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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Casino style gambling has been expanding rapidly over
the last decade in Canada. Gambling is often associated
with a range of positive and negative outcomes for
individuals, local communities and society and is
therefore an important public policy topic. The BC
Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor General, Gaming
Policy and Enforcement Branch requires research on the
economic and social costs and benefits of increasing
gaming venues to develop responsible policies and
assist provincial and municipal governments and other
stakeholders in community planning. The opening of
four gaming venues in the Lower Mainland (two new
facilities and adding slot machines into two existing
facilities) created an opportunity to study the impacts
of new gaming facilities. These venues are:

+ The addition of slot machines at Fraser Downs
racetrack in Surrey (permanent facility opened June
24, 2005).

« The addition of slot machines at Hastings
Racecourse in Vancouver (expected opening in the
summer of 2006).

« The creation of Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of
Nations in Vancouver (opened February 3, 2005).

« The creation of Cascades Casino in the City of
Langley (opened May 5, 2005). Note: Any reference
to Langley Gateway Casino refers to Langley
Cascades. Gateway is the name of the service
provider.



The purpose of the study is to learn what, if

any, economic and social costs and benefits
emerge over time from the creation and
operation of these four new venues. lIts
intent is to inform planning processes
by the provincial government and other
stakeholders. The study is being done in
three waves:

« Baseline (2004)
« First Impact Measures (2005)
« Final Report with Second Impact
Measures (2006)
This document constitutes the first impact
report. It compares present (2005) data with
baseline social and economic data gathered
prior to and during the opening of three of
the four gaming venues (2004). The impact
analysis in this report is limited because it
is based on data collected shortly after the
Casino opening dates. These delays were
not anticipated at the start of the project,
howeverthefinal reportduein 2007 will have
sufficient data to support impact analysis.
Thereportis divided into two sections, Social
Impacts and Economic Impacts.

SOCIAL IMPACTS

We examined attitudes and practices
regarding gambling among the general
publicinVancouver, Surrey, and the Langleys
(the City of Langley and the Township of
Langley); and among gaming patrons at
the three open venues: Edgewater Casino
(Plaza of Nations) in Vancouver, Cascades
Casino in the City of Langley and Fraser
Downs Gaming Centre in Surrey. These
venues opened in February 2005, May
2005 and June 2005 respectively. We also

looked for possible impacts of the new
venues on such issues as problem gambling,
traffic and public works issues, commercial
neighbourhoods surrounding the venues,
and policing issues.

Methodology

Three measures employed throughout the
social impacts study were used in this wave:

+ A Random Digit Dialling (RDD) Survey
conducted among residents in the four
municipalities in which new venues are
located.

A Patron Survey conducted at each of the
three open venues.

A qualitative assessment of impacts using
interviews and group interviews with
problem gambling counsellors, police,
city planners, and commercial interests in
the immediate vicinities of the venues.

The triangulation, or comparison of the data
from these three measures, provides three
angles from which to judge overall social
impacts of the venues.

BecausetheRDD Survey'wasalsoconducted
at baseline, this report focuses on changes
that have occurred between the two RDD
surveys. Since the Patron Survey and
qualitative methodologies were only piloted
in the first wave, this report concentrates on
what was observed and reported in 2005.
The 2006 report on the third wave of data
collection will enable comparisons.

Random Digit Dialing Survey

Venture Market Research Corporation
based in Victoria, British Columbia, was
again contracted to conduct a Random
Digit Dialling (RDD) telephone survey of

1-The first wave of the Random Digit Dialling Survey is reported in detail in Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues on
Four Lower Mainland Communities - Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts: Final Baseline Report November 2005.
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2,500 adults in the Lower Mainland using
a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview
(CATI). The sample quota was allocated as
follows: 500 for the City of Langley; 500 for
the Township of Langley; 500 for the City of
Surrey; and 1,000 for the City of Vancouver.
The sample size for 2005 exceeded this
quota.

Patron Survey and Interviews

A written survey for casino patrons was
developed and piloted in 2004 in Fraser
Downs Gaming Centre. Through revision,
we reduced this questionnaire to 11
key questions soliciting information on
demographics and gambling practices.
Although the Patron Survey provides
interesting trend data on use patterns at the
new venues, its major purpose is to provide
triangulation with the Random Digit Dialling
(RDD) Survey.

We administered the patron survey at the
three open venues (Edgewater Casino in
Vancouver, Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
in Surrey, and Cascades Casino in the City
of Langley) during November 2005. Quota
sampling was employed in each venue,
continuing until at least 200 surveys
were gathered. The survey was translated
into Chinese and a fluent Mandarin and
Cantonese speaker was brought in as an
assistant to reduce loss of participation
among these language groups - both
prevalent at Edgewater. As well, a large print
version of the survey was made available.

Drop-in interviews were conducted with
businesses in the immediate vicinity of each
of the three venues. In these interviews,
proprietors or managers were asked in what
ways, if any, the new venue had affected
their business, e.g., quantity of business and

space and staffing needs, and any changes
or effects of traffic congestion in the area.

Telephone interviews were conducted with
the RCMP and Vancouver Police to obtain
information on what ways if any the casinos
have affected police work. We asked about
traffic issues, petty crime, theft, fights,
loitering, and the range of possible problems
resulting from the casinos’ existence.

A group interview approach was used
with the other two informant groups: city
planners and contracted problem gambling
counsellors. In the former, the interview
was conducted with four city planners
representing the cities of Vancouver, Surrey,
Langley and the Township of Langley
respectively. The city planners discussed the
processes involved in planning and building
the casinos and the perceived impacts of the
casino on their communities. In the latter,
the interview was conducted with nine
counsellors representing the contracted
problem gambling counsellors operating in
the Lower Mainland and having sufficient
experience to be able to make comparisons
before and after the casinos opened. This
interview focussed on the experiences of
the counsellors with their clients regarding
the new gaming venues.

Social Impact Findings

Since the Baseline Report a number of
observations have been noted:

+ Relatively small impact on overall
gambling behaviour among the publicin
terms of frequency of play, type of game
played, and expenditures.

+ Acceleration of the already changing
patterns of gambling play and
expenditures (e.g., fewer lotteries, more
slots, and private gambling such as




poker) reflecting national trends.

+ Some decrease in the incidence of
reported external (e.g., Washington and
Nevada states) gambling activities. This
may have in turn repatriated a portion of
the gambling expenditures from other
jurisdictions to the local community,
principally from Las Vegas and Reno. This
would be money recaptured.

Change in spending pattern within

the Lower Mainland from one casino

to another, with some existing venues
appearing to experience patron losses to
the new venues. This does not constitute
a benefit other than convenience to the
individual patron, and possible local
benefits from revenues.

Increased convenience for persons
wishing to gamble. This is especially true
in the Fraser Valley, where many patrons
were first time gamblers.

The new venues were used by the
majority of gamblers who gamble in
moderation.

The venues contributed to a
redistribution of gambling expenditures,
especially in Vancouver. This constitutes

an economic issue that will need to be
examined more closely in the next wave.

Slight increase in negative attitudes about
the harms of gambling for society. Clearly,
attitudes toward gambling in all four
communities continue to trend toward
the negative. However, mixed attitudes
toward the specific venues suggest these
feelings are directed more at gambling as
a practice than toward individual facilities.
To what extent negative attitudes
comprise a social impact is difficult to
judge. However, where attitudes become
sufficiently negative, a public backlash
becomes more likely.

« No significant change of the general

prevalence of problem gambling in any
community.

As yet, neither increased nor decreased
commerce near the venues. This will be
more accurately determined in the overall
economic analysis; local impacts in this
section were asked in a primarily social
context.

No discernable impact on disruption,
crime, and traffic problems. Neither area
businesses nor law enforcement have
noted much negative impact at all in
these areas, at least as of fall 2005. This
does contradict concerns raised in public
media prior to these venues opening.

No measurable affect on tourism

from outside the province, although

this cannot be assessed accurately by
collecting information for only a few
weeks a year. At present, it appears the
overwhelming majority of patronage is
local. This is a prime example of an impact
likely to become measurable only after
considerable time, exposure, word of
mouth, and advertising.

No statistically significant change

in problem gambling incidence or
prevalence in the four communities
studied. However, the data do show an
increase in new gamblers and an increase
in average spending on gambling. Further
study is needed to determine if these
increases are related to the study casinos
opening or simply coincidence.

The final wave of data collection will take

place in November 2006.
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ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Continuing the work performed for the
Baseline Report, we began the process of
making statistical inferences where enough
time had elapsed and sufficient data were
available to draw early inferences. We
focused on a number of indicators reflecting
positive and/or negative economic impacts
within  Lower Mainland communities
hosting gaming venues. As indicated in the
Economic Methodology report, this first
economic impact report will prepare the
available statistical information in five key
areas of analysis:

1] Estimating the Multiplier Effect

2] Analyzing Economic Impacts on the
Labour Force

3] Analyzing the Economic Effects on
Industry

4] Estimating Direct and Indirect
Government Revenue and Costs

5] Examining the Gambling Money Flow

Estimating the Economic
Multiplier Effect

Because there are few available observations
between the introduction of the gaming
facilities and the publication of this report,
this report could present no statistically
significant estimates.

Analyzing the Economic
Impacts on the Labour Force

This section presents statistics on the
employmentgenerateddirectly bythecasino
venue itself. In addition, a casino employee
survey was implemented at Edgewater,
Cascades and Fraser Downs casinos. The
following salient results were derived from
the casino employee surveys:

« Over half of the employees in the study
casinos were previously unemployed or
less than full time employed.

+ Average hours worked per week (37.5
hours) indicates that most casino
employees are employed full time by the
gaming facility.

« Across the three gaming venues, slightly
more employees stated a wage decrease
than a wage increase.

« Employees who experienced a wage
increase experienced a higher increase
than those who experienced a wage
decrease.

« Almost one quarter of the employees
moved to the municipality to work at the
casino.

About half of the casino employees live in
the municipality in which they work.

Analyzing the Economic
Effects on Industry

Since no new data has been released since
the Baseline Report, this report re-produces
the same data presented in the earlier report.
The baseline trends on both annual housing
starts and value of residential construction
and non-residential construction indicate a
considerable variation exists over time and
between communities that is unrelated to
the introduction of a gaming facility.




Estimating Direct and Indirect
Government Revenue and Costs

Gaming facility net income is distributed
to various levels of government in order to
pay for health and education services, as
well as to provide revenue for community
organizations and local  economic
development. Examples of indirect costs
or savings to government as a result of new
gambling facilities could include changes
in problem gambling treatment or criminal

caseloads.
Key findings in this area include:

11 While specific community amounts
cannot be calculated prior to the
introduction and operation of a gaming
facility, casino net income for all of
BC was $515 million in 2004/05 with
$457 million allocated to the provincial
government, $53 million allocated to
local host governments and the balance
to the federal government.

2] While there was a clear, statistically
significant increase in treatment
sessions delivered over time in all
study communities, no measurable
association was found between number
of treatment sessions delivered and the
introduction of a gaming facility in any
of the study communities. This is not
surprising because of the low number
of post-casino observations.

3] Anincrease took place from 2004 to
2005 in calls to the problem gambling
help line that may or may not be related
to the new venues.

4] New admissions for problem gambling
treatment increased in the Langleys
after the Cascades gaming venue
was introduced. Like the calls to the
problem gambling help line, this
may be a result of an increase in the

number of problem gambling cases or
an increase in awareness of treatment
programs.

5] Surrey demonstrated a statistically
significant drop in the number of new
admissions for problem gambling
treatment after the permanent gaming
facility was opened at Fraser Downs.

6] No statistically significant effect on new
admissions was found in the case of the
Vancouver Edgewater facility opening.

7] British Columbia overall is experiencing
an increase in the proportion of new
admissions to problem gambling
treatment.

Because these results are inconsistent across

communities, it is difficult to generalize.

Conclusions on statistical interpretation

will be deferred until more data become

available.

We intend to test for increases in criminal
caseloads subsequent to the introduction of
Lower Mainland gaming venues. However,
criminal caseload statistics are only available
up to and including December 2004. The
only study facility that was in place by that
time was the Fraser Downs temporary facility,
and that facility had only been open for four
months. Meaningful statistical inference
cannot be made on only four observations
and therefore will be delayed until the next
impact report.
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SOCIAL IMPACTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses attitudes and practices regarding
gambling among the general public in Vancouver,
Surrey, and the Langleys (the City of Langley and the
Township of Langley); and among gaming patrons at
the three open venues: Edgewater Casino (Plaza of
Nations) in Vancouver, Cascades Casino in the City of
Langley and Fraser Downs Gaming Centre in Surrey.
These venues opened in February 2005, May 2005 and
June 2005 respectively. This chapter also reports the
perceptions of informed commercial and pubic services
about impacts of the three facilities.

Three methodologies were employed in this wave of
the study:

« A Random Digit Dialling (RDD) Survey conducted
among residents in the four municipalities in which
new venues are located.

A Patron Survey conducted at each of the three open
venues.

A qualitative assessment of impacts using interviews
and group interviews with problem gambling
counsellors, police, city planners, and commercial
interests in the immediate vicinities of the venues.
The triangulation, or comparison of the data from these
three measures, provides three “angles” from which to
judge overall social impacts of the venues.



As the RDD Survey? was also conducted in
Wavel, the presentreportfocusesonchanges
that have occurred between the two RDD
surveys. As the Patron Survey and qualitative
methodologies were primarily conducted in
Wave I, their results focus primarily on what
was observed and reported in 2005. Blank
spaces for 2006 data have been created
throughout this report to emphasize that
results obtained in 2005 are interim, and
that final conclusions concerning the impact
of the new gaming venues will be based on
results obtained over two years.

