a coordinating effort.
G ve ne your best answer as to why we woul d not be
better off dealing directly with the researchers and
the technical community instead of dealing with mayors
and governors and public officials?

MR CRIFFITHS: The el enent that our
conm ssion brings to this -- and I will answer it in
two parts. The el enent that our comm ssion brings to
this is that we have congressnen, governors,
| egi slators, mayors, and county conm ssioners al
sitting around the table. These are the people you
have to sell. These are the people that are going to
buy what ever you come up with. And we have a
conm ssion of those people sitting around the table
who is going to be | ooking at the research being
conducted. They will obviously acquire some type of
attitude or opinion as to the validity and all of what
is going on. These people, in turn, then sell others.
| mean, they are the ones who will be talking to the

Congress and talking to others about the work that is
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done. Normally our comm ssion nmakes reconmendati ons.
In this case, they will not. But nonethel ess, the
point is that in your public hearings, you are going
to want to talk to every group of people that is
represented around the table. So | guess ny point is

the ACCRin effect is a mcrocosmof the public

infrastructure -- excuse me, the politica
infrastructure that you nust sell. That is the first
answer .

The second answer is that we have done the
ki nds of research that is in the law. They have been
doing this for 38 years. | have been doing it for 25
years. W know what is involved. | know people in
every state that nust be contacted to do fisca
analysis. | know nost of the people in the governors
offices. | know the people in the non-profit sector
that can be of help. The people that we will enpl oy
are people who have worked with ACCR in the past or
who have intergovernnmental research experience. W
have used these people for nmany, nmany years. | nean,
it is alarge pool of them | probably know nore

about that and how to get to them quickly than say
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peopl e here or even staff that you may hire. So there
is an efficiency aspect as well.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | may not yet fully
under stand how you would function with us. But if you
will pardon ne, that seens to ne |ike having a medica
probl em and needi ng the hel p of a physician and so you
go to a non-nedi cal person and say talk to the
physician for ne and let himtell you what he finds
and then you come back as a non-nedical person and
tell me what the tests show The people that I saw on
that list are not researchers. | would rather hear
directly fromthe researchers, speaking for nyself,
and it feels to nme like that ought to be a whole |ot
| ess expensi ve because we are not supporting a | eve
of bureaucracy i n-between.

MR GRIFFITHS: Well, actually, I am not
sure what people you are referring to. Everybody on
that list had a doctorate and was a researcher. |
guess | was on that list and --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | am tal ki ng about
the mayors and the --

MR CGRIFFITHS: Well, of our conm ssion
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yes. But they are not the ones that are going to be
doi ng the research.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: |t hought |
under stood you are going to subcontract the research.

MR CRIFFITHS: Yes, that is correct.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: So you don't have
peopl e on your list who are going to do the research.
You are going to go get them

MR GRIFFITHS: That will be the najor
part of it, yes. | will be doing -- I will be
participating obviously. | amon the comm ssion.
Donna Schwartz, who is on the conmission with me and
whose nane was in there, is one of our researchers and
she will be working in there. But, yes, the majority
of the research will be contracted out, as is done --
when ACIR had 20 or 30 research people on staff,
various public policy issues require various types of
expertise, and we always had to contract out no matter
who we had on staff because you never had quite the
ri ght person.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: One nore questi on,

Madam Chair. The neeting that you held in May dealt
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with some of these proposals as | understand it, and
there was a nention in there of a potential cost for
your service of $20 mllion. That is in your
transcript. Wuld you address that?

MR GRIFFITHS: Yes. The people we tal ked
wi th when we were going through the four tasks, we
asked themto give us, without any limtations or
preconceptions, what do you think it would cost to do
an excellent job in each of those areas. |In sone
cases, they cane back and said this could cost $15
mlilion or $20 mllion. Sone people at the NRC
apparently told your conmttee or subcommittee,
what ever you are calling it, that if you do a
preval ence study and it took two years, it could cost
you $15 million

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  This is in the word-
for-word transcript of your neeting. This was not
what was comuni cated to us. This was in your
nmeet i ng.

MR GRIFFITHS: No, | amsaying -- you
asked me what it neant. | am saying the comment was

made that there are people who believe that you should
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take two to five years to do this research and that it
woul d probably run you $15 nmillion or $20 million
Qoviously the comments, if you read after that, we
said that is obviously inmpossible. It can't be done.
We are going to have to come up with sone way that is
far better than that. That was just a coment made.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: My final comment is
with regard to the statute, as | understand it, which
calls for your conm ssion to assist us in this regard.

MR GRIFFITHS: Correct.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: But you woul d agree
that the actual workplan and the obligations that we
woul d give to you are to be determined by this
Conmi ssion and not by the statute?

MR GRIFFITHS: Absol utely.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Thank you.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: (Questions from ot her
Conmi ssi oners or conments? M. Loescher?

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Madam Chai r man, |
am very supportive of the Advisory Comm ssion on
I ntergovernnmental Relations. You have a very

prom nent position in the statute that enables this
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Conmittee. | had a couple of questions, though. One
is are tribal governments a part of your
i ntergovernnental conmission and is there a way to
provide tribal governnents a role in your comm ssion
as you conduct the oversight of the work?

MR GRIFFITHS: W do not have any Native
Anericans on our conmi ssion. That has been raised
before in the past. 1In fact, a couple of bills were
submitted to that effect, but that is not the case
yet. The way -- | believe, | think, in the paper that
we provided to you, the process we go through in
devel opi ng a research undertaking -- the first thing
we do is conduct what we call a thinker session, where
we bring in all of the relevant interests to a
research objective and tal k about what the critica
aspects of the research are and what shoul d be
covered. These are expert practitioners that can
advi se us as to how best to go about doi ng what we
have to do. In this case, that would include federal
state, local, and Indian or tribal governnent
representation as well as interests that are for or

agai nst the issue, whatever the case nmay be. And then
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towards the end, we conduct what we call a critic
session and that is after we have gone through all of
the work. These people come in and say whether they
t hi nk we have addressed everything we shoul d address,
whether we did it in the right way, effectively, or
whatever. And then we try to include the results of
that in our final report that in this case would be
submitted to the Ganbling Conm ssion

So to answer your question, we do not have
any at this tine, but they would be included as part
of the research process.

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Madam Chai r man,
just two nore. One is in your paper, and | need to
study it nmore -- | read the earlier paper that cane in
and then this one -- and | was interested in how the
Advi sory Comm ssion woul d deal wi th studying
i nformati on beyond the Internet, the library search
or whatnot, and could you help the Comm ssion with
confidential and secure data that conmes out of the
federal departnments and agenci es? How would you
parallel that information into your work?

MR GRIFFITHS: | amnot sure what you
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mean by confidential. This is not part of the
subpoena power you are tal ki ng about ?

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  No

MR CRIFFITHS: W had, | think, severa
t echni ques which we woul d probably use. By the way,
one of the reasons for the techniques we have been
considering is the very issue of nmoney and time. You
know, we want to -- our nethodol ogy would utilize
literature search, questionnaires and surveys, and
site visits. Nowsite visits generally are where you
try to do original research. You don't have a | ot of
time to do a lot of original research here for obvious
reasons. And it is also the nost costly aspect of
the research. That is why the preval ence issue is so
expensive and it takes so | ong. Because they are
doing research in the field, and that is a very
expensi ve process. W intended to use -- literature
search would be the major thing. Synthesizing the
literature as somebody up here said this norning as
wel | then as questionnaires and surveys. That is
somet hi ng you can construct and send out on a

br oadcast basis. W would use sanpling in sonme cases



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

186

and a broadcast in other bases. But it is a way of
getting to a |l ot of people very quickly and then you
hopefully get a 20 to 30 percent return -- in this
case, | think it would be a lot higher -- where you
try again to synthesize answers and devel op research
findings.

The research in the field woul d be
conducted but on a limted and very sel ected basis,
only in some ways to validate the research net hodol ogy
and to validate some of the findings that you woul d
get in the questionnaires. For exanple, in the area
of | ooking at revenues -- governnental revenues.
Covernments across this country nmaintain their books
in many varieties and in different ways. They call a
dol I ar of something over here sonething conpletely
different in another government, and they may not even
use the sanme budget classification or whatever. |If
you sent a survey out that wasn't carefully screened
and consi dered these variations, the answers you woul d
get back woul d be worthless. They would not be able
to be conmpared and you woul dn't be able to draw

conclusions. So in this instance, for exanple, site
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visits would be conducted so that we can devel op a
good typol ogy for budgets and for the classifications
of expenditures or whatever -- revenues. That would
then be used as the standard in the questionnaires and
all and sent out, but it would be with expl anations as
to what these various categories mnean.

And in the case of looking at crinme and
the rel ationship between crine and ganbling, for
i nstance, there may be some site visits to do. As I
under stand what was said up here this norning, where
you really want to get some specific exanples but you
can't go all around the country, so you nmay select a
few sites where you want to actually do sone on-the-
ground anal ysis, including | ongitudinal analysis from
some pre-set date to the current time. It is also --
asitevisit is --

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Madam Chai r man,
his answer is not on point. For exanple, this issue
of exam ning or assessing the relationship between
ganbling and levels of crine and existing enforcenment
and regul atory practices. Wuat | was trying to find

fromyou is this gets into very sensitive
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confidential information that these |aw enforcenent
agenci es have and the question is how do we -- how do
you, being charged with this work, get into the
research and then provide us a report that generalizes
the inmpacts that we are seeking to describe. | was
just trying to determ ne whether you have thought

t hrough how that m ght work on a contract or
subcontractor basis.

MR GRIFFITHS: W don't have subpoena
power. So the information that we can request is
information that basically is public information. |
guess we -- | don't know, we could perhaps make sone
type of conmitnment that some kinds of information will
be kept confidential and shall not be distributed.

But | amnot sure what the effect of that would be
Agai n, we don't have subpoena power. So what we can
ask for --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Is in the public
domai n.

MR GRIFFITHS: 1Is in the public domain.

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Madam Chai rman, a

di fferent question that deals with the business of
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contracting, subcontracting, and the nature of your
proposal here I think is a good start. W seem on
the Comm ssion, are running the chicken and egg
concept around here. Wiat are the questions and then
how do we contract to do the work. | have two
guestions. One is would your group object to this
Conmi ssi on approvi ng of subcontractors and the
personnel and the scope of work and the product fornmat
and schedul es?

MR CRIFFITHS: As | understand it -- and
correct ne -- the task over in Section 7 Ais
somet hi ng which we are going to do -- collect the | ans
and regul ations and catalog and all of that. And the
ot her tasks are where we assist you. And as | -- and
in all of those tasks, | assune you are going to be
the ones that tell us how you want it structured, what
the objectives are, and what you expect to receive.
This research is being done for you. It is not being
done for us.

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Madam Chai r man,
just one follow up on that because | want to explore

whil e you are here the chicken and egg concept. You
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know, one way to get the work is that -- Congress has
charged us with 7 broad areas to do the reporting
upon. And one approach is the Conm ssion could say to
you and to the National Research Counsel, give us your
approach to scoping the questions, providing us the
experts, the formof product, and the tinme franme, and
then this Comm ssion could take a | ook at your

proposal as to how to approach the 7 tasks that
Congress has outlined, versus the way we are starting
out here, sort of generalizing questions about what we
want to research into and what the spin of the
guestions are and then hand themto you and have you
cone back with a product format in terns of a contract
or subcontract. Wat do you think about either

appr oach?

MR GRIFFITHS: Well, the answer, | guess,
is if you asked us to do that, yes, we could do that.
However, what you would be getting is our opinion and
our biases and where we want to go as opposed to
necessarily where you want to go. Cbviously, we would
do it if you asked us to do it.

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Thank you, Madam
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Chai r man.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: A coupl e of things.

I think that the Congress has asked this Conm ssion
as well as the President, to shape the scope of the
work and we woul d certainly appreciate any hel p that
you would want to give to the research committee as
they go through that process.

I just have one quick question and
wanted to nmake sure that all nenbers of the Conm ssion
had an opportunity, because we will be talking about
the contract a little later. It is your intention to
contract, as you stated earlier, for research to be
done. \What process do you intend to use for that
contracting? Is it going to be a competitive bidding
contract purpose? Is it sole-sourcing?

MR GRIFFITHS: | would prefer to sole-
source because | think tinme is of the essence
However, | have been advised that that cannot be done.
That we woul d have to do it through conpetitive bids.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Any ot her questions?
And | et nme suggest this, Comm ssioners. | am having

adifficult tinme chairing the meeting because only two
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great strategy to keep yours on so |l can't get in, it
doesn't work very effectively for the flow So I am
going to ask you to state your question and then turn
your m crophone off.