PART I: RANDOM DIGIT
DIALLING SURVEY

Methodology

This survey (Appendix A) assessed people’s
gambling practices, gambling attitudes,
and the prevalence of problem gambling
behaviour. The survey was identical to the
one administered in 2004 except that a)
an additional question was asked about

participation in electronic forms of gambling
such as electronic Keno or electronic
Racetrax; and b) the wording of some
questions were changed to account for the
fact that Cascades and Edgewater Casinos
are now open for business, and thus allow
for reporting of present gambling relative to
those venues.

Sample

Venture Market Research Corporation
based in Victoria, British Columbia, was
again contracted to conduct a Random
Digit Dialling (RDD) telephone survey of
2,500 adults in the Lower Mainland using
a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview
(CATI). The sample quota was allocated as
follows: 500 for the City of Langley; 500 for
the Township of Langley; 500 for the City of
Surrey; and 1,000 for the City of Vancouver.
Thesample size for 2005 exceeded this quota.
Details on the sample breakdown from each
community can be found in Table 1.

Table 1: Sample Breakdown, RDD Survey 2004 and 2005

2004

Sep 28 - Nov 14, 2004
(refusal conversion:
Jan 6-Jan 13, 2005)

Survey Dates

2005 2006

Oct 4 - Dec 13, 2005

City of Langley sample 578 509
Township of Langley 672 587
sample

City of Surrey sample 596 508
City of Vancouver 1154 1004
sample

Total Sample 3000 2608

Note: The larger sample in 2004 was due to the refusal conversions being done after the 2500 quota had

already been obtained

2 - The first wave of the Random Digit Dialling Survey is reported in detail in Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues
on Four Lower Mainland Communities - Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts: Final Baseline Report November 2005.
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The following procedures were used to
ensure optimal random sampling and valid
self-report:

+ The telephone number databank from
which numbers were randomly drawn
included unlisted numbers and excluded
cell phone numbers to prevent multiple
sampling of the same household.

The household interviewee was randomly
determined by requesting to conduct the
interview with the adult (19+) having the

most recent birthday.

Rigorous effort was made to complete an
interview with the designated person:

Up to 16 attempts were made to contact
the person.

The majority of the phone calls were
made in the evening and on weekends.

Table 2: Summary of Response Rates in RDD Surveys

« For some respondents with English as a
second language, an offer was made to
phone back and conduct the survey in
Cantonese, Mandarin or Punjabi.

+ Most households that initially refused to
conduct the survey were re-contacted
at a later date and asked again to do the
survey.

Given the large sample sizes, sampling error
is very small. This gives us confidence that
the findings are accurate within a very small
range. This also means that relatively small
changes in percentages will be statistically
significant. However, no general statement
can be made about the average accuracy
of the results, as the sample sizes for each
comparison/analysis is different (e.g., only
a few people bet on horse racing, but many

always busy or call-back requests that do not result 6377 3258
in a completed interview.

No interview attempt because of ineligibility
(business number; out-of-service; residence was 8238 3018
not within one of the 4 designated communities)

CASRO Response Rate 43.0% 31.4%
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people bought lottery tickets). That being
said, the statistical power in virtually all
the analyses is very good, meaning that if
an effect existed, the sample size was large
enough to detectit. Itis highly likely that the
same results would be obtained if the survey
was repeated.

Response Rates

The most appropriate method of calculating
response rates is the one recommended by
the Council of American Survey Research
Organizations (CASRO, 1982). A summary
of the response rates for the RDD Surveys in
2004 and 2005 can be found in Table 2.

The CASRO response rate is essentially the
number of completed interviews divided by
the number of eligible telephone numbers
(@/(a+b+c+e+g)).Inthe present survey,
a telephone number was deemed eligible if
it was a residential household located in one
of the four designated communities. A large
percentage of calls could not be determined
as being eligible or not due to refusals to
conduct the survey or instances where no
one answered the phone. Telephone area
codes are not unique to any particular
municipality or region within the province
since households may opt to keep their
previous phone numbers when they move
within BC. The percentage of unknown
numbers that were deemed eligible was
determined by multiplying the number of
unknown cases (d + f + h) by the fraction
of telephone numbers the survey generally
found to beeligible(@a+b+c+e+qg)/(a+b
+c+e+g+i).

The response rate in 2005 was 31.4%, down
from 43.0% in 2004. The lower response rate
in 2005 likely stems from three factors: a)
a shorter time interval between the initial

contactandtherefusalconversionscompared
to 2004, b) more targeted RDD dialling that
decreased the number of ineligible numbers
in 2005 (i.e., relevant postal codes were used
to create the universe of eligible numbers),
and c¢) a general trend toward declining
response rates in RDD surveys in Canada. Itis
important to note that people with problems
or pathology tend to have higher rates of
survey refusal. Thus the higher refusal rate in
the 2005 survey may mean that people with
problems/pathology are underrepresented
relative to the 2004 survey. Weighting (see
below) rectifies this problem to some extent,
nonetheless it is still possible that decreases
- or failure to find increases - in gambling
activity, expenditures and/or problems in
the 2005 survey may be an artefact of the
lower response rate.

Weighting the Sample

Age, gender and ethnicity of each
community’s RDD sample population
were compared against Statistics Canada
census data for the cities of Vancouver,
Surrey, and Langley, and the Township of
Langley in 2001 (Statistics Canada, 2001).
Demographic data from Statistics Canada
is considered the gold standard because
it assesses the entire population, achieves
a very high response rate, and is more
conducive to valid self-report because of
its self-administered format. As is the case
in most RDD surveys, the present survey
sample tended to be under representative
of young people, males, and ethnic minority
groups. To compensate for this, weightings
were assigned to the survey data for each
community to match Statistics Canada
age, gender, and ethnic categorizations
(Aboriginal, Chinese, East Indian/Pakistani,
All Others) for that community. In addition,
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tables were created for the total sample,
wherein  each community’s data was
weighted by its relative population size: the
City of Langley (24,000 = .024 weight); the
Township of Langley (87,000 = .087 weight);
the City of Surrey (348,000 = .348 weight);
the City of Vancouver (541,000 = .541
weight). Consistent with the possibility that
“high risk” populations may be somewhat
underrepresented relative to the 2004
survey, the weightings for the highest risk
demographics (young males, Aboriginal,
Chinese) were consistently higher in the
2005 survey.

This report weights results for each
community by age, gender and ethnicity
in order to statistically compare 2004 data
with 2005 data. Therefore, the 2004 results
presented in this report vary slightly from
data published in the Baseline Report
because those data were not weighted.

The 2004 data for the entire sample was
recalculated with a more precise weighting
formula after the Baseline Report was
published. In this report, each community’s
results are adjusted by a factor such that
each community’s sample size is increased or
decreasedtoalevel thatrepresentsarandom
sample from those four communities (i.e., the
2004 Vancouver sample of 1154 represented
38.5 percentofthetotal sampleof3000.Since
Vancouver should represent 54.1 per cent of
the total sample because of its population
size relative to the other communities, the
multiple should be 1.406 instead of 0.541).

This more sophisticated calculationincreases
the accuracy of comparisons between 2004
and 2005 data for the entire sample.

Also, the Baseline report used a population
size of 63,000 for the Township of Langley
instead of 87,000. This error has been
corrected in this report.

Findings

Thefollowing 23 pages providean exhaustive
documentation of gambling behaviour,
gambling attitudes and problem gambling
status in 2004 and 2005, and any statistically
significant changes that have occurred
between the two years. A significance level
of p <.01 is used for all analyses due to the
large sample sizes and the large number
of individual comparisons, which tends
to increase the likelihood of statistical
significance by chance (Type 1 error). On all
tables, red shading indicates a significant
increase from 2004 to 2005 whereas blue
shading indicates a significant decrease.
Table 3 and Table 4 display the data analysis
on gambling behaviours and attitudes
among the whole sample. Table 5 to Table
16 list the same analyses within each of the
four communities. Table 17 provides data on
prevalence rates of problem gambling by
community and within the entire sample.
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Table 6: Specific Gambling Behaviour Impact of the Langley Gateway Casino on
CITY OF LANGLEY RESIDENTS in 2005 (n = 509)

2005 2006

0
Have you ever gambled at Langley Gateway Casino? U ekl
No 60.2%
(75 few days 71.6%
[_1
@) How many times have you gone to Langley Gateway once a month or less 13.2%
é Casino since it opened? several times a month 7.5%
(for people who have gambled there)
2 several times a week 1.7%
[o—
a daily 5.9%
ﬂ On average, how much do you spend per visit?
$36.04
@) (for people who have gambled there)
8 What sort of impact has this facility had on your overall Increased it 17.6%
gambling behaviour? No change 76.9%
(for people who have gambled there) .
Decreased it 5.5%
Do you spend less on other things now that you
. . Yes 7.0%*
sometimes gamble at Langley Gateway Casino?
(for people who have gambled there) No 93.0%
did not play anywhere before 39.2%
Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 3.3%
Las Vegas and/or Reno 20.2%
Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 11.3%
New Westminster — Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 9.4%
Burnaby - Gateway Casino 0.9%
Where did you used to Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre 3.9%
go to play table games or BC - Outside Lower Mainland 3.8%
slot machines before this Washington State 4.0%
facility was built?
New Westminster — Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel) 1.5%
Cruise Ships 0.3%
Vancouver — Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre) 0%
Vancouver - Grand Casino 0%
Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn) 0%
Vancouver - Hastings Racetrack 0%
Other 2.1%

*- 6=entertainment; 4=food/restaurants; 3=personal/household items; 3=clothing; 2=vacations; 2=other; 1=cigarettes; 1=scratch n win
tickets; 1=paying bills
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Table 9: Specific Gambling Behaviour Impact of the Langley Gateway Casino on
TOWNSHIP OF LANGLEY RESIDENTS in 2005 (n = 587)

2005 2006

0y
Have you ever gambled at Langley Gateway Casino? 1155 oS
No 70.7%
few days 70.2% w
How many times have you gone to Langley Gateway once amonth ar less 18.5% g
Casino since it opened? several times a month 8.3% ;
(for people who have gambled there) several times a week 2.4% =
daily 0.6% E
On average, how much do you spend per visit? $63.25 ==
(for people who have gambled there) ’ %
What sort of impact has this facility had on your Increased it 4% ;
overall gambling behaviour? No change 85.6%
(for people who have gambled there) .
Decreased it 3.0%
Do you spend less on other things now that you Yes 3.0%
sometimes gamble at Langley Gateway Casino?
(for people who have gambled there) No 97.0%
did not play anywhere before 16.7%
Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 21.5%
Las Vegas and/or Reno 24.7%
Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 9.9%
New Westminster — Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 8.0%
Burnaby - Gateway Casino 0.9%
Where did you used to go Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre 5.8%
to play table games or slot BC - Outside Lower Mainland 2.0%
machines before this facility Washington State 6.1%
was built? : i 9
New Westminster — Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel) 1.7%
Cruise Ships 0.4%
Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre) 0%
Vancouver - Grand Casino 0%
Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn) 0%
Vancouver - Hastings Racetrack 0%
Other 2.3%
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Table 12: Specific Gambling Behaviour Impact of the Fraser Downs Gaming Centre on
SURREY RESIDENTS in 2005 (n = 508)

2005 2006

0/
Have you ever gambled at the Fraser Downs Gaming Centre? L g
No 89.0%
([2 few days 69.4%
L<) How many times have you gone to Fraser Downs Gaming Centre once a month or less 22.2%
(=B since it expanded? several times a month 8.3%
2 (for people who have gambled there)
— several times a week 0%
— daily 0%
ﬂ On average, how much do you spend per visit? $54.13
) (for people who have gambled there) ’
9] What sort of impact has this facility had on your overall gambling Increased it 19.4%
behaviour? No change 80.6%
(for people who have gambled there) Decreased it 0%
Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes Yes* 2.7%
gamble at Fraser Downs Gaming Centre?
(for people who have gambled there) No 97.3%
did not play anywhere before 23.5%
Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 14.7%
Las Vegas and/or Reno 17.6%
- Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 5.9%
QU P
= 8_ New Westminster — Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 11.8%
S v
E C‘E Burnaby - Gateway Casino 2.9%
3]
g 5 Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre 0%
wv
% o Where did you used to go to play table BC - Outside Lower Mainland 2.9%
\% § games or slot machines before this Washington State 8.8%
£ g facility was built? . .
§ E_ New Westminster — Gateway Casino (Royal Towers 5.9%
5 E Cruise Ships 0%
% IE Langley - Gateway Casino 5.9%
=
S %) Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre) 0%
S O
E g_ Vancouver - Grand Casino 0%
O § Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn) 0%
ST
E) § Vancouver - Hastings Racetrack 0%
o> O Other 0%
< S
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Table 15: Specific Gambling Behaviour Impact of the Edgewater Casino on
VANCOUVER RESIDENTS in 2005 (n = 1004)

2005 2006

Have you ever gambled at Edgewater Casino at the Plaza of Yes 13.9%
Nations? No 86.1%
few days 75.9% (6)
How many times have you gone to Edgewater Casino since it once a month or less 10.3% 0
opened? several times a month 8.0% ;
(for people who have gambled there) —
several times a week 3.4% —
daily 23% <L
On average, how much do you spend per visit? $64.52 g
(for people who have gambled there) ’ 0
: - : . =
What sort of impact has this facility had on your overall Increased it 14.9% (95}
gambling behaviour? No change 79.3%
(for people who have gambled there) Decreased it 5,70
Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes Yes* 4.7%
gamble at Edgewater Casino?
(for people who have gambled there) No 95.3%
Did not play anywhere before 15.7%
Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 31.3%
Las Vegas and/or Reno 12.0%
Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 3.6% ¥ o
New Westminster — Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 2.4% g %
°
Burnaby - Gateway Casino 21.7% m g
o =
Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre 0% g é
Where did you used to go to play table BC - Outside Lower Mainland 2.4% § %’
games or slot machines before this ) > g
facility was built? Washington State 0% § ™
New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers 0% g §
Cruise Ships 2.4% «i g
Vancouver — Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre) 0% % %
Q
Vancouver - Grand Casino 0% a g
a
Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn) 7.2% : g
Vancouver - Hastings Racetrack 0% E 2
= Q
Other 1.2% 2=
[
Q
A Q
=3
1 —vacations: 2 =5
=vacations; 2=gas S
“v
£2
S
> 3
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Entire Sample

The overall pattern of gambling behaviour
in 2005 is similar to 2004 in terms of the
relative popularity of the various forms and
the median expenditures on each. However,
a few significant changes occurred between
the two years. Compared to 2004, in 2005
there were lower lottery expenditures, less
frequent high risk stock gambling, lower
average Internet gambling expenditures,
lower average slot machine expenditures,
lower casino table game expenditures,
more frequent slot machine play, and more
frequent private gambling (e.g., poker).
The decrease in lottery play and increased
private gambling (e.g., poker) reflect
national trends. However, because the
introduction of new forms of gambling often
supplants older forms, it is possible that the
introduction of the new gaming venues may
have accelerated this decline in lottery play
(the magnitude of which is very small, in any
case). The decreased expenditure on slots,
table games, and Internet gambling seems
counterintuitive given the introduction of
the new venues. However, it is important
to note that these decreased expenditures
are coincident with increased participation
in each of these activities (close to statistical
significance in each case). What appears to
be happening is that there is an influx of
new people playing these games who are
spending more modest amounts on these
activities relative to the patronage in 2004.