COWM SSI ONER LEONE: | have a question
about the last point just nade. Does this conpetitive
bi ddi ng requirenent apply to all the research we m ght
want to conm ssion?

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: | think that is a
guestion for the procurement people who will be here
tomorrow to gui de us through our deliberations. But
ny understanding at this point is that you cannot sole
source contracts but that they nust be competitively
bi d.

MR GRIFFITHS: | was advised recently
because, again, we had hoped to develop a pool. |
didn't expect everybody on a list that would
participate, but I wanted to have a pool of people
that we could draw from W can't do that.
Apparently, there are only three exceptions where you

can go sole source. One is if it is a nationa
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defense and the other is if it is a dire enmergency --
the boiler is broke and water is flooding the House.
The third is that this is so unique in talent and so
unique in expertise that literally there is no one
else like it in the country. And in this case, |
think that woul d be very difficult to find either one
or all three of those as excuses.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner W 1 hel n®?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM A poi nt of
clarification. | don't mean to interrupt Conm ssioner
Leone's question, but did you nake reference to sone
procuremnment discussion tomorrow? | didn't see that on
the --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: As we tal k about our
rul es and how our Commi ssion will operate, one of the
guestions was contracti ng and how we conduct
contracting. | think that is an inportant discussion
to have and it came up within that context. M.
Leone?

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  Yes, | -- frankly, |
didn't realize that that was going to be the case. |If

we wanted a conmi ssion on econoni c devel opnent st udy
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that we would have to send an RFP out to all the
econom sts around the country who mght be interested
and then ask themto bid. | think actually that woul d
be very healthy for the econom cs profession to have
them go through that experience, but it would al so be
uni que because it is not the way people in that
profession function. 1 don't even know off the top of
ny head how that reflects on this question of whether
it is wrth the noney to have an internediary,
although it is a cunbersonme process to |ive under
conpetitive bidding rules at best. But it clearly --
then you have to ask yourself what judgment is being
appl i ed here except the very m ni mum judgnent that you
usual ly apply of can they performand what are the
criteria by which one woul d judge whet her sonebody
could performa study of this type. So | don't know.
I woul d kind of defer back to the conmttee and ask if
you t hought about this. Because it frankly brings ne
up a little short in thinking about how to proceed on
conmi ssi oni ng research

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Whul d anybody fromt he

research commttee like to respond to that? Tonorrow?
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Dr. Dobson?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Madam Chai rman, |
said earlier today that the academ c community that is
interested in a given subject is very small. You
coul d probably nane 20 peopl e who have done promn nent
research in the area of ganbling. So you can't just
open it up to everybody who has an interest in
statistics. So | would think that third category that
you are tal king about, the limtation of who is an
expert in a particular area of research that we are
interested in would narrow that way on down.

MR GRIFFITHS: | nentioned in ny remarks
research teans. And believe ne, | have believed in
this for years. You can find somebody who is fairly
good in a subject area, but really it is one part of
a subject area that they are very good in. They
concentrate in that area. Each of the tasks that we
have have multiple aspects to them and you need to
find people who are strong in different aspects to
work as a teamto come up with a good answer. No one
person is going to tackle -- no one in the

pat hol ogi cal area is going to tackle that task as a
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task. They are going to break that up into areas of
specialty and then sonmeone has got to pull it together
to make it work. That would be the role of NRC and
ourselves, if that is what we are asked to do. But
there is no one person that is going to do governnent
revenues or governnent cost or crime and ganbling or
policies and practices. No one person can handl e t hat
as a single solitary subject. You need the teans.
And you need to know who has what strengths and then
how to put those strengths together to nake a whol e.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: M. Bible?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Do you have a list of
past research efforts for study comm ssions such as
this and then maybe a nore general |ist of research
that you have conducted previously?

MR GRIFFITHS: O ACR?

COMM SSI ONER BI BLE:  Correct.

MR GRIFFITHS: W have got a library of
research that we have conducted over 38 years. W
have conducted research, not in ganbling per se, but
we have conducted research in every one of those task

areas touching on the subject matters such as cost,
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revenues, |aws, regulations, policies, practices. W
have done that in a wide variety of public policy
fields. | mght say that perhaps one difference

bet ween us and the National Research Council, the
Nat i onal Research Council being a scientific body that
does things very rigidly and they have very tight

gui del i nes which they go by. An intergovernnenta

conmm ssion, and | have now been director of two -- one
i n Pennsyl vania and one here. You are asked by public
officials to undertake very serious research in public
policy areas that can affect mllions of lives and you
are given six nonths and usually never enough noney.
And you have to cone up with informati on and sonet hi ng
t hat these people can use very, very quickly. So
guess in a way conm ssions |ike ourselves, and | know
that there are some people out here that are going to
cringe, but in effect we becone like streetfighters in
the public arena, because we have to conme up with

i nformati on quickly and we have to make it very

meani ngful in a short period of time. W are not a
university. W are not an illustrious thinktank |ike

t he National Research Council, which can take two
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years, three years, or four years to do a very
scientific type of project. W have never had the
[ uxury of that kind of time. So I guess we woul d
approach obviously in a different philosophy. Were
they may require two years, we know we have to get it
done in six nonths and we do it.
COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  But coul d you provide
us a list of your past research efforts?
MR GRIFFITHS: | would be nost happy to.
COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  Maybe over the | ast
five years or ten years?
MR GRIFFITHS: | would be nost happy to.
COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  And any type of
research efforts that you have provided for a
conmi ssion that would be simlar to this in structure?
MR GRIFFITHS: | would be nost happy to.
CHAI RPERSON JAMES: John, did you have a
guestion? No? Leo?
COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  When we first
tal ked on the tel ephone, you sent ne a list of the
peopl e that would be in the pool that you would turn

to, M. Giffiths.
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MR ORI FFITHS: Yes.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  But what |
received, and I nmeant to mention this to you, was
got just the names. It would be very helpful if you
could give that list of nanes and a little bit about
their background or their areas of research, at |east
that part which would be nost closely related to the
categories that we are discussing here. Then if you
could, are there two or three people in that pool that
you are thinking about for each of these categories?
Maybe there are four people. | amnot sure. But
whatever it is, if you could be that specific, it
woul d be hel pful. You don't have to answer that
gquestion now. If you want to put it on paper --

MR GRIFFITHS: | amgoing to say this,
because | was advi sed before | sat down here today
about my rights. Cal Snowden got to ne too. Again,
t hose people were to represent a pool and those were
peopl e that we had dealt with in the past and were
very helpful to me in trying to frame an approach that
we woul d use. They were very helpful in trying to

determ ne the kinds of estimated doll ar anbunts and
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all of this. However, we will have to conpetitively
bid the research. | guess ny hesitancy here is that
| don't want to do sonething that is going to be
consi dered bi asi ng that process, which | have already
tainted to sone extent by identifying people the way
you are saying here. That may be considered -- | wll
have to check with I egal counsel. But |I would be nore
than happy to supply it if there are no probl ens.

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  One fina
guestion. As | look at these categories, and | have
listened to you describe the qualifications of those
that you woul d seek research help from | particularly
wanted to ask you to think of what keeps occurring to
me about this research we have undertaken. Now it has
got several uses, but the only one | amgoing to
mention here is | amthinking of those thousands of
state and local officials, whether they are elected or
career officials or appointed officials, who in three
years or four years or five years will have before
them a proposal to initiate or expand or limt
ganbling that may already exist, and they are | ooking

for what information is avail able out there that can
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hel p them make up their mnd. | amalso thinking
about the public that woul d have access to this
i nformati on and could be in the public dialogue in
these decisions. Now if you would just | ook at
4(a)(2)(A) and 4(a)(2)(E), and | don't mean now - -
t hi nk about what | have just said and tell ne how you
see the research that the people you would like to
have do the research would be a practical use to al
of those state and local officials that | just
referred to.

MR CRIFFITHS: How the research woul d be
of use?

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY: That is right. 1In those
two. Ganmbling and the levels of crinme are nore self
evident. Having a data base or a catalog of |aws, |
woul d suspect a | ot of people could probably do that
if the Conmi ssion finally decides that we have got
enough dollars within our research budget to include
that init. But the other two are | ess obvious to neg,
at least. |If you could please --

MR GRIFFITHS: Again, A and E?

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY:  That is right.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Ckay.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: M. Lanni?

COW SSI ONER LANNI :  Thank you. On that
docunent that was just handed out to each of the
Conmi ssi oners, the reference on page 16 and 17 to the
listing of principle researchers, are these the
i ndividuals, sir, that you had planned to utilize
before you |l earned that there had to be a conpetitive
bi ddi ng process?

MR GRIFFITHS: These are the people that
| had readily identified initially, yes. Some of them
were at a later date. For instance, a group there
fromthe University of Indiana are very know edgeabl e
in the area of riverboat ganbling and have done a
nunber of studies in the mdwest and were very
influential in providing that data to their state
| egislators and so forth. That wasn't necessarily to
mean that this was the end of the pool. There are
ot her peopl e who have been contacting us who we have
worked with for years. They would like to be a part
of it. As you can understand -- | amsure you are al

getting calls. | guess the NRCis getting calls. W
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are certainly getting calls by a ot of people who
want to be very helpful. And they want to offer their
services and all of that, and you have to eval uate
what are those services and all that would be useful
But a nunber of the people who are contacting us are
peopl e who have worked with us in the past and are
only finding out about this now and want to work. So
I wouldn't guarantee that that was the end of the
list.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: And the nunber for the
Conmi ssion Office is -- please direct your calls
there. D d you have a foll owup question, Terry?
Sur e.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Not necessarily
followup but relative to the questions that | had.
In this report that you are required to submt to us
within 15 nmonths -- | think | heard you nention that
you have been responsible for submtting reports
within 6 nonths. What is the |ongest period of time
that you have had to subnmit a report to comm ssions in
the past that you can recall?

MR CGRIFFITHS: Wll, | nmean that -- |
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have been asked to do it within 30 days. But | am not
going to tell you we will ever do this in 30 days.
guess realistically 6 nonths is probably the bottom
i ne of where people have said, we need sonethi ng and
we need it now and get it to me as best you can
Qoviously, you can do it in three nmonths if you want
to sacrifice a lot of detail and you want to sacrifice
alot of validity. It is beautiful if you have two
years to five years because then you can doubl e- check
everything and validate everything. 15 nonths is --
| don't know where they picked that figure out of,
except it is probably backing up fromwhen they wanted
to get the report out. It is better than 12 nont hs.
12 nonths is better than 6 nonths and so forth. If
you say do it in 6 nonths and pay for it, somebody
will doit in 6 nmonths and you will get what you pay
for. You will get the best they can do it in 6
nont hs.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI: | think ny question
is do you feel confortable with the 15 nonths?

MR GRIFFITHS: Wsat is the diplomatic way

of answering that. W can do a good job in 15 nonths.
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W coul d have done a better job in 20 nonths. But as
| say, it is better than 12. | think having talked to
the people | have talked with and the experts | have
tal ked with that we can give you a credi bl e assessnent
of those tasks in 15 nonths.

COW SSI ONER LANNI: I n accordance with
the law, there is a requirenent to study all fornms of
| egalized ganming in the United States.

MR GRIFFITHS: Correct.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Did you take that
into account in your proposal?

MR GRIFFITHS: Yes, | did. Qbviously,
one of the things we were trying to tell you about,
and | think it is in the paper on field site visits --
one reason for that is that while you have a | ot of
l[iterature out there on ganbling and a lot of it deals
with casinos, nore so now on |lotteries because we have
had sone experience over the last 15 years -- but sone
of the newer fornms of ganbling, there is very little
witten and in order to do a research on all forns of
ganbling requires that you do sone original research

Because there is not nmuch witten on sone forns of
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ganbling. And it is just now becom ng evident. Plus
the fact, on the newer fornms of ganbling, we don't
have a period of time to do |ongitudinal analysis. So
all you can say is this is the way things are on day
whatever it is at this time. W can't tell you whether
that is better or worse than it was five years ago
because we don't have the research or the tinme to do
t hat .

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: John?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Let nme ask the
Chair a question and then let me ask hima question if
| may. Did | understand you to say before that
somebody is going to talk to us about this bidding
noti on?

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: No, that it will come
up tonorrow during our discussion on contracting
rul es.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Al right. | have
a series of questions that are related to that
concept. | share Richard Leone's puzzl ement about how
that would actually work. M/ questions are these.