Several significant changes emerged in
where people gambled. Specifically, slot
and/or table play tended to shift or relocate
from:

« Coquitlam (Great Canadian Casino)
+ LasVegas/Reno
+ Burnaby (Gateway Casino)

- And other locations

to:

« Richmond (River Rock Casino)

« Langley (Gateway Casino)

« Vancouver (Edgewater Casino).

In the latter two cases this represents
movement of gambling dollars to the venues
being studied.

In terms of attitudes, the existing negative
beliefs about the benefits or harms of
gambling became significantly more
negative in 2005, with 57.1% of the populace
now indicating they believed gambling’s
harms either somewhat or far outweighed
gambling’s benefits (compared to 14.6%
who believed that gambling’s benefits either
somewhat or far outweighed gambling’s
harms).However,the overwhelming majority
of people (69.3%) continued to believe that
the decision to gamble was a matter of
personal choice, rather than being morally
wrong (17.1%).

Of particular importance is the fact that no
statistically significant difference was found
between the prevalence rate of problem
gambling obtained in 2005 (4.5%) and that
obtained in 2004 (5.6%).

Three important caveats accompany
these overall results. First, it is important
to remember that the somewhat lower
response rate in the present survey may
have contributed to less reported change in
gambling behaviour and problem gambling
than might otherwise have been obtained.
Second, we are assessing fairly short-term
impacts at this point (5 months for Fraser
Downs;6monthsforLangleyCasino;9months
for Edgewater Casino). The 2006 assessment
will be a better gauge of how significant or
insignificant the overall impacts are. Third,
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the Lower Mainland already had a fairly wide
availability of gambling opportunities prior
to the introduction of these new venues.
A failure to find significant impacts could
mean that these new venues do not have
an impact, or alternatively that the impacts
already occurred prior to the introduction of
these new venues. These possibilities will be
explored in more detail in the Final Report.

City of Langley

The overall pattern of gambling behaviour
in 2005 for the City of Langley remains
fairly similar to 2004 in terms of the
relative popularity of the various forms
and the median expenditures on each. The
statistically significant changes in 2005
compared to 2004 include: less frequent
lottery purchases and lower average lottery
expenditureslessfrequenthorseracebetting;
and more frequent slot machine play. More
frequent slot machine play is consistent
with the finding that 39.2% of people who
gambled at the new Langley Gateway Casino
had never patronized a casino before. Here
again, some of the above changes reflect
national trends (e.g., less frequent lottery
play and horse race betting). However, it is
possible that the introduction of a new form
of gambling (Langley Casino) may have
accelerated the decreased patronage of
these activities. A total of 39.8% of the City
of Langley RDDS respondents indicated they
have been to the Langley Casino. The large
majority of people (76.9%) who patronized
the new casino reported that it did not
affect their overall gambling activity. For
the minority who indicated it had affected
their gambling, more people reported that it
increased it (17.6%) rather than decreased it
(5.5%). The large majority of people (93.0%)
also indicated that their spending on other

things had not changed as a result of their
patronage of the Langley Casino.

There were several significant changes in
terms of where people gambled. Specifically,
there was a significant relocation of slot and
table play from other jurisdictions to the
new Langley Casino.

Langley city
overwhelmingly aware of the new casino in
Langley (98.0%). In terms of attitudes, the

respondents were

large majority of Langley City respondents
(72.4%) continued to believe that gambling
was a matter of personal choice, rather than
being morally wrong (17.3%), marking no
change since 2004. The existing negative
beliefs about the benefits/harms of
gambling in Langley City appear to have
grown somewhat more negative in 2005
(although not significantly so), with 50.0% of
the populace now indicating they believed
gambling’s harms either somewhat or far
outweighed gambling’s benefits (compared
to 20.4% who believed that gambling’s
benefits either somewhat or far outweighed
gambling’s harms). However, a slightly
greater percentage of people (46.7%)
believed that the newly introduced casino
would produce a benefit to the community
than those (39.0%) who believed the casino’s
impact would be harmful. These sentiments
do not differ significantly from 2004.

No statistically significant difference was
found between the prevalence rate of
problem gambling obtained in 2005 (4.9%)
and that obtained in 2004 (2.5%). We note,
however, that the smaller sample size at the
community level (n = 509) makes for larger
confidence intervals and greater difficulty in
obtaining significant differences, especially
at the low prevalence rates seen for problem
gambling.




Township of Langley

The overall pattern of gambling behaviour
in 2005 in the Township of Langley
remains fairly similar to 2004 in terms of
the relative popularity of the various forms
and the median expenditures on each. The
statistically significant changes in 2005
compared to 2004 included: lower average
expenditures on sports betting, more
frequent slot machine play, more frequent
private gambling, and higher average
expenditures on Internet gambling. The
increase in frequent slot machine play is
consistent with the report that 16.7% of
people who gambled at the new Langley
Gateway Casino had never patronized a
casino before. Here again, some of the above
changes reflect national trends (e.g., more
frequent private gambling). A total of 29.3%
of Langley Township residents indicated they
have been to the Langley Casino. The large
majority of people (85.6%) who patronized
the new casino reported that it had not
affected their overall gambling activity. For
the minority who indicated it had affected
their gambling, more people reported that it
increased it (11.4%) rather than decreased it
(3.0%). The large majority of people (97.0%)
also indicated that their spending on other
things had not changed as a result of their
patronage of the Langley Casino.

Significant changes emerged in terms
of where people gambled, specifically, a
significant relocation of slot and table play
from other jurisdictions primarily to the
new Langley Casino, and secondarily to the
Richmond'’s River Rock Casino.

Respondents in Langley Township are
typically aware of the existence of the new
casino (96.1%). In terms of attitudes, the
overwhelming majority of people (69.9%)

continued to believe that gambling was a
matter of personal choice, rather than being
morally wrong (18.4%). There was no change
in this belief from 2004.The existing negative
beliefsaboutthe benefits/harmsof gambling
were notsignificantly changed, with 48.7% of
the populace now indicating they believed
gambling’s harms either somewhat or far
outweighed gambling’s benefits (compared
to 18.4% who believed that gambling’s
benefits either somewhat or far outweighed
gambling’s harms). Sentiments about the
harm or benefit of the casino were very much
like those in Langley City: 43.7% of people
believed that the newly introduced Langley
Casino was likely to be either somewhat or
very beneficial to the community compared
to 39.3% who believed it to be either be very
or somewhat harmful. These attitudes have
remained much the same since 2004.

No statistically significant difference
occurred between the prevalence rate of
problem gambling obtained in 2005 (2.6%)
and that obtained in 2004 (4.0%). However,
the smaller sample size at the community
level (n = 587) makes for larger confidence
intervals and greater difficulty in obtaining
significant differences, especially at the
low prevalence rates seen for problem
gambling.

City of Surrey

The overall pattern of gambling behaviourin
2005 in the City of Surrey remains similar to
2004 in terms of the relative popularity of the
various forms and the median expenditures
on each. There was only one statistically
significantchangein 2005 compared to 2004:
lower average expenditures on casino table
games. Although nosignificantincrease took
place in the frequency of play accompanying
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this trend, 23.5% of people who gambled at
the expanded Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
reported they had never patronized a casino
before. A total of 11.0% of Surrey residents
indicated they have been to the expanded
Fraser Downs Gaming Centre. The large
majority of people (80.6%) who patronized
the new gaming centre reported that it did
not affect their overall gambling activity. For
the minority who indicated it had affected
their gambling, all of them reported that it
increased it (19.4%) rather than decreased
it (0%). The large majority of people (97.3%)
also indicated that their spending on other
things had not changed as a result of their
patronage of the Fraser Downs Gaming
Centre.

Several significant changes between 2004
and 2005 were found in terms of where
people gambled. The most significant
change was the relocation of slot play from
Coquitlam and Burnaby to the new Langley
Casino, Richmond'’s River Rock Casino, and to
Las Vegas/Reno. Interestingly, no significant
increase took place in reported patronage at
the Fraser Downs Gaming Centre.

In terms of attitudes, the overwhelming
majority of Surrey respondents (66.7%)
continued to believe that gambling was a
matter of personal choice rather than being
morallywrong (21.4%), no change from 2004.
Existing negative beliefs about the benefits/
harms of gambling grew significantly more
negative in 2005, with 58.9% of the populace
now indicating they believed gambling’s
harms either somewhat or far outweighed
gambling’s benefits (compared to 16.4%
who believed that gambling’s benefits either
somewhat or far outweighed gambling’s
harms). Consistent with this (and different
from Langley City and Langley Township),

47.4% believed the newly expanded Fraser
Downs Gaming Centre was likely to be either
very or somewhat harmful to the community
compared to 36.6% who believed it would
be somewhat or very beneficial. These
sentiments tended to be more negative
than 2004, but not significantly so. Public
awareness of the expanded Fraser Downs
Gaming Centre among Surrey residents
remained low in 2005 at 36.9%, considerably
less than public awareness of the other three
new venues.

The prevalence rate of problem gambling
obtained in 2005 (6.0%) did not differ
significantly from that obtained in 2004
(5.6%). It is important to note, however, that
the smaller sample size at the community
level (n = 596) makes for larger confidence
intervals and greater difficulty in obtaining
significant differences, especially at the
low prevalence rates seen for problem
gambling.

City of Vancouver

The overall pattern of gambling behaviour
in 2005 in the City of Vancouver remains
fairly similar to 2004 in terms of the relative
popularity of the various forms and the
medianexpendituresoneach.Thestatistically
significant changes in 2005 compared to
2004 included lower average expenditures
on raffles and lotteries, higher frequency
of slot machine play, lower expenditure on
casino table games, and higher frequency
of play on private games (e.g., poker). The
finding of more frequent slot machine play
is consistent with the report that 15.7% of
people who gambled at the new Edgewater
Casino had never patronized a casino before.
Here again, some of the above changes
reflect national trends (e.g., less spending on




lotteries, more frequent private gambling).
A total of 13.9% of Vancouver residents
indicated they have been to the Edgewater
Casino. The large majority of people (79.3%)
patronizing the new casino reported that it
did not affect their overall gambling activity.
Fortheminority whoindicatedithad affected
their gambling, more people reported that it
increased it (14.9%) rather than decreased it
(5.7%). The large majority of people (95.3%)
also indicated that their spending on other
things had not changed as a result of their
patronage of the Edgewater Casino.

Several significant changes were found in
terms of where people gambled. Specifically,
a significant amount of slot and/or table
play relocated from Las Vegas/Reno, New
Westminster, Burnaby, and Vancouver’s
Great Canadian Casino, to both the River
Rock Casino in Richmond as well as the new
Edgewater Casino.

In terms of attitudes, the overwhelming
majority of Vancouver respondents (70.8%)
continued to believe that gambling was a
matter of personal choice, rather than being
morally wrong (14.1%). Significantly fewer
peoplebelievedgamblingwasmorallywrong
in 2005 compared to 2004. The existing very
negative beliefs about the benefits or harms
of gambling did not change significantly;
57.4%ofthepopulaceindicatedtheybelieved
gambling’s harms either somewhat or far
outweighed gambling’s benefits (compared
to 12.8% who believed that gambling’s
benefits either somewhat or far outweighed
gambling’s harms). Consistent with this
finding, 50.5% of people believed that the
newly introduced Edgewater Casino was
likely to be either somewhat or very harmful
to the community, compared to 24.4% who
believed it was very or somewhat harmful.

These sentiments did not differ significantly
from 2004. Compared to the Langleys and
Surrey, Vancouver respondents’ awareness
of the existence of the new casino in their
city (Edgewater Casino) was low (62.5%).

There was not a statistically significant
difference between the prevalence rate
of problem gambling obtained in 2005
(3.7%) and that reported in 2004 (6.0%).
However, the smaller sample size at the
community level (n = 1004) makes for larger
confidence intervals and greater difficulty in
obtaining significant differences, especially
at the low prevalence rates seen for problem
gambling.
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PART II: PATRON SURVEY

Methodology

A written survey for casino patrons was
developed and piloted in 2004 in the only
open venue at that time, Fraser Downs
Gaming Centre. Through revision, this
questionnaire was cut to 11 key questions
soliciting information on demographics and
gambling practices. Copies of the casino
patron questionnaires used in November
2005 may be found in Appendix B. While
the Patron Survey provides interesting trend
data on use patterns at the new venues, the
major purpose for its administration is to
provide triangulation with the Random Digit
Dialling (RDD) Survey. That is, its findings are
compared to those in the RDD survey to
see whether general trends are congruent
in the two measures. Such was indeed the
case; internal review of data suggests similar
results for patrons as among the members
of the general public reporting going to
casinos.