One, who gave you that advice? Two, with respect to
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the mandate to our Commission in our lawrelated to
your commi ssion, if | read it right, it is nmandatory
that we contract with you for a thorough review,
catal oging, et cetera, and then you are supposed to
assist us with respect to the rest of these issues.
So in that connection, is it your understanding that
thi s advi ce about bidding applies to both parts of
that or only to one part? And finally, what is your
understanding if you have to bid all of this about why
that is? In other words, is that a function of the
fact that your nmoney is going to come fromthis
Conmi ssion, or is it a function of your conm ssion?
And finally -- this is ny second finally, | guess.
Sorry about that. Finally, have you ever functioned
with this bidding procedure before?

MR CRIFFITHS: W are a federa
conm ssion as you are a federal comm ssion. W are
all covered under the federal procurenent |aws. The
federal procurenent |aws, which no one wants to have
to read except GSA, are very cunbersone and | engt hy,
but they also, | guess, boil down to the issue that if

you rel ease noney to a subcontractor that is not a
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federal agency -- we did a lot of contracts for other
federal agencies. There is no procurenent |aws that
are involved in that. W can take your noney and you
can take our noney.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  When you had your
own staff sort of?

MR GRIFFITHS: Well, yes. ACRdid
$200, 000. 00 or $300, 000.00 a year of interagency
contracting with other federal agencies studying

various issues of sone kind and there were no federa

procurenment |aws that governed that transfer of funds.

If you transfer funds to a non-federal entity, then
the procurement | aws becone applicable, and of course
there are procurenment |aws dealing with the private
sector or the non-profit sector and so forth. There
are different rules and regulations. | was told that
-- | thought one of the things we could do because of
the shortness of tine here -- | heard you all this
nmorning. You want to get this done. You want your

i nformation quickly. You want to get on with your
busi ness. And | thought, all right, one of the

justifications then that we could use for sole
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sourci ng would be that we just don't have the tinme to
go out and do the conpetitive bidding. But Calvin
Snowden made it very clear to me that that is not an
excuse, you can't use that, which kind of popped ny
bal | oon on that one.

There are procedures, | amsure you wll
hear tonmorrow -- and | amnot the expert -- but there
are procedures where you can speed up the procurenent
process based on the anmount of the award. Awards
under a certain anmount can be, for instance, done
under three bids and not have to go out to the world
and advertise it. You can pick three qualified groups
and allow themto bid. You have to justify why you
pi cked them but there are ways to speed the process
up. | think under a quarter of a mllion dollars, you
can expedite the process.

So Calvin and | and | suspect Calvin and
you all will be sitting down and going through all of
this as to exactly what has to be involved. You see,
I forgot your final, final. | think |I answered the
second final but not the final, final

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Whet her you ever
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oper ated under this procedure before.

MR GRIFFITHS: Well, yes. As | said, we
are a federal conmission. Under real snmall amounts --
and sometimes our contracting was for a single
professor or a | awer or whatever to do a very
specific job and we were able to do this by getting
three voice bids. W didn't have to go out and do an
el aborate process because the anmpbunt of noney was so
small. But, yes, we went through the procurenent
process wherever the amounts were | arge enough to
require it. | nean, we are a federal agency just like
everybody el se.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Let nme be very clear
about this in terns of we will abide by the federa
procurenment laws. That is the end of that story. The
bottomline is that whatever that is and whatever the
advice is that we get fromthe experts in that field,
that is what we will do. Is it annoying? Yes. |Is it
cunbersone? Yes. Wuld we prefer not to have to dea
with it? Yes. 1Is it going to slow us down? Yes.
WIl we abide by the law? Yes. So whatever we find

-- | conpletely -- | know that you have dealt with
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these issues before. ACIRis an expert in this area
of getting work done and of doing research, and

trust you, M. Giffiths, as you go through this
process that you will figure out exactly how to get it
done within the confines and the letter and the spirit
of the law. That is all this Conm ssion can ask of
you. Terry?

COWM SSI ONER LANNI: One nore question, if
| may. Relative to the $1.4 nillion proposed budget,
the question I have is how nmuch of that is purely
adm ni strative and how nuch have you set aside for
research in that anmount?

MR GRIFFITHS: Approximately -- for ACIR
$500, 000.00. The rest of it was all subcontracted.
But that includes us, who are doing the research as
well. | nean, if you subtracted our salaries from our
research role, I amnot sure exactly what that woul d
come to. Probably $300,000.00 -- | don't know. Maybe
$300, 000. 00 pure adnministrative. | amnot sure.
woul d have to research that and give you a figure.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: M. Giffiths, how

many people are on ACCR s staff today?
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MR GRIFFITHS: W have four people, two
of which are part-tine.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: So you only have two
full-tinme people?

MR CRIFFITHS: Full-time staff at this
point. W obviously are doing just what you are
doing. W are waiting to see what you do before we
deci de what we are going to do. But one thing we
didn't want to do was bring on a | ot of people and
then have to support a lot of people on a |esser
budget. So we decided we would just wait and see what
you do. But we have people we could bring on if the
noney is there.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Any ot her questi ons
from Conm ssioners? M. Giffiths, thank you so much
for being here today and for answering the questions
fromthe Conm ssion. W have a |ot before us to think
about and to deliberate on. Before we talk about the
contracts in general, | would Ilike to go ahead and
nmove and have NRC make their presentati on and have
some questions and di scussion with the Conmm ssion

They are charged w th conducting research
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on pat hol ogi cal problem ganbling and its inpact as
wel | as providing assistance to the Commi ssion in
other areas. They are responsible to report to the
Conmi ssi on by Septenber of 1998, and joi ning us today
fromNRC are Carol Petrie, the Director of the
Conmittee on Law and Justice, Barbara Torrey, the
Executive Director of the Conmi ssion on Behavioral and
Soci al Sciences and Education, and Dr. Faith Mtchell
the Director of the Social and Economi c Studies
Di vision. Thank you all for com ng today, and we will
turn it over to you and |l et you deci de what order you
woul d li ke to speak in.

M5. TORREY: | am Barbara Torrey, the
Di rector of the Conmission on Behavioral and Socia
Science. And what | will do is sinply turn it over to
Carol, who actually has been doing all of the |egwork
on this and then be avail abl e to answer your
guesti ons.

M5. PETRIE: Thank you, Madam Chair. It
is a great pleasure for us to be here today to present
the National Research Council's proposal for a study

of pat hol ogi cal ganmbling to you and your coll eagues on
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t he Conm ssi on.

W would like to begin by first telling
you sonet hi ng about the National Research Council and
its study process, and then briefly outline the najor
i ssues to be addressed by our proposed study on
pat hol ogi cal ganbling. W want to | eave plenty of
time at the end of our presentation for questions from
Conmi ssi on nenbers.

To begin, the National Acadeny of Sciences
was established by Congress in 1863. |Its charter was
signed by President Lincoln, and its stated purpose is
to provide advice to the nation on scientific and
technol ogi cal matters. Four distinguished
organi zati ons nmake up what is known as the Acadeny
conpl ex. Three are nenbershi p organi zati ons of
di sti ngui shed scientists fromaround the country and
these are the National Acadeny of Sciences, the
Nat i onal Acadeny of Engi neering, and the Institute of
Medi cine. The fourth, the National Research Council,
is the operating armof the Acadeny. It provides
staff and support to the standi ng comm ssions and

boards and to the various study comrittees of the
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Institution.

The study procedures of the Nationa
Research Council are designed to insure the highest
| evel s of scientific conpetence, to protect against
bi as, and to preserve the independence of the
conmttee process. For nost NRC studies, a comittee
of between 10 and 20 menbers with a diverse range of
experti se and perspectives is convened to address a
particul ar question.

The scientific diversity supported by this
process is particularly inportant when an issue has
mul tidisciplinary di mensions that must be consi dered,
as is the case w th pathol ogi cal ganbling.

Study conmittee nenbers serve w thout
rei mbursenent except for their expenses. Mst
projects originate fromrequests nmade from outside
sponsors, especially Congress as this one has or
federal agencies. In reaching conclusions, the
conmttee nmenbers neet periodically to evaluate
publ i shed research and hear invited scientific
testimony. The charge to the study conmittee, that is

its task, is the formal statenent of the problem that



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

216

in this case begins at the bottom of page 3 of the
prospectus that you have in front of you

Conmittee nmenbers for this study will be
nom nated by nenbers of the National Research
Counci | 's Conmi ssion on the Behavioral and Socia
Sci ences and Education, the nenbers of its Board on
Behavi oral, Cognitive, and Sensory Science, and the
nmenbers of its Conmittee on Law and Justice

Sponsors, that is all of you, may al so
suggest candi dates for consideration. Committee
menber nomi nations are revi ewed and approved by the
nmenbers of the Conmission on the Behavioral and Socia
Sci ences and Education and by the President of the
Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences, who is responsible for
appoi nting the study conmttee nmenbers.

Each committee is assisted in its work by
hi ghly qualified professional staff nenbers who bring
substantive expertise and interdisciplinary interest
to the nmanagenent of the committee process. It is the
responsibility of staff to create the dispassionate
and obj ective atnosphere in which the National

Research Council's deliberative process takes place.
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The committee itself, however, bears the
responsibility for designing and conducting the study
and witing the final report.

Once the study is conpleted and a report
has been witten, it goes through a rigorous review
process. This reviewis confidential. Anonynous
experts who have not participated in the study
conmttee review and critique the report. The report
resulting fromthe work of the conmttee will be
prepared in sufficient quantity to insure its
distribution to the Comm ssion, to commttee and pane
menbers, and other relevant parties in accordance with
Acadeny policy -- for exanple, nenbers of Congress.
Reports are nade available to the public wthout
restriction -- that is, NRC dissem nates its reports
as wi dely as possible.

Before the report is officially rel eased
by the Acadeny, staff and committee nenbers may
di scuss only the scope of the project, the name of the
sponsor and the study cost, and the rmake-up of the
conmttee, including the names and affiliations of the

menber s.
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Now as all of you know, when the Nationa
Ganbl i ng I npact Study Commi ssion was established, the
l aw i ncl uded a provision for an assessnent of
pat hol ogi cal or problem ganbling and its inpact on
i ndi vidual s, famlies, businesses, social
institutions, and the econony. The Act further states
that the National Research Council shall assist the
Ganbl i ng Conmi ssion in carrying out this part of the
study. The NRC was included in the legislation to
study pat hol ogi cal ganbling because there is sone
controversy surrounding its definition, its causes,
its prevalence, and its treatnent, and because there
are some questions about how existing data and
i nformati on on pat hol ogi cal ganbling shoul d be
interpreted. Thus the Congress, and from what we
understand both the Gam ng Industry and the anti -
ganbl i ng community wanted an objective and scientific
review of the research that exists on pathol ogi ca
ganbl i ng.

Despite existing controversies, it is
broadl y accepted that pathol ogical ganmbling differs

fromthe social ganbling of nost adults. It has |ong
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been classified by all concerned as deviant and is
highly linked to serious behavioral, social, and
health probl ens. Pathol ogi cal ganbling was first
described as a nmental health problemin 1980, when it
was included in the D agnostic and Statistical Minua
of Mental Health Disorders, Third Edition. Wen | say
first described, I nean first officially described.
Actually, it was recogni zed as a disorder in the
treatment community before that. There it was defined
as a chronic and progressive failure to resist

i mpul ses to ganble. Synptons ranged fromthe
relatively mld, borrowi ng noney fromfamly or
friends, which many social ganblers mght do, to
losing time at work, which is nore serious and
l[imted, to the other extreme of being arrested for

of fenses conmtted to support ganbling. This
definition, which has been updated sonmewhat in the
Fourth Edition to reflect new information, is wdely
accepted in the nmental health treatnent community, but
pat hol ogi cal ganbling is neverthel ess stil
controversial as a nmedi cal problemeven anong research

psychol ogi sts and many soci ol ogi sts. Thus the
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theories and definitions with respect to the nature
and causes of pathol ogi cal ganbling remain a source of
debate in these circles and in other policy circles as
wel | .
An exanpl e can be found of this in the
aut hori zing legislation for the Comm ssion where it
calls for an exam nati on of pathol ogi cal or problem
ganbling. These terns are used interchangeably, but
there are questions as to the simlarities in these
behavi ors. For exanple, over when a person crosses
over from social ganbling to frequent ganbling to
pr obl em ganbl i ng, or when probl em ganbl i ng becones the
uncontrol lable state that is nore narrowy defined as
pat hol ogi cal ganbling in the mental health literature.
The National Research Council's review,
therefore, must attenpt to sort out some of these
definitions and relationships. | won't cite
statistics on pathol ogi cal ganbling here because
know you wi |l hear these from many ot her people who
will testify in front of you. However, at this point
I would like to highlight sone of the mgjor issues

that the study m ght address, with the understanding
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that many sub-issues and questions will be addressed
by the study conmttee and certainly many nore than |
can nention here or think of.