The patron survey was administered at the
three open venues (Edgewater Casino in
Vancouver, Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
in Surrey, and Cascades Casino in Langley)
during November 2005. Quota sampling was
employed in each venue, continuing until
at least 200 surveys were gathered. Most
collection sessions took place on Fridays and
Saturdays in the evening, generally between
3 and 10 pm, taking advantage of busy
periods to gain the most response. Possible
sampling biases include differences in the
kind of events happening in the casinos
at the time, and under-representation of
persons in a hurry or otherwise indisposed
when asked to complete the survey. The
time required to achieve the 200-survey
minimum at each site ranged from 11 to

14 hours at each venue. After conducting
the first session at Edgewater Casino, the
survey was translated into Chinese and a
fluent Mandarin and Cantonese speaker was
brought in as an assistant to reduce loss of
participation among these language groups,
both prevalent at Edgewater. A large print
version of the survey was also produced
and a total of 18 individuals opted for this
version.

Findings
Demographics

Table 18 breaks down the patron survey
sample by gender and location. A total of
636 patrons were surveyed (n=216 Cascades,
205 Edgewater, 215 Fraser Downs). The data
in the tables below exclude instances where
there was no response, hence the varying
sample size.

Patron gender of participants split fairly
evenly in each venue. At Langley’s Cascades
Casino and Vancouver’s Edgewater Casino
there were slightly more male participants;
at Surrey’s Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
more females participated. This balance is
slightly different from BC Lottery Corporation
patron data except for Fraser Downs. (BCLC
data shows a consistent slight majority of
women patrons). However, neither survey is
random.




Table 18: Sample Breakdown, Patron Survey 2005 (n=619)

Fraser Downs Gaming

Cascades Edgewater All Venues
Female 101 (48.10%) 88 (44.67%) 118 (55.66%) 307 (49.60%)
Male 109 (51.90%) 109 (55.33%) 93 (43.87%) 311 (50.24%)
INVALID (0.00%) (0.00%) 1 (0.47%) 1 (0.16%)
Grand Total 210  (100.00%) 197  (100.00%) 212 (100.00%) 619  (100.00%)

Sixty eight per cent of all patrons were married or living with a partner; 13% were widowed or
divorced (Table 19).

Table 19: Marital Status, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 618)

Fraser Downs Gaming

Cascades Edgewater on AllVenues
Married 103 (49.05%) 103 (52.55%) 135 (63.68%) 341 (55.18%)
Living with a partner 36 (17.14%) 19 (9.69%) 22 (10.38%) 77 (12.46%)
Widowed 14 (6.67%) 4 (2.04%) 14 (6.60%) 32 (5.18%)
Divorced 21 (10.00%) 14 (7.14%) 16 (7.55%) 51 (8.25%)
Separated 10 (4.76%) 10 (5.10%) 7 (3.30%) 27 (4.37%)
Never married 26 (12.38%) 46 (23.47%) 18 (8.49%) 90 (14.56%)
Grand Total 210  (100.00%) 196  (100.00%) 212 (100.00%) 618 (100.00%)

The sample skews slightly more toward younger patrons than the BCLC survey (Table 20).
However, because both surveys used quota samples, the differences may be an artefact of such
current events as, for example, whether or not a tour group of seniors was present.

Table 20: Age breakdown, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 602)* and BC Lottery Corporation Data* (n = 630)

Age Group Patron Survey (n (%)) BC Lottery Corporation (%)
19-34 109 (18%) 15%
35-54 227 (38%) 30%
55+ 266 (44%) 55%

Just over half the sample (57.8%) reported family incomes of less than $60,000 (Table 21).

Table 21: Reported Family Income, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 564)

Fraser Downs Gaming

Cascades Edgewater All Venues
i
Under $30,000 35 (18.829%) 39 (21.20%) e (21.65%) 116 (20.57%)
530'2%%‘5’0‘(‘)""9’ 60 (32.26%) 73 (39.67%) 77 (39.69%) 210 (37.23%)
560’2?80‘3 (;‘(;‘de’ 60 (32.26%) 46 (2500%) 51 (2629%) 157 (27.84%)
$100,000 or more 31 (16.67%) 26 (14.13%) 24 (12.37%) 81 (14.36%)
Grand Total 186 (100.00%) 184  (100.00%) 194  (10000%) 564  (100.00%)

Of respondents who reported their level of education, slightly over 40% have a high school
education or less. Twenty eight per cent possess a university, college or graduate degree (Table
22).

*- Thirty-four respondents either did not respond or provided invalid data. Numbers may therefore vary from table to table.
t - Numbers estimated from available data.
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Table 22: Reported Education, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 604)

Fraser Downs

Cascades Edgewater Gaming Centre All Venues
Grade school/some high school 26 (12.62%) 19 (10.16%) 31 (14.69%) 76 (12.58%)
Completed high school 61 (29.61%) 41 (21.93%) 67 (31.75%) 169 (27.98%)
Post secondary technical school 20 (9.71%) 20 (10.70%) 23 (10.90%) 63 (10.43%)
Some college or university 46 (22.33%) 39 (20.86%) 43 (20.38%) 128 (21.19%)
Completed college diploma 23 (11.17%) 26 (13.90%) 29 (13.74%) 78 (12.91%)
Completed university degree 23 (11.17%) 33 (17.65%) 12 (5.69%) 68 (11.26%)
Post-grad 7 (3.40%) 9 (4.81%) 6 (2.84%) 22 (3.64%)

GrandTotal 206  (100.00%) 187 (100.00%) 211 (100.00%) 604 (100.00%)

The vast majority of patrons (95.8% of those providing a residence) report BC as their current
home, and the great preponderance of these live in the Lower Mainland.. The remaining few
are divided between elsewhere in Canada, the US, and International. These data match fairly
closely with license plate counts done at the venues during the collection periods.

As would be expected in BC's Lower Mainland, patron ethnicity was varied. Table 23 lists
reported ethnicity of patrons by frequency of response.

Table 23: Ethnic Group, Patron Survey 2005 (Up to four responses allowed)*

Cascades Edgewater Fraser Downs Gaming Centre All Venues
Canadian 122 51 129 302
English 26 34 35 95
Scottish 14 17 13 44
Chinese 3 25 5 33
Irish 13 14 6 33
Aboriginal 8 16 3 27
French 10 7 9 26
German 12 7 6 25
Ukrainian 3 13 5 21
Filipino 2 12 6 20
Italian 4 5 5 14
American 3 6 4 13
East Indian 7 2 2 1
Scandinavian 4 4 3 1
Dutch 2 4 4 10
Polish 1 5 3 9
Japanese 0 6 2 8
Jewish 1 4 0 5
French Canadian 1 2 2 5
Korean 3 1 0 4
Austrian 0 1 2 3
Hungarian 0 3 0 3
Jamaican 0 1 2 3
Spanish 1 1 1 3
Welsh 0 2 1 3

*-This table is based on responses from 549 patrons (80 patrons did not answer this question and seven wrote something that was
considered invalid). However, it only includes ethnicities reported by more than two patrons. The ethnicities reported by only one or two
patrons are: Arabic, Australian, Croatian, Estonian, Finnish, Greek, Icelandic, Laos, Lebanese, Lithuanian, Maltese, Mennonite, Mexican,
Peruvian, Portuguese, Romanian, Turkish, and Viethamese.




Frequency of gambling

As a measure of gambling frequency, patrons were asked about how often they came to the
facility. Table 24 illustrates that, in 2005, 53.9% of respondents attended their casino several
times a month or more and 4.1% were daily gamblers. Conversely, 18.1% of respondents went
once a month or less, and the rest were new or recent patrons. So, about half of respondents
were “requlars.”

Table 24: Reported Frequency of Coming to the Venue, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 629)

Fraser Downs

Cascades Edgewater - mina Centre All Venues
Daily 5 (2.33%) 13 (6.34%) 8 ‘ (3.83%) 26 (4.13%)
Several times a week 32 (14.88%) 38 (18.54%) 34 (16.27%) 104 (16.53%)
Several times a month 71 (33.02%) 67 (32.68%) 71 (33.97%) 209 (33.23%)
Once a month or less 51 (23.72%) 29 (14.15%) 34 (16.27%) 114 (18.12%)
Only been here a couple 36 (16.74%) 29 (14.15%) 31 (14.83%) 9%  (15.26%)

of times

This is my first visit 20 (9.30%) 29 (14.15%) 31 (14.83%) 80 (12.72%)
Grand Total 215 (100.00%) 205 (100.00%) 209 (100.00%) 629  (100.00%)

Spending Patterns

We analyzed the amount spent on gambling by gaming frequency to determine any correlation
between these variables. Trend data in Table 25 shows that when we compare several-time-
a-week (the most frequent) gamblers with those going once a month or less (noted in blue
italics), the amount spent per occasion indeed appears to increase with frequency of gambling.
(New or recent comers’ data are difficult to interpret because we do not know their gambling
history.) However the differences are not statistically significant.

Table 25: Average Per Visit Spending on Gambling by Frequency of Gambling, Patron Survey 2005

Fraser Downs

Cascades Edgewater Gaming Centre All Venues
Daily $375.00 $144.58 $58.75 $154.38
Several times a week $246.95 $122.91 $115.38 $159.39
Several times a month $127.39 $174.30 $68.43 $122.65
Once a month or less $81.57 $95.00 $89.85 $87.46

Only been here a couple

of times $100.28 $99.14 $65.33 $88.89
This is my first visit $96.88 $144.64 $90.74 $113.38
Grand Total $132.27 $136.27 $82.05 $117.09

The median expenditure on food and drink per visit in 2005 was $10 per visit (Table 26).

Table 26: Expenditures on Food and Drink, Patron Survey 2005 *

Fraser Downs Gaming

Cascades Edgewater Centre
Mean $16.26 $18.66 $17.88
Median $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
Mode $- $- $10.00
n 187 175 189

*- Excludes no responses, invalid responses and responses that were dashes, which could be interpreted as either zero or no response.
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Most  patrons reported making no
expenditures on accommodation while
using the casino. This is expected since
the vast majority of patrons report living
in the Lower Mainland. Only about one
in six respondents reported making any
expenditures other than gambling, food and
drink and accommodation while visiting the
casino. These expenditures included outside
food and drink, shopping, sightseeing,
movies, entertainment, sporting events,
and transportation. These numbers are not
tabulated in this report but are available
for comparisons with 2006 data in the final
report.

Patrons at each of the three venues indicated
whether they now gamble more, less or the
same as a result of the facility being opened.
Figure 1 displays these results. Of the surveys
at all three venues, 83 respondents (13%)
reported spending less on at least one item
as a result of the facility opening. Clothes
and food were the items most frequently
named. On the other hand, 18 respondents
(2.8%) indicated they now spend more on
other things, food being the most frequently
named item. These figures exclude patrons
who checked more than one response to
the question, such as someone who checked
they spend both more and less because the
casino opened.

Figure 1: Impact of New Facilities on Gambling, Patron Survey 2005
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A lower proportion of patrons reported an
increase in their gambling as a result of the
new venues than did the gamblers among
the sample in the RDD Survey. This finding
is perhaps attributable to the fact that about
half of the Patron Survey respondents are
regular gamblers anyway, while the RDDS
sampled the general public.

In order to assess possible relocation and
repatriation of gambling produced by the
new venues, patrons were asked to name
their favourite place to gamble before and

after the facility opened. Table 27 illustrates
that indeed, the new venues have produced
some repatriation from Washington State
and Las Vegas/Reno, and some relocation
from other Lower Mainland venues. These
results are congruent with those reported in
the RDD Survey. By reading the rows left to
right for each casino (colour coded), one can
view the numbers of patrons who relocated
or repatriated from other venues, where
they relocated from, and how many in total
relocated.

Table 27: Favourite Place to Gamble Before and After Venue Opened, Patron Survey 2005 (n = 591)

Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam
River Rock Richmond

Royal City Star New Westminster
Another casino in the Lower Mainland

Cascades
Edgewater

GanMng

Great Canadian
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Richmond

2 |27 | 4 2

Royal City Star
New Westminster
Another casino
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Mainland
Another casino

in BC
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Canada
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PART II1: INTERVIEWS

Methodology

In this segment, the study used three types
of interviews: drop-in orally administered,
telephone, and group. Analysis of these
interviews focused more on what informant
group members said about what they
observed and thought about casino impacts
than on attempting to quantify responses.

Drop-in interviews were conducted with
businesses in the immediate vicinity of each
of the three venues. In these interviews,
proprietors or managers were asked in what
ways, if any, the new venue affected their
businesses. This included quantity and kind
of business, effects on space and employee
needs, and effects, if any, of traffic congestion
in the area — a concern commonly expressed
about casinos.

Telephone interviews were conducted with
the RCMP or Vancouver Police, to obtain
information on what ways, if any, the casinos
haveaffectedpolicework.Thisincludedtraffic
issues, petty crime, theft, fights, loitering,
and the range of possible problems resulting
from the casinos opening. Interviews were
conducted with the people identified by the
local police force as being the person most
likely to have such information.

The group interview approach was used
with the other two informant groups: city
planners and contracted problem gambling
counsellors. In the former, the interview
was conducted with four city planners
representing the cities of Vancouver, Surrey,
Langley and the Township of Langley
respectively. Planners  discussed the
processes involved in planning and building
the casinos and the perceived impacts of the
casino on their communities. In the latter,

the interview was conducted with nine
counsellors representing the contracted
problem gambling counsellors operating in
the Lower Mainland and having sufficient
experience to be able to make temporal
comparisons. This interview focussed on the
experiences of the counsellors with their
clients regarding the new gaming venues.

Drop-in Interviews

Drop-interviews were conducted with
representatives of 26 businesses in the
three neighbourhoods containing a new
or expanded gaming venue. The types of
businesses surveyed include restaurants,
pawnshops, hotels, gas stations and stores.
Another eight businesses that otherwise
would have been approached were closed
when the surveyor was in the area. In nine
other cases, the manager was unavailable or
it was too difficult to contact the manager
over the phone. Two businesses refused to
answer the survey because of a corpora te
policy not to participate in any survey. One
manager contacted over the phone was
busy and not interested in answering a
survey. One manager refused to participate.
However, the interviews conducted provide
a rough cross section of businesses in the
immediate vicinities of the three venues
studied.

Settings

The Edgewater Casino (Figure 2) sits near
downtown Vancouver, Yaletown and
Chinatown, isolated by two stadiums (BC
Place and General Motors Place), major roads
(the Cambie Bridge and the Georgia viaduct)
and False Creek. Considerable construction
was taking place near the venue at the time
of the drop-in interviews.




Figure 2: Edgewater Casino with Drop-In Interview Area Highlighted In Red
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Drop-in interviews were conducted on November 9 and December 7, 2005 with businesses
in the Plaza of Nations complex as well as businesses that used the nearby dock. There were
several unoccupied stores in the Plaza of Nations complex; however, these were empty before
the casino opened. Since very few businesses were located near the Edgewater Casino, it
was difficult to find suitable business people to interview. Subsequently, only two businesses
were interviewed. To protect the confidentiality of the businesses in this small sample, their
comments will be incorporated into the results for all three venues.

Cascades Casino (Figure 3) is located in the core of Langley city centre, surrounded by a dense
business district. Most of the 14 interviews for this venue took place on or near Fraser Highway,
the major artery adjacent to Cascades.
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Figure 3: Cascades Casino With Drop-In Interview Area Highlighted In Red
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Most of the land around Fraser Downs Gaming Centre (Figure 4) is residential or green space.
At the time of the interviews, major road construction was taking place along the major cross
street and two major property developments were underway in the area. Therefore, most
interviews were held a bit further from the venue than in the case of Cascades and Edgewater
Casinos. However, of the three venues, Fraser Downs Gaming Centre has been in operation the
longest. Ten interviews were completed near Fraser Downs.
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Figure 4: Fraser Downs Casino With Drop-In Interview Area Highlighted In Red
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Analysis

All  businesses surveyed were open
before the casino opened and 25 out of
26 were aware of the new venue in their
neighbourhoods.

The majority of businesses surveyed
reported seeing no change in their
commerce as a result of the new gaming
venue. Several did note changes in
commerce but attributed those changes
to other factors, such as trends in their
industry specific business cycle, closure
of a competing business in the area, the
NHL hockey lock-out, new shopping
developments in the area, and/or on-
going road construction.

Three businesses noted a decrease in
business due to the casino. Reasons
given included 1) the fact that patrons
did not need to buy anything outside the
casino, and 2) that the casino attracted
“undesirables” Five businesses noticed
an increase in customers from outside
the community since the local venue
opened. These trends need to be followed
in the next wave as the issue of positive
and negative impact on local business is
central to this study.

Over half of the businesses noted an
increase in “busyness” (defined as traffic
congestion and confusion) since the
casinoopened.This was the case especially
near Cascades Casino, where 10 of 14
businesses noted an increase in busyness.
Near Fraser Downs, four respondents
noted an increase in busyness in their
neighbourhood attributed to the casino,
two noted an increase but did not feel that
it was related to the casino, and 3 thought
congestionintheareahadremainedabout

the same. No respondent from any venue
reported a decrease in busyness since the
venue opened. It will be interesting to
compare these responses to those in 2006
in order to determine longer-term trends.

The majority of businesses (22 out of 25)
reported no other problems than busyness
associated with the nearby casino. Two
businesses mentioned an increase in
counterfeit bills since the casino opened
and one of these also attributed vandalism
and graffititothe casino. Also, one business
manager complained that his employees
now go to the casino during business
hours which he did not like.

When asked how the casino would affect
their businesses (Figure 5), 10 of the 26
respondents thought the casino would
be “neither positive nor negative.” Eight
business representatives thought the
new casino would have a positive effect
on their business in the future, making
such comments as “it’s another attraction’,
“any business is positive” and “it does
attract people from other parts of the city.”
Several managers reported believing that
while the casino had not yet had a positive
impact, eventually the increase of people
in the area would improve their business.
Five business representatives gave a
mixed reaction (i.e, the casino would
have both positive and negative impacts).
Their comments included that the casino
“brings in good and bad customers’, that
“more people come down,” and that “the
casino might take away some business”.

Three business managers believed that
the casino would have an overall negative
effect on their business, naming concerns
about crime or poverty they believed
would stem from the casino.




Figure 5: Local Business Response to How Casino Would Affect Business

The Effect of New Casino on Local Businesses

B Positive Effect
B Mixed Effect
Negative Effect
B Mo Effect

Number of Businesses

2005

While these comments are somewhat
subjective, they do describe how business
peopleat“groundzero”feelabout the venues.
However, given that two of the venues were
quite new at the time of the interviews, it is
still early to tease out any distinct impacts
of the casinos relative to day-to-day trends.
By November 2006, when the next round
of drop-in interviews is scheduled, the
respondents will have more experience with
which to judge the impact of the casino on
their businesses.

Police Interviews

The Vancouver Police Department, and
Langley and Surrey RCMP, were contacted
andarepresentative fromeachwasidentified
as a key spokesperson to discuss impacts, if
any, of each respective venue. In all three
cases, the informants reported that from
a police perspective, little or no problems
have arisen from the venues. Comments
included: “No, the casino hasn’t caused any

2006

Year

problems,” “We get calls very rarely from
them,””The casino security is very good and

”

they can handle most problems themselves,
“The casino has been very low level for us,”
and “We did anticipate some problems and

they simply have not materialized.”

In the case of Edgewater, a neighboring
nightclub has received considerable police
attention, but as yet the police have noted
no impact of the casino itself in exacerbating
problems in the area.

As of 2005, the venues have not appeared
substantially on the police“radar,’suggesting
that they are creating little direct and visible
disturbance or crime at a level noticeable to
police. Itis interesting to note that the police
reported that they somewhat expected
and prepared for some impact, but that
that impact has yet to be seen. Most of this
appears attributable to tight casino security.
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City Planners Group Interview

One city planner from each of the four
communities participated in a group
interview to determine the impacts of
the casinos on the communities from
the perspective of local government. The
comments of city planners are provided as
one in order to increase confidentiality.

« All communities, except The Township of
Langley, receive compensating monies
from the casino operation and this is
viewed as very positive. Edgewater Casino
has not met revenue expectations.

The projects involved a long and

difficult process involving a divided
public, requiring considerable public
meetings, and careful planning, especially
in Vancouver. However, in the case

of Cascades, competition between
communities led in one case to a rapid
bidding and development process.

The process of planning for the casinos
involved a learning curve for city staff.

Planning started a number of years before
construction.

Consideration to build a casino is often a
time sensitive opportunity.

Pre-operational agreements are complex
and require considerable human
resources.

Publicly expressed opinion of citizens
remains somewhat negative toward
casinos. This was very evident in the
Langleys but was also true in Surrey and
Vancouver. In some cases, organized
opposition led to legal costs.

In the case of Fraser Downs, the
Gaming Centre was viewed as a way to
reinvigorate the racetrack, and it has
done so.

In all cases, few, if any, negative social
impacts were noted.

« Planners noted that the market is
over-saturated especially in and near
Vancouver city, and so new venues are
not doing as well there.

« Cascades is running 40% above revenue
estimates and Fraser Downs in “on track.”

« Since gaming is so highly regulated, no
corruption has been noted.

Most of the comments of city planners
related to matters that at first glance would
be primarily economic. However, planners
connected the desire to increase business
and revenue with subsequent improvement
of community services and employment.
Principal trends in responses of city planners
included a sense of current or pending
over-saturation of the market, a high level
of competition between municipalities
to attract venues leading to expedited
planning processes, and considerable public
commentary and concern from conception
to post-completion.

Problem Gambling Counsellors
Group Interview

To provide one means of determining the
possible impacts of the new venues on the
most vulnerable group — persons prone to
develop or already coping with a gambling
problem — a group interview was held with
nine of the contracted problem gambling
counsellors in the Lower Mainland,
representing various catchment areas and
cultural groups. The key topic discussed was
the observed impacts, if any, of the specific
venues on problem gamblers as observed
by these practitioners.

Prefacing their discussion about impacts,
the counsellors pointed out that the typical
problem gambler experiences many




problems in his or her life, not all of which
stem from gambling. The psychosocial
vulnerabilities of thisgroup, theyassert, make
these individuals particularly susceptible.
For example, loneliness and depression can
make an individual prone to spend time
in an environment where he or she feels
welcomed, comes to know the people, and
is treated warmly. This is the environment
of any casino, not just those being studied.
This overall comment frames the comments
of counsellors regarding the new venues.

Observed Impacts of the New Venues

The counsellors commented on impacts
of the new venues from direct experience
with clients. Counsellors reported limited
visible impacts because, in their own words,
“the venues are new and [our] clients were
already in trouble well before these facilities
opened.”

Impacts noted by the group included:

11 A perceived increase in persons
seeking mental health services in the
Langleys due to the casino. Reasons
given include the ready accessibility of
the venue to nearby residential areas,
especially low-income housing with
persons without ready transportation,
and that the casino is conveniently
located and without nearby
competition.

2] Pressure brought about by the
perceived increase in availability
and visibility of venues that, for
problem gamblers, create enormous
temptations. These include increased
convenience of gaming facilities for
those in the Fraser Valley, and increased
visibility, especially in the case of
Langley Cascades Casino.

3] Some risk of relapse because of this
increased convenience and visibility.

SUMMARY AND
CONCLUSIONS

The 2005 wave of data collection introduces
opportunities for comparison of attitudes
and gambling practices over the past
year. However, this remains a very short
timeframe to analyze those social impacts
that may take considerable time to develop,
such as problem gambling or the generation
of new business. The study is illuminating
the fact that social impacts are very difficult
to assess with confidence without long-
term tracking and means to connect vital
statistics specifically to gambling. Also,
many of the findings of the social analyses
bear on economic impacts, but more at the
local level. The two strands of the study
should not be viewed in isolation from one
another.

We can draw a number of conclusions
about the immediate social impacts of these
venues through comparison of 2004 and
2005 RDD data and through information in
the patron survey and interviews conducted
in the weeks and months after two of the
venues opened:

General

At this stage, the new facilities appear to
have:

Had as yet a relatively small impact on
overall gambling behaviour among the
public in terms of frequency of play, type
of game played, and expenditures.

Accelerated the already changing
patterns of gambling play and
expenditures (e.g., more slot machine
play, and private gambling such as poker)
reflecting national trends.

Increased the onset and quantity of
gambling for a portion of the public, and
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generated a number of new gamblers
attributable to each venue. Whether or
not this leads to increased gambling
problems is yet to be seen and may need
to be the focus of a concentrated, long-
term study. This appears especially true
where no local venue existed before.
Reduced somewhat the incidence of
reported external (e.g., Washington and
Nevada states) gambling activities. This
may have in turn repatriated a portion of
the gambling expenditures from other
jurisdictions to the local community,
principally from Las Vegas and Reno. This
would be money recaptured.

Produced movement of spending within
the Lower Mainland from one casino

to another, with some existing venues
appearing to experience patron losses to
the new venues. This does not constitute
a benefit other than convenience to the
individual patron, and possible local
benefits from revenues.

Increased the convenience of venues

to persons wishing to gamble. This is
especially true in the Fraser Valley, where
many patrons were first time gamblers.
Provided new venues for the majority of
gamblers who gamble in moderation.
Contributed to redistribution of gambling
expenditures, especially in Vancouver.
This constitutes an economic issue that
will need to be examined more closely in
the next wave.

Slightly increased negative attitudes
about the harms of gambling for society.
Clearly, attitudes toward gambling in

all four communities continue to trend
toward the negative. However, mixed
attitudes toward the specific venues
suggest these feelings are directed more
at gambling as a practice than toward
individual facilities. To what extent

negative attitudes comprise a social

impact is difficult to judge. However,
where attitudes become sufficiently

negative, a public backlash becomes
more likely.

Not changed significantly the general
prevalence of problem gambling in any
community.

As yet, neither increased nor decreased
commerce near the venues. This will be
more accurately determined in the overall
economic analysis; local impacts in this
section were asked in a primarily social
context.

No discernable impact on disruption,
crime, and traffic problems. Neither area
businesses nor law enforcement have
noted much negative impact at all in
these areas, at least as of fall 2005. This
does contradict concerns raised in public
media prior to these venues opening.

Not produced measurable tourism
from outside the province, although
this cannot be assessed accurately by
collecting information for only a few
weeks a year. At present, it appears the
overwhelming majority of patronage is
local. This is a prime example of an impact
likely to become measurable only after
considerable time, exposure, word of
mouth, and advertising.

+ Not produced a significant increase

in problem gambling incidence or
prevalence in the four communities
studied.

Problem Gambling

Because problem gambling makes up
perhaps the single most negative social
impact anticipated by readers, we separate
our discussion of it from the general
discussion above.




At this point, we cannot say with certainty
that the new venues are exacerbating
problem gambling in the Lower Mainland
or in BC. However, we do note a number of
trends:

11 The RDD survey does not show a
significant increase in the incidence
of problem gambling in the three
communities studied.

2] Problem gambling counsellors note
a possible slight increase in problem
gambilers, reporting that the onset
of their problem may be due to new
venues, notably Langley.
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3] The venues appear to have produced
new gamblers, judging from both RDD
Survey and Patron Survey data showing
that in each venue, some people are
now gambling at the venues that
previously did not gamble. It is possible
that some of these new gamblers may
develop problems.