One of the nost inportant will be the
guestion, has the preval ence of pathol ogi cal ganbling
i ncreased as ganbling has becone nore socially
acceptable. Though there are no national preval ence
studies, there are quite a few studies that exam ne
preval ence by studying treatnment popul ati ons, and the
nore recent literature on overall preval ence. For
exanple, there is a 1988 National Institutes of Menta
Heal th preval ence study that was conducted in five
states. That study and a subsequent effort inproving
on the methodol ogy for the State of Maryl and both
concl uded that pathol ogi cal gamnbling preval ence had
doubl ed in Maryl and over the past 20 years, that is,
since the | ast gambling comm ssion studied the issue.
So we see that the issue of prevalence will be a
critical one for the study conmttee to exam ne.

The National Research Council committee
will reviewthe quality of the preval ence data on

pat hol ogi cal ganbling and provide an assessment of
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what concl usi ons nmay reasonably be drawn from exi sting
preval ence i nformation

The conmmttee will also review the data on
teen preval ence and whether it has increased as well
as preval ence for other subgroups described as
vulnerable in the literature, especially mnority
groups and the elderly.

A second issue to be addressed woul d be
what are the causes of pathol ogi cal ganbling.
Research indicates that the causes may be conplex. So
anmong ot her things the commttee mght exam ne will be
ri sk factors, decision nmaking processes related to
pat hol ogi cal ganbling, and i ndividual differences,
especi al | y agai n whether certai n groups have specia
vul nerability such as teenagers.

Athird major issue is what is the
rel ati onshi p between pat hol ogi cal ganbling and ot her
di sorders -- for exanple, drug abuse, al coholism and
depression. And to the extent possible, the conmmittee
wi || exam ne conparative studies of the severity and
preval ence of these disorders. Reviewing this

literature will help the conmttee to describe sone of
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t he behavioral and health-related contexts that should
be considered in studyi ng pathol ogi cal ganbling.

A fourth issue is what are the social and
econom ¢ costs of pathol ogi cal ganbling. Related
studies on crinme, delinquency, Wlfare, persona
i ndebt edness and bankruptcy, |ost productivity,

di srupted famlies and conprom sed fam |y physical and
mental health will all be examni ned.

Next is the issue of the inpact of the new
ganbl i ng technol ogi es on the devel opment and
progressi on of pathol ogi cal ganbling. O particular
interest here are the inpact on notivation and
behavi or of video technol ogies and the |ikely inpact
of the availability of ganbling on the Internet. |
really can't tell you how much we will be able to do
on that because there is no published literature on
t hat .

Finally, the study conmttee wll
determ ne what treatnent is available and its inpact
and will exam ne what rel ated research principles can
be applied to the design of prevention prograns.

A prelimnary search of social science and
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health data bases that we performed to develop this
study prospectus identified over 700 studies involving
some aspect of pathol ogical ganbling. The size and
scope of this information base in fact surprised us.
So you can understand that this is not a small task
However, a review of this information base is expected
to provide new informati on on a range of issues
i ncluding the |inks between pathol ogi cal ganbling and
the incidence of crime, the |level of damage fanmilies
experience from pathol ogi cal ganbling, whether
pat hol ogi cal ganbling along with its associ ated
di sorders is substantially higher in communities with
a maj or ganbling presence, whether sone forns of
ganbling are particularly strongly linked to
pat hol ogi cal behavior, and whether it is possible to
determ ne the proportion of gam ng revenues that come
from pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers

Because of the nultidisciplinary nature of
t he pat hol ogi cal ganbling issue, a wi de range of
expertise is required for this study. The study wll
draw on experts frommental health and psychiatry,

soci al psychol ogy, biostatistics and survey
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statistics, crimnology, sociology, constitutional and
regul atory | aw, econonics, epideni ology, public
policy, and finance and marketing. The conmttee wll
review quantitative data and docunents froma variety
of governmental and non-governmental sources, wll
review theoretical, ethnographic, and case study

i nformati on on pat hol ogi cal ganbling, and will

i nterview subject matter experts in order to evaluate
the range of research and statistical information
avai |l abl e on pathol ogical ganbling and its multiple

i mpacts.

The comm ttee also will select other
experts fromthis range of academ c disciplines as
wel|l as from professional treatnent settings to
participate in project activities which will include
conmi ssi on papers and two wor kshops.

A final report will synthesize the
research review, discussions, and papers presented and
the report will be submtted to the Conm ssion and
made available to the public.

The estimated cost of the 15-nmonth study

to review the extensive data and i nfornmati on base on
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this topic and to produce and di ssem nate the fina
report is $620,000.00. This amunt supports the
sal aries of the project and supervisory staff, the
travel and meeting expenses of the commttee and the
ot her participants in the study includi ng workshop
participants, and the research activities including
the cost of extensive data searches and research
reviews and comm ssion papers. And while we recognize
that this is a sizeable percentage of the Conm ssion's
research budget, we believe that the scope of the
literature to be reviewed and the inportance of
produci ng an authoritative, highly credible, and
t hought ful study of pathol ogical gambling warrant the
expense and will nove the field forward i n meaningfu
ways.

My col | eagues and | will be happy to
answer any questions you have.

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: M. Leone?

COW SSI ONER MCCARTHY: | shoul d have
poi nted out before Carol Petrie began her presentation
that in the -- inthis thing that |I left in front of

all the nenbers that are not on the subconmttee on
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research is included this prospectus. If you woul dn't
mnd pulling that out, it has in it a plan of action
whi ch you've really just heard laid out in even nore
detail. If you wouldn't mind just taking a | ook at
that, it mght be hel pful. Thank you

Madam Chair, | would sinply say that we
had an opportunity to have an exchange with Caro
Petrie for two and a half hours as | think | nentioned
earlier at the Denver Airport, Conference RoomA. |
think we were -- we knew sonet hi ng about the Nationa
Research Council before that neeting, of course.
don't know what caused Congress to include them for
this part of the research, but | am happy Congress did
because | think their standing professional conpetence
will get us a good report. | asked the question that
| ask everywhere, how will |ay people making these
deci sions at state governments and | ocal governnents
-- what will they have fromthis research to | ook at?
And | think you have just heard a list of the subject
areas that are going to go in, and we will know what
the costs are to government of providing for whatever

t he neasure of damage is that comes from pathol ogi ca
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ganbling or any seriously disordered ganblers in this
field. And | think those econom c judgnments as well
as soci al judgnents should be in the public dial ogue.
I think this could be a very val uabl e pi ece of
information for the public to have. | don't know if
ny col | eagues want to nmake any conments.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Terry?