4] The economic analysis includes a
finding that calls to the problem
gambling help line have increased
coincident with the opening of the new
venues. Without further determination
of past and present gambling patterns
of these individuals we cannot infer
causation, but we do need to follow this
trend. It is possible that the increase
relates more to extensive media
coverage of problem gambling, such as
that in the Vancouver Sun in 2005, than
it does to the new venues. We will see
what 2006 brings in this regard.
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ECONOMIC IMPACTS

INTRODUCTION

In keeping with the multi-perspective approach,
different methods will be used in five main economic
analyses ranging from econometric estimation to
accounting methods:

« Estimating the economic multiplier effect
+ Analyzing the economic impacts on the labour force
+ Analyzing the economic effects on industry

« Estimating direct and indirect government revenue
and costs

« Examining the money flow of gaming facilities in
terms of investment capital and profits in and out of
the community and in and out of the province.

PART I: ESTIMATING THE
MULTIPLIER EFFECT

Estimating the economic multiplier associated with
the introduction of casino-style gaming depends on
comparing employment data before and after the
venuesopened.Onlyademonstration modelwhich uses
proxy variables to replace yet-to-come employment
data can be used at this time since most of the gaming
facilities were opened after the most recent data was
collected and made available.



What is a “Multiplier”?

The multiplier effect is the central challenge
in assessing the economic impact of
introducing casino-style gambling to a
community. The multiplier is the ratio of
total economic effect on a local economy
to the direct gaming venue investment.
There are different types of multipliers
including the employment multiplier, the
income multiplier, and the government
revenue multiplier. This study will focus on
the employment multiplier to gauge the
net new jobs and earnings created by the
establishment of a new gaming venue.

Employment related to the introduction of
casino-style gambling includes:

Direct employment at the gaming venue
(gaming)

Direct employment at the gaming venue
(non-gaming)

Direct employment in the construction
of gaming facilities, and upgrading &
maintenance of the facilities.

Indirect employment in complimentary
sectors such as hotels, restaurants, etc.

Direct employment in corporations
servicing the gaming industry, such as
gaming equipment providers.

Economic Impact Factors

Economic impact studies typically cite two
offsetting factors for the economic impact of
a gaming facility: crowding out and export
growth. The relative weight of these factors
determines whether a community will
prosper or decline as a result of the gaming
facility.

Crowding Out

It is argued that the multiplier effect does
not hold true for casino-style gambling
because money spent by gaming facility
patrons would otherwise be spent in other
local establishments. According to this
argument, gaming facilities crowd-out other
businesses (Grinols and Omoroyv, 1995). The
one exception occurs when patrons come
from outside the municipality, bringing
“outside money”into the local economy.

Considered on a province-wide scale, if the
province were to reach a point of gaming
saturation, crowding out could then
become a factor. The first gaming facility
in the province may attract many outside-
community patrons while the tenth gaming
facility may attract only patrons for whom
the gaming facility is closest. Therefore, the
multiplier estimation model will include an
explanatory variable that will represent the
distance away from other casinos.

Export Growth

The export hypothesis suggests that
communities that attract a larger number
of patrons from outside the community will
have a greater impact on the local economy

(Ryanetal, 1999) because theyare“exporting”

their product, gaming. However, Walker and
Jackson point out that export is not the sole
determinant of growth, giving the example
of the world economy, which has grown
enormously without exporting anything.
From this we would expect municipalities
that attract a larger number of patrons from
outside the local community to have a larger
multiplier than those that cater more to local
patrons, but we would not assume export to
be a necessity for a multiplier greater than 1.
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Results of patron surveys will identify out-
of-community patrons to estimate the
export growth factor. Whether a gaming
facility will drive out other business or cause

the community to grow as a whole will be
measured within a multiplier regression
model based on total employment in a
community over time.

Baseline Reports Related to the Multiplier Model

Figure 6: Existing Slot Machine Facilities as of 2005

BC Casinos: Slot Machines
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Figure 7: Existing Gaming Tables as of 2005

BC Casinos: Gaming Tables
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Estimation Model for Gaming
Facility Multiplier

Method

The study used a multiple regression model
to estimate the employee multiplier. The
indirect effects (and thus total effect) are
estimated using the multiple regression
model:

Where:

i represents each of the three study
communities (in the Langleys, Surrey,
Vancouver) and t represents 30 time periods
(unit=months, January 2003 through June
2005)

B0 is an intercept

1 is the employment multiplier associated
with gaming facility and is the key focus.

B2isthe coefficientforthelagged dependent
variable representing persistence in total
employment over time.

B3 is a linear time trend (1 through 30),
eliminates the problem of autocorrelation
(autoregressive component).

(34 is the coefficient for employment shocks
associated with industries that experience
change during the time period.

e, is a random error term which embodies
all variation in employment not accounted
for in the econometric model. This is random
error is assumed to be normally distributed
without statistical bias with the other model
variables.

We used BC Stats data to estimate Total
Employment. The proportion of each
municipality’s population that is in the
labour force from the 2001 census is applied
to each respective municipality’s monthly
extrapolated population. This gives us an
estimate of the total labour force, by month,
in each municipality. Total Employment is
then derived by applying the per cent of
the labour force not collecting Employment
Insurance benefits.

Because of the reporting frequency of
population and El beneficiary data at the
municipal level (annually and quarterly,
respectively), the ideal multiplier estimation
model would use quarterly time periods.
However, due to the recent opening dates
of Edgewater and Cascades combined with
data lags, a quarterly model would not
provide any complete time periods with all
three casinos opened.




Interpretation

Because of the small number of observations
and available datain the period after gaming
venues were introduced, no statistically valid
multiplier estimatesare available. Results will
be presented in the final impact analysis.

Based on evidence in recent literature, we
expect the casino employment multipliers
to be greater than 1 in each of the
municipalities and possibly as high as 2 or 3.
To illustrate, a multiplier of 2 means for each
1 casino employee the total employment in
the municipality increases by 2 employees.
A multiplier of less than one but greater
than zero means that casino employment
increased overall employment for the
community but may have crowded out some
other employment in the community.
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PART II: ANALYZING
ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON
THE LABOUR FORCE

Approach

The economic impacts of new gaming
facilities on the local labour force will be
addressed through descriptive statistics.
In addition to examining data trends
in  municipalities before and after the
introduction of a new gaming venue,
study communities will be compared
with matched control communities. The
ultimate goal of using matched control
communities is to compare the change in
labour force characteristics in gaming venue
and non-gaming venue communities. This
will effectively isolate labour force effects
associated with the introduction of a new
gaming venue.

Changes in the following labour force
characteristics will be presented and
compared:

« Per capita income
« Employment rates
« Participation rates
» Wage rates

The control communities will consist of
directly matched communities based on
the criteria listed below, as well as a BC
average of all non-study communities. See
Appendix C for a list of characteristics on
which communities will be matched. The
municipality of Vancouver will not have a
directly matched control community. It will
be compared to the BC average of all non-
study municipalities.

Employee Survey

Oneaspectoftheeconomicimpactonlabour
force is to differentiate between gaming
venue employees who were previously
unemployed and those who switched from
other employment. Similarly, it is useful to
record whether gaming venue employees
experienced an increase in income due
to their change in employment. To gather
this information, an employee survey was
conducted at each of the new gaming
facilities.

Casino employee surveys were completed at
Edgewater Casino in Vancouver during the
first week of June, 2005. The survey focused
on getting a better understanding of the
employment history, comparative wage rate,
and residency location of each employee.
All employees registered with the Gaming
Policy Enforcement Branch were asked to fill
out a survey; there were 286 respondents.
The questions and embedded results for this
survey are on the following 3 pages.




Casino Venue Employee Survey 2005

Please Do Not Write Your Name

Background -
. . - @)
We are conducting a survey on behalf of the Government of BC and Lower Mainland Munici- o
palities on the social and economic impacts of gambling. The information gathered in this Z
survey will assist the province and municipalities in understanding the economic and social ©)
effects of casinos. Your individual responses will be kept completely confidential and your E
name and phone number will not be attached to any responses. @)
(S}
Question 1 Z
. . w
Are you registered with the G.PE.B.? (3;
O Yes cj
o0 No
Number of people Fraser Downs
. ) Edgewater Cascades ) All Venues
registered with the GPEB? Gaming Centre
Number of people 286 (10000%) 171  (9828%) 99  (99.00%) 556  (99.29%)
registered:
Number of people not 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.57%) 1 (1.00%) 2 (0.36%)
registered: : ’ : ’
Unknown/invalid: 0 (0.00%) 2 (1.15%) 0 (0.00%) 2 (0.36%)

Question 2

On average, how many hours per week do you work?

Fraser Downs
Edgewater Cascades ) All Venues
Gaming Centre

Average number of hours 37.25 38.97 35.43 37.46
spent working per week:

Question 3

Which of the following best describes your employment status immediately before you
started working at this gaming facility?

O Unemployed (skip to question 6)
O Working Full-time
O Working Part-time
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Employment Status prior to Fraser Downs
: ; Edgewater Cascades ) All Venues
working at the casino? Gaming Centre
Unemployed: 24 (8.39%) 1 (6.32%) 8 (18.00%) 43 (7.68%)
Part-time: 58 (20.28%) 137 (78.74%) 58 (58.00%) 253 (45.18%)
Full-time: 204 (71.33%) 25 (14.37%) 32 (35.00%) 261 (46.61%)
Unknown/invalid: 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.57%) 2 (2.00%) 3 (0.54%)
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Question 4

What industry were you employed in immediately before your employment with this gaming

facility?
O Entertainment

fﬁ 0O Accommodation or Food Services
(@) g Other
~
5 What Industfy Employed in et Cascades Fras'er Downs All Venues
0 Previously? Gaming Centre
— Accommodation/Food 31 (1084%) 25  (1437%) 27 (27.00%) 83 (14.82%)
2 Services:
O Entertainment: 70 (24.48%) 36 (20.69%) 1 (11.00%) 117 (20.89%)
Z Other: 170 (59.44%) 100 (57.47%) 49 (49.00%) 319 (56.96%)
O Unknown/invalid: 15 (5.24%) 13 (7.47%) 13 (14.00%) 41 (7.32%)
@)
28}

Question 5a

How does your current compensation compare to your previous job?

0 Current job pays more
0 Current job pays less
0 About the same (skip to question 6)

How does your current job Fraser Downs
: Edgewater Cascades ., All Venues
pay compared to previous? Gaming Centre
Number pay more: 89 (31.12%) 91 (52.30%) 1 (11.00%) 191 (34.11%)
Number pay less: 125 (43.71%) 28 (16.09%) 50 (50.00%) 203 (36.25%)
Number pay the same: 56 (19.58%) a1 (23.56%) 30 (30.00%) 127 (22.68%)
Unknown/invalid: 16 (5.59%) 14 (8.05%) 9 (9.00%) 39 (6.96%)

Question 5b

Including tips/gratuities, approximately what percent more/less does your current job pay than
your previous job? %

Fraser Downs
Average % more or less (pay)? Edgewater Cascades : All Venues
Gaming Centre
Of respondents who noted current

) 24.4% 51.4% 24.3% 27.9%
job pays less:

Of respondents who noted current

X 30.8% 34.9% 27.7% 31.6%
job pays more:

Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts | First Impact Measures Report

Question 6

Did you move from a different municipality for this job?

0O Yes
O No

Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues in Four Lower Mainland Communities
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Did you move from a different Fraser Downs
municipality for this job?

Edgewater Cascades ) All Venues
Gaming Centre

Number yes: 55 (19.23%) 64 (36.78%) 13 (13.00%) 132 (23.57%)
Number no: 231 (80.77%) 106 (60.92%) 86 (86.00%) 423 (75.54%)
Unknown/invalid: 0 (0.00%) 4 (2.30%) 1 (1.00%) 5 (0.89%)

Total: 286 (100.00%) 174 (100.00%) 100 (100.00%) 560 (100.00%)

Question 7

Do you live in the municipality where this gaming facility is located?
0O Yes
0O No

Do you live in the same
Fraser Downs

municipality as this gamin Edgewater Cascades All Venues
pality 9 9 9 Gaming Centre

facility?
Number yes: 163 (56.99%) 63 (36.21%) 63 (63.00%) 289 (51.61%)
Number no: 123 (43.01%) 107 (61.49%) 36 (36.00%) 266 (47.50%)
Unknown/invalid: 0 (0.00%) 4 (2.30%) 1 (1.00%) 5 (0.89%)

End

Thank you for your time and effort. Your responses will be beneficial in assisting the province,
municipalities and the BC lottery corporation in future planning.

The following salient results can be derived from the Edgewater casino employee survey:

« Over half of the employees in the study casinos were previously unemployed or less than
full time employed.

« The average hours worked indicates that most casino employees are employed full time by
the gaming facility.

+ Across the three gaming venues, more employees stated a wage decrease than did a wage
increase

« Employees who experienced a wage increase experienced a higher increase than those
who experienced a wage decrease

+ 23.57% of employees moved to the municipality to work at the casino

+ About half of casino employees live in the municipality in which they work
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Baseline Reports Related

to Labour Force

The economic multiplier model will be based
on total employment. Due to data gaps and
lagsat Statistics Canada, a substitute measure
will be constructed using employment
insurance beneficiaries as a per cent of the
population aged 19-64, and population age/
gender projections held at BC Statistics. BC
Statistics data on industry shocks will also be
used in the multiplier model.

The graph on employment insurance
beneficiaries in the study communities
(Figure 8) indicates considerable seasonal
variation in employment. Therefore, the
multiplier model has included a cyclical/
seasonal adjustment. Also evident are
BC-wide trends not related to gaming
facility introduction. Again, the multiplier
estimation model will adjust for this using
BC trend data.

Figure 8: Employment Insurance Beneficiaries in Study Communities

Prior to Introduction of the New Gaming Facilities

Employment Insurance Beneficiaries as a % of the Population Aged 19-64
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Source: Human Resources Development Canada Administrative Files and BC STATS Population Estimates. Prepared by:

BC STATS. January 9, 2006.