COWM SSI ONER LANNI :  Thank you. A couple
of thoughts. One, | amaware of the prestige that
surrounds your particul ar organization and | woul d
assune that ganbling is a new venture for your
particul ar association, and | woul d suggest that you
m ght want to take a | ook at some of the statistics

that you have conpiled in your report that was

i ncluded in our package. Because gam ng, | think you
refer to, or ganbling -- sone people refer to it as
gam ng but sone others refer to it as ganbling -- so

ganbling is indicated that it is allowed comercially
you are reporting in 9 states. It is actually 10
states that have commercial gaming. In addition, 22
states have sonme form of Native Anmerican casino

gam ng. Your reference to the aspect of the situation
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for Native American gam ng -- you should note that
that is subjected to two other factors which you
didn't include in there. One is entering into a
conpact with the governor of the particular state in
which the tribe finds it reservati on bounded by or
within that area. And in turn, the requirenent of
federal recognition. |If a Native Arerican tribe is
not federally recognized, it doesn't fall under the
I ndian Gami ng Act of 1988. In addition, unless | have
m ssed sonet hi ng, Georgi a does not authorize video
slot machines. So I think some of your research to
date in the area of ganbling should be maybe a little
nore intense.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Did you want to be
recogni zed, M. Loescher?

COW SSI ONER LOESCHER:  Yes, Madam
Chai rman. | support your agency and your proposal
and this is the kind of proposal, | think, that we
shoul d be entertaining in all of the other areas that
Congress charged. | think it is laid out here and the
approach i s good and we know what the outputs are

going to be and the process and the schedul e, and
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woul d be hopeful that the other segments of our work
coul d be proposed in this manner

I honestly believe that the Chair and the
Executive Director should be able to negotiate a
contract rather quickly based upon this initia
proposal. So | just want to go on record as endorsing
t hi s approach.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Ji nf®?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Madam Chai rman, |
would like to call the attention of the Conmission to
the fact that we don't yet have a budget. So we don't
know how nmuch noney we have. W |isted 50 questions
today that we wanted to answer. This one deals with
one of them W have got to spread the noney around
somehow in that group. You have a research conmttee
that has been appointed to look at this. | would
certainly hope in both of these instances that you
woul d allow us to do our initial work and conme back
with a recommendation i nstead of nmaking a deci sion
today that would lock us into anything that is at best
a prelimnary judgment w thout know ng what Kkind of

funds we have.
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CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Ri chard?

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | have a question that
relates to the timng. Because | think Jimis right.
We can't do nuch about the budget yet, although the
nunbers keep addi ng up as people keep tal king. W' ve
sort of backed up all of these fromthe date the
report is due or has to be witten in effect. W
haven't really backed themup froma date we m ght
pi ck that woul d be designed to bring all the research
in, let's say, in 12 nonths and give the Comm ssion 3
nonths or nore to deliberate about what it all neans.
Now obvi ously sonmething is |ost when you cut tine from
the process, and just as long as we have this panel
here, | thought | mght ask them about it.

In a rationale world, again, one m ght
want to approach it that way and say we woul dn't want
to wite our collective judgnent w thout having had a
chance to digest all of this presumably expensive and
val uabl e information that we have caused to be
devel oped.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: This is another one of

t hose chi cken and egg questions, and it is a very
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difficult one, but not one that didn't go
undel i berated or discussed as we thought about it.

And tonorrow, when we have that workplan di scussion
that is exactly the kind of discussion that we need to
have in ternms of when we would like to see the

i nformati on brought to the Comm ssion, what we will do
with it at that point in terns of having the ability
to analyze it, and to comment on it. And again, the
guestion is raised agai n about the budget and whet her
or not -- you know, what kind of nobney is avail able
for that. The one thing we do know i s what Congress
appropriated. W do know that. And | think while it
is difficult, it is inportant to recognize that we do
need to have sone idea of what our contractors are
telling us they believe is necessary. So that,

Ri chard, as you sit down with the staff at GSA, you
wi Il have the benefit of that information in
devel opi ng and goi ng over a budget with us. So it is
not a pretty prospect of which goes first and how do
we do it and do we decide this first or second. It is
cunbersone any way you look at it, but all of that

information is inportant in comng up with the
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process. John?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM | would like to
urge us to nove on the National Research Council
proposal as quickly as possible. On the one hand,
understand the points nmade by Jimand Richard with
respect to the budget process. On the other hand, the
| aw t hat established the Conm ssion does require in a
mandat ory way that we contract with the NRC. Now it
is true that one can try to sort of slice and dice
exactly what it is that we mght contract with the NRC
about, | suppose, because it tal ks about assistance.
But it seenms to me that the proposal put forward by
the NRC is precisely responsive to what the | aw says
we shall contract with them about.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: John, can | interrupt
for just a mnute to suggest that we see if we have
any additional questions for this panel and then we
begi n our discussion about the contracts and the
contract process.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Fi ne.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Because while we

deliberate that, | hate to have them have to sit at
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the table while we go through that process. Yes,
Bill?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  I's your price capable
of negotiation? It was suggested that maybe
negoti ati ng woul d | ower the price?

M5. TORREY: Qur price is sort of what --
for the kinds of activities we laid out for you. So
what we would have to do is we would have to take sone
of those activities off the table. W have -- one of
our big problens and one of our real expenses is our
review process and it goes into the question of tine
that sonebody raised. It is -- we have such an
extensive review by outside scientists of our work
that it really -- it reduces our degrees of freedomin
negoti ati ng.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Wi ch | guess then
you are suggesting that if the price were reduced that
the quality of the work product may not be the sanme?

M5. TORREY: | have to tell you that is
true.

COMM SSI ONER BI BLE:  Ckay. Thank you.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Do we have any ot her
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