PART I1I: ANALYSING THE
ECONOMIC EFFECTS ON
INDUSTRY

Approach

Measuring the effects on industry due to the
introduction of casino-style gaming is best
captured by comparingindustry trendsinthe
study communities to control communities.
Control communities will be matched using
the same criteria listed in Part Il above. Pre
and post-gaming venue introduction data
will be used to measure the effects on
tourism revenue, hospitality revenue (hotels,
restaurants, etc), construction (residential
and commercial), bankruptcies (personal
and corporate), property values, and rental
rates.

Figure 9: Annual Housing Starts 1993 — 2004

Baseline Reports
Related to Industry

Annual Housing Starts

One factor that can be used to measure
economic activity or decline is housing
starts. The following baseline trends indicate
there is considerable variation over time and
over communities that is unrelated to the
introduction of a gaming facility (Figure 9).

Annual Housing Starts, 1993-2004

50,000 7,000
45000

a— p = | I=
A SN =EZE] /| s
NN N~
S B N\ / . mg
TR g %
b S

e . /f_ﬂ/ -

0 —_ e — |

1oday sainspayy 1>oduwiy 3sii{ | s1P0dw| pub sanss| J1LOU0I3-01705

S3IHUNWIWIOD) PUDJUIDY 13MOT IN0S Ul S3NU3/ Buiwupn Maj JO s1o0duwi| dILOU0I3-0120S bulujwIzla(g

rri
@)
©)
Z
©)
=
@)
z
A
—
v

~N
iy



Value of Residential Construction

Another similar factor that can be used to measure economic activity or decline, and which
indicates a willingness to spend in the community, is the dollar trend of all residential
construction. The following baseline trends indicate there is considerable variation over time

%)

[C) and over communities that is unrelated to the introduction of a gaming facility (Figure 10).

<

5 Figure 10: Estimated Value of Residential Construction 1999 - 2004
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Value of Non-Residential Construction

Finally, a factor that can be used to measure economic activity or decline, and which indicates
a willingness to invest in the community, is the dollar trend of all non-residential construction.
The following baseline trends indicate that there is considerable variation over time and over

communities that is unrelated to the introduction of a gaming facility (Figure 11). 0
o
y4

Figure 11: Estimated Value of Non-Residential Construction 1999 — 2004 g
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PART IV: ESTIMATING
DIRECT AND INDIRECT
GOVERNMENT REVENUE
AND COSTS

Approach

Estimating the effects on government
finances is best approached as a multi-
stage accounting undertaking. There are
direct and indirect costs, as well as direct
and indirect revenues to government. Some
examples of direct revenues associated with
a gaming venue include earned revenue,
sales tax revenue, and income tax revenue,
while indirect revenue would include the
multiplier effect of new jobs and increased
customer traffic for local businesses.
Examples of direct costs include costs for
advertising and licensing. Indirect costs
may include costs for additional policing,
infrastructure  development, gambling
addiction treatment, and possibly legal aid
(pending data availability).

The disposition of government revenue
received from gambling activities is an
important consideration. Revenues may
be collected provincially or federally,
representing a net outflow of money from
the municipality. Municipalities, however,
will often receive a guaranteed percentage

Table 28: Distribution of Casino Revenues

Distribution of Casino Revenues Net Income 2004/05 ($millions)
Total Revenue (Slots and table games) $893
Direct Expenses $307
Operating Expenses $70
Net Income $515
Government of Canada $ 5%
Government of British Columbia $457
Local host governments $53

*Source: BC Lottery Corporation Annual Report 2004/05 pp. 7,8, 24, 25

of these revenues. This percentage is an
important factor in determining the overall
economic benefit of introducing a gaming
venue into the municipality.

Policing costs — or savings — will be estimated
by analyzing the number of criminal code
offences in each policing jurisdiction. It
is conceivable that the introduction of
legalized gambling will produce an element
of savings if there is a drop in the number
of offences related to illegal gambling
activity. It would be inaccurate to look solely
at actual expenditures on policing, as an
increase could be attributed to an increase
in municipal tax revenue rather than an
increase in crime.

Baseline Reports Related
to Government Costs

Government Revenues from
Casino-Style Gaming Facilities

Gaming facility net income is distributed
to various levels of government in order to
pay for health and education services, as
well as to provide revenue for community
organizations and local economic
development. While specific community
amounts cannot be calculated prior to the
introduction and operation of a gaming
facility, casino netincome for all of BC was as
follows for 2004/05:

Note: Distribution of casino net income
is approximate, based on percentage
distribution of all BC Lottery
Corporation net income, 2004/05.




Hostlocal governments receive 1/10th of the
revenue generated by community casinos
located in their jurisdiction and 1/6th of
the revenue generated by destination
casinos. The Province allocates revenue to
the Consolidated Revenue Fund, Health
Special Account, charitable and community
organizations, development assistance
compensation and the Problem Gambling
Program, in addition to the Government of
Canada and host local governments.

The Cost and Incidence of
Treating Problem Gambling

The Ministry of Public Safety and Solicitor
General run programs that track real-
time case management statistics for their
Problem Gambling Help Line and treatment
programs. As a result, this study is able to
present current quantitative results with
regards to the introduction of the new
casino-style gaming venues.

Problem Gambling Help Line

The Province provides $4 M in funding
for comprehensive problem gambling
prevention and treatment services. These
services include a toll-free, 24/7 Help Line
providing information and referrals and
crises intervention counselling. Treatment
is delivered province wide by 40 counsellors
through free outpatient counselling services
(both individual and group therapy) for
problem gamblers and those affected by
someone else’s gambling.

Prevention Services consist of prevention
strategies targeted to at-risk populations and
a range of awareness initiatives delivered
to community groups, schools and allied
professions.

Services are managed centrally but
delivered province wide through contracts
with professional counsellors and non-profit
agencies.

The annual budget for the BC Problem
Gambling Help Line is $185,000. Calls to the
problem gambling help line have increased
steadily for all of BC for the last five years
(Figure 12). Awareness and promotion of the
issue of problem gambling and availability
of services has dramatically increased since
2001, when the Help Line number began
appearing on all lottery tickets. The spike in
January 2004 to March 2004 coincides with
the first provincial media campaign that
ran from February to April. When analyzing
study community trends beyond baseline
data, adjustments will be made for BC wide
trends. The volatility in this trend will affect
the ability to obtain statistically significant
conclusions. These data are categorized
according city residence of the caller.
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Figure 12: Total Calls per Month to the Problem Gambling Help Line

Total Calls per Month to the Problem Gambling Help Line
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Note: 50% of calls to the Help Line are unrelated to problem gambling
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Statistical Inference for Calls to the
Problem Gambling Help Line

How Inference is Performed:

To properly infer these results, a regression
modelwas created and estimatedforallof the
problem gambling help line and treatment
program indicators in each community
where a casino venue was introduced. Each
of these follows a similar form, the following
is for the Langley facility:

Where:

“Calls” represents the volume of (in this
illustrative case) phone calls to the problem

gambling help line in a given year / month.

Intercept (a) is the y-axis intercept in the
linear regression

Slope (B1) represents the rate of increase in
calls over time

Shock estimate (B2) is the variable of
interest, estimating the increase or decrease
in monthly calls in the period when the
Cascades venue is operational

Error term (g) represents the random error
term

Table 29: Cascades Statistical Inference for Help Line Calls

Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval

Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept (a) -0.09 0.47 -0.19 0.8488 -1.02 0.83
Time (B1) 0.18 0.02 10.29 <.0001 0.14 0.21
cascades_langley (32) 493 1.06 4.65 <.0001 2.85 7.01

In addition to these explicitly determined
variables, the statistical software (SAS®
Statistical Analysis System) was programmed
to estimate under an autoregressive scheme,
which adjusts for lagged dependent
variables up to 12 lags. For each lag that is
estimated to have a significant effect, SAS®
incorporates the lagged dependent variable
into its set of explanatory variables. For
brevity, these parameter estimates are not
presented here.

Interpreting the results:

Estimates indicate that, in the period the
Cascades Casino was in effect, the Problem
Gambling Help Line received an average of
4,93 more calls per month from peoplein the
Langleys. The t-value and “Pr > [t|" estimate

indicate that there is less than 0.01% chance
that the effect was zero or negative. Finally,
there is a 95% chance that the true value of
the change in monthly calls from people in
the Langleys is between 2.85 and 7.01 calls
per month.

With any statistical model, assumptions
are made that may or may not hold true.
One assumption that will be explored and
potentially revised is the assumption of
normal distribution in the random error
term. This is virtually never exactly true but
generally represents an accepted, common
assumption. The subject of regression
modeling and statistical methodology is
well documented outside of this study and
will not be re-produced here.
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The fitted multiple regression model that is estimated above is illustrated graphically below:

Figure 13. Total Calls per Month to the Problem Gambling Help Line

Total Calls per Month to the Problem Gambling Help Line
(Illustration of statistical methods for Langley)
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Total Calls to the Problem Gambling Help Line for callers from Langley

The following section tests whether a measurable difference was observed in calls to the
problem gambling help line from people residing in the vicinity of a new Lower Mainland
casino. Statistically significant variables of interest are highlighted in grey.
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Table 30. Regression Model Estimates for Calls per Month to Help Line

Regression model estimates: Total Calls per month to the Problem Gambling Help Line

Case 1: Langley
Regress R-Square 0.90 Total R-Square 0.8077 Durbin-Watson 1.96
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept -0.09 0.47 -0.19 0.8488 -1.02 0.83
time 0.18 0.02 10.29 <.0001 0.14 0.21
cascades_langley 4.93 1.06 4.65 <.0001 2.85 7.01
ProbGambMediaCampaign -0.02 1.64 -0.01 0.9907 -3.24 3.20

Regression model estimates: Total Calls per month to the Problem Gambling Help Line

Case 2: Surrey

Regress R-Square 0.96 Total R-Square 0.8697 Durbin-Watson 1.96
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est

Intercept 4.21 0.75 5.6 <.0001 2.74 5.68

time 0.41 0.04 11.58 <.0001 0.34 0.48
Fraser_Downs_Temp_Surrey 4.30 1.51 2.85 0.0067 1.35 7.25
Fraser_Downs_Perm_Surrey 4.05 222 1.83 0.0751 -0.30 8.39
ProbGambMediaCampaign 5.81 273 213 0.0395 0.45 11.17

Regression model estimates: Total Calls per month to the Problem Gambling Help Line

Case 3:Vancouver

Regress R-Square 0.88 Total R-Square 0.8585 Durbin-Watson 1.98
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 32.21 8.56 3.76 0.0005 15.44 48.99
time 3.63 037 9.68 <.0001 2.89 436
Edgewater_Vancouver -21.30 22.19 -0.96 0.3426 -64.78 22.19
ProbGambMediaCampaign 88.81 31.83 2.79 0.0079 26.43 151.18

* Grey highlighting indicates statistically significant variables of interest
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Interpretation

« There appears to be a statistically
significant increase in calls to the problem
gambling help line by residents in the
Langleys in the eight months since the
Cascades casino opened.

A similar effect is observed in Surrey but
not in Vancouver.

This may be driven by increased
awareness or an increase in cases of
problem gambling in the Langleys - or
greater existing levels of saturation/
crowding in Vancouver.

Cautionary Notes in Interpretation

Although results may be significant, caution
is required for two main reasons:

11 Misattribution: These numbers are
correlational and cannot be used to
infer causation. The calling rate can be
influenced by many things other than
the new venues. For example, over
time, exposure to Help Line advertising
may lead to an increase in calls. Local
news coverage of problem gambling
may also contribute to persons
deciding to call the help line. Although
“Calls to the problem gambling Help
Line” can be used as an indicator for
problem gambling cases, it could also
be seen as an indicator for the Help
Line awareness and problem gambling
awareness. This is illustrated by the
variable “ProbGambMediaCampaign”
- avariable set for the period Feb 2004
to Apr 2004 when a Problem Gambling
Media Campaign ran. This variable is
significant in the cases of Vancouver
and Surrey and suggests that the media
campaign worked to increase the
awareness and calls to the Help Line.
The Casino opening media campaign
may also have had an impact.

2] There are very few observations
upon which to base this result (e.g.,
8 observations since Cascades was
opened in the City of Langley).
More longitudinal data will provide
greater evidence from which to draw
conclusions.

Treatment Volumes: Treatment Sessions
Delivered by Clinical Providers

Clinical counselling services are offered on a
sessional fee basis, reimbursing counsellors
at $200 for every 3.5 hour session of clinical
activity time. The activities invoiced are
tracked in a confidential database REGIS
(Responsible Gambling Information System)
with monthly reports run for each service
provider to generate payment. The Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy
Act ensures that clients’ private information
cannot be viewed by government.

The following graph, Figure 14, illustrates
how problem gambling treatment volumes
have increased steadily for as long as the
REGIS case management system has been
in existence (Nov, 2003). When analyzing
study community trends beyond baseline
data, adjustments will be made for BC wide
trends. The volatility in this trend will affect
the ability to obtain statistical significance.
These data are based on the city of residence
of the individual.




Figure 14. Total Treatment Sessions Delivered by Clinical Providers by Year/Month

Total Treatment Sessions Delivered by Clinical Providers by Year/Month
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Statistical Inference for Total Treatment Sessions Delivered

The following section tests whether a measurable difference was observed in the volume of
treatment sessions delivered to people residing in the vicinity of a new Lower Mainland casino.
Statistically significant variables of interest are highlighted in grey.

Table 31. Regression Model Estimates for Total Treatment Sessions Delivered

Regression model estimates: Total Treatment Sessions Delivered (all problem gambling)

Case 1: Langley
Regress R-Square 0.78 Total R-Square 0.9538 Durbin-Watson 1.49
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 212 6.67 0.32 0.7574 -10.95 15.20
time 1.32 0.50 2.65 0.0264 0.34 2.30
cascades_langley -12.02 7.18 -1.67 0.1285 -26.10 2.06

Regression model estimates: Total Treatment Sessions Delivered (all problem gambling)
Case 2: Surrey

Regress R-Square 100 Total R-Square 0.9778 Durbin-Watson 0.70

Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 0.89 24105 0.37 0.7215 -3.83 5.61
time 1.93 0.5451 3.53 0.0077 0.86 299
Fraser Downs Temp Surrey 1.55 49627 0.31 0.7628 -8.18 11.28
Fraser Downs Perm Surrey -7.10 6.8319 -1.04 0.3291 -20.49 6.29

Regression model estimates: Total Treatment Sessions Delivered (all problem gambling)

Case 3:Vancouver

Regress R-Square 1.00 Total R-Square 0.978 Durbin-Watson 0.69
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 11.72 4.15 2.82 0.02 3.58 19.86
time 1.75 0.59 2.96 0.0159 0.59 2.90
Edgewater_Vancouver 1.62 7.63 0.21 0.8364 -13.34 16.59




Interpretation

There are no measurable effects on
treatment sessions delivered associated
with the introduction of a gaming facility in
any of the study communities

This is not surprising because of the low
number of post-casino observations

There is a clear, statistically significant
increase in treatment sessions delivered
over the time period presented in all study
communities

Treatment Volumes: Admissions
to Treatment by Game Type

The comprehensive assessment conducted
upon admission to treatment looks at
the specific gambling activity with which
the client has developed a problem. This
information is recorded in REGIS and run
in aggregate reports that demonstrate
client demographics while protecting
the individual’s private information. The
following graph (Figure 15) illustrates that
casino-related problem gambling represents
an increasing portion of problem gambling
admissions comparing 2005 to 2004. This
portion is consistent across the study
communities and all other BC communities.
These data are based on the city of residence
of the individual.

Figure 15. Portion of New Admissions to Treatment by Game Types: 2004 vs 2005

Portion of New Admissions to Treatment by Game Types: 2004 vs 2005
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Treatment Volumes: New Admissions to Treatment

Treatment services are delivered free of charge to persons with gambling problems and those
affected by someone they know who has a gambling problem. Contracted service providers
are reimbursed at $200 for every session of 3.5 hours delivered. The following graph (Figure
16) shows new admissions to treatment services in 2004/2005. The graph illustrates that new
admissions for problem gambling treatment (about 50 per cent of which is casino-related)
is somewhat flat over time, but highly volatile. The treatment volume data collected was
categorized according to the city of residence of the caller.

Figure 16. Total New Admissions to Treatment in BC by Year and Month

Total New Admissions to Treatment in BC by Year and Month
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Statistical Inference for New Admissions for Problem Gambling Treatment

The following section tests whether a measurable difference was observed in the volume of
treatment sessions delivered to people residing in the vicinity of a new Lower Mainland casino.
Statistically significant variables of interest are highlighted in grey.

Table 32. Regression Model Estimates for New Admissions for Problem Gambling Treatment

Regression model estimates: New Admissions for Problem Gambling Treatment
(Table games and/or slots cited as game type)

Case 1: Langley
Regress R-Square 0.99 Total R-Square 0.8124 Durbin-Watson 0.93
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 1.17 0.3465 3.39 0.008 0.49 1.85
time -0.01 0.0372 -0.34 0.7396 -0.09 0.06
cascades Langley 335 0.5822 5.76 0.0003 2.21 4.49

Regression model estimates: New Admissions for Problem Gambling Treatment
(Table games and/or slots cited as game type)

Case 2: Surrey

Regress R-Square 0.97 Total R-Square 0.9457 Durbin-Watson 0.27
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept -1.17 0.45 -2.61 0.0311 -2.06 -0.29
time 0.37 0.04 10.28 <.0001 0.30 0.45
Fraser Downs Temp Surrey 0.54 0.53 1.02 0.3382 -0.50 1.59
Fraser Downs Perm Surrey -5.63 0.87 -6.47 0.0002 -7.34 -3.93

Regression model estimates: New Admissions for Problem Gambling Treatment

Case 3:Vancouver

Regress R-Square 0.46 Total R-Square 0.9013 Durbin-Watson  3.02
Standard Approx 95% Confid Interval
Variable Estimate Error tValue Pr>|t| Lower Est Upper Est
Intercept 3.62 0.62 5.8 0.0003 240 4.84
time 0.01 0.09 0.08 0.9365 -0.17 0.18
Edgewater Vancouver 0.78 1.25 0.62 0.551 -1.68 3.24
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Interpretation

« New admissions for problem gambling
treatment increased in the Langleys
after the Cascades gaming venue was
introduced

Like the calls to the problem gambling
help line, this may be a result of an
increase in the number of problem
gambling cases or an increased
awareness of treatment programs

Surrey demonstrated a statistically
significant drop in the number of new
admissions for problem gambling
treatment after the permanent gaming
facility was opened at Fraser Downs.

There was no statistically significant effect
associated with the Vancouver Edgewater
facility opening

British Columbia overall is experiencing
an increase in the proportion of new
admissions to problem gambling
treatment

Because these results are inconsistent
across communities, it is difficult to
generalize

Conclusions on statistical interpretation
will be deferred until more data is
available

Service Volumes: Prevention Services

Prevention services are delivered within
a population health model, where risk
populations and practices are targeted
for awareness, education and prevention
initiatives. The target populations as defined
by the 2003 prevalence study are youth,
seniors and Northern residents. The program
has three provincial coordinators who
supportthe delivery of the program and play
a major role in the delivery of prevention
and awareness services across the province.
Co-ordination duties are charged at $50 per
hour and prevention services are charged at
$40 per hour by contracted practitioners.

Figure 17 illustrates that total hours spent on
prevention is highly volatile. The location for
these data are based on the office location
of the counsellor. Therefore, although there
are no prevention services logged for the
Langleys, it does not mean that prevention
services were not delivered in the Langleys,
only that no service providers operate out of
the Langleys.




Figure 17. Total Prevention Hours Delivered in BC by Year and Month

Total Prevension Hours Delivered in BC by Year and Month
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Comments on Statistical Inference for Prevention Services

It is inappropriate to use prevention services as an indicator for anything except the amount
of resources spent on prevention. Therefore, these are considered strictly descriptive statistics
and no inferences are made here.
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Impact on Criminal Offence Caseload

Figure 18. Criminal Code Offences Baseline Data

Criminal Code Offences Baseline Data (1995-2005)
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The data for criminal code offences will
be used to determine whether there is a
significant increase or decrease in the crime
rate due to the introduction of a gaming
venue. If the introduction of a gaming venue
is found to have a significant effect, that
estimate will be used to impute increased
or decreased policing costs. As discussed
above, this method is a more robust method
of estimating increased policing costs
compared to simply tracking before and
after policing expenditures. Municipalities
may spend extra revenue from gaming
facilities on policing activities unrelated to
gaming.

The chart above shows there was significant
variation in criminal code offences over
time before the casino was introduced or
scheduled for opening. Also evident is a
clear secular (long term) and cyclical (yearly)

variation, which the impact model will need
to consider.

Comments on Statistical Inference
for Criminal Caseload

We intend to test for increases in criminal
caseloads subsequent to the introduction of
Lower Mainland gaming venues. However,
criminal caseload statistics are only available
up to and including December 2004. The
only study facility that was in place by that
time was the Fraser Downs temporary facility
and the facility had only been open for four
months. Meaningful statistical inference
cannot be made on only four observations
and therefore will be delayed until the final
report.




PART V: EXAMINING THE
GAMBLING MONEY FLOW

Approach

Money flow will be analyzed in terms of
investment capital and profits flowing into
and out of the municipalities. Profit outflow
will be identified using the location of the
corporations providing investment capital
and the location of companies selling to
gaming venue investors. Other factors
to be considered include construction
expenditures, furniture and other non-
casino equipment, and slot machines and
other gambling equipment (this includes
equipment initially purchased, replacement
equipment, and maintenance costs).

Vendors often provide a package of
investment benefits to municipalities in
exchange for permission to build and
operate a gambling venue. Examples of
these incentives include: providing green
space (parks, plant trees, etc), upgrading
municipal infrastructure, or funding other
community programs. These incentives
represent a significant contribution to the
economic benefit of introducing a casino-
style gaming venue.

The three Lower Mainland casino
municipalities responded to surveys on how
the casino development projects impacted
the economic situation of the community.

Case 1: Langley “Cascades” Casino
Description of Development Project

The City of Langley invited proposals for
casino and venue development with the
intent that it would not be a free-standing
casino. Gateway Casino’s proposal won
the bid, offering a casino with attached

convention centre and hotel. The total value
of the investment package was $45 million.
The municipality owned the venue land,
which it sold to the developer in return for
a Convention Centre valued at $7 million.
The city owns the Conference Centre, but it
is managed by Gateway Casinos. Indicating
the success of the venue, the developer
(Gateway Casinos) has requested to build a 4
story on-site parkade expansion.This willadd
450 to 500 parking spots in addition to the
1,000 already existing. The process has been
described as a public-private partnership.

Benefits to the Municipality

Direct Benefits:

Portion of gaming revenue that accrues to
the municipality (described in section IV,
“Government Revenues from Casino-Style
Gaming Facilities) 3

+ One-time revenue of $7 million realized
from sale of venue land.

« The City of Langley receives a number
of days in which they can use the
conference facility at no cost.

+ $24.5 million of the $45 million project
cost went to the city for building permits.

Indirect economic and social benefits as
described by this project’s municipality
representative:

+ $20.5 million in construction and
furnishing costs, some of which was spent
on local trades and materials

« Increased employment (number of
employees unknown at this time).

- The attached hotel and conference
centre, which attract business and
business functions.

- A 450 seat “Summit Theatre,” which
supports entertainment and community

3 - The gaming facility has been in operation for less than one year, therefore the revenue from gaming cannot yet be calculated.
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events that would not otherwise be

available in the City of Langley and which

has been well received by the community.
« Gateway Casinos has been described

by municipal leaders as an outstanding

community partner that sponsors

community events.

Financial Costs to the Municipality

« No infrastructure upgrades were needed,
but utilities were re-aligned to support
venue

« Cost of processing permits (unknown at
this time)

Case 2: Surrey Fraser
Downs Expansion

Description of Development Project

City of Surrey issued a development permit
on March 22, 2004 for an addition and
exterior upgrade to the existing Fraser
Downs facility and parking area. The total
value of construction was $36.1 million. The
development involved:

+ An Electronic Gaming Area - 300

slot machines with a potential for an
additional 100 slot machines at a later
date

A Dining/Show Lounge to be integrated
into the gaming area

Meeting rooms to accommodate large or
small groups, available for rent to external
groups for special occasions or to greet
tour groups and host special customer
events

Upgrades to the horse racing grandstands
area, to be integrated with the slot
machines operations area.

Benefits to the Municipality
Direct Benefits:

Portion of gaming revenue that accrues
to municipality (described in section 1V,
“Government Revenues from Casino-Style
Gaming Facilities)

« Land lease revenues (unknown at this
time)

« $308,712.15 in building permit revenue

+ A service agreement for the project
had a letter of credit amount of just
over $457,000 for improvements to
infrastructure in and around the casino

Indirect economic and social benefits as
described by this project’s municipality
representative:

« Increase in the number of FTEs from 106
to 204 and an increase in annual payroll
from $3.4 M to $6.6 M

Potential revitalization of the current site
and development of an attractive tourism
and entertainment venue for Surrey
residents and regional visitors

Potential for keeping local gaming dollars
in the community to benefit Surrey
residents

Financial Costs to the Municipality

« Cost of processing permits (estimated at
the price paid ($308,712))

« Cost of infrastructure upgrades
(estimated at $457,000)

4 - The gaming facility has been in operation for less than one year, therefore the annual revenue from gaming cannot yet be calculated.




Case 3:Vancouver
Edgewater Casino

Description of Development Project

The Edgewater casino, located in building
“C" at the Plaza of Nations (building “C" is
also known as the “Enterprise Hall"), opened
its doors on February 4, 2005 with 600 slot
machines and 48 tables (60 tables were
approved). The Edgewater casino was the
result of the amalgamation of two casinos
that already existed in Vancouver, namely
the Grand casino, which was located at 725
East Marine Drive, and the Royal Diamond
casino, which was located in building “B” at
the Plaza of Nations. The present location
for Edgewater casino is only temporary and
the facility is expected to be occupied for
only three years with a possible one-year
extension. A permanent facility at a location
to be determined will be built after that.

The total floor area of the building is 6 377
m? (68,639 sq. ft). The floor space allocated
for the slot machines, gaming tables and
related circulation is 3 387 m> (36,468 sq.
ft.). The main floor contains slot machines,
gaming tables, a café, a lounge and a back-
of-house space. The second floor contains
slot machines, gaming tables and a theatre
(not in use at this point). The third floor
contains staff facilities.

Benefits to the Municipality

Direct Benefits:

Portion of gaming revenue that accrues
to municipality (described in section 1V,
“Government Revenues from Casino-Style
Gaming Facilities) °

+ The total amount spent by the casino
operators was $18 million. This amount

includes all of the renovations to the
building, infrastructure upgrades,
access road improvements, professional
fees (architects, engineers, lawyers,
communications consultants) and
payment of all relevant permits. In
addition, the BC Lottery Corporation
installed 600 slot machines at an
estimated cost of $9 million.

There are 660 individuals employed by
Edgewater casino. Not all of these jobs are
new jobs in Vancouver. At the time of the
amalgamation of the Grand casino and
Royal Diamond casino (which had been
closed down for the previous three years),
there were 230 casino jobs associated
with these facilities. Edgewater casino has
an annual payroll of $16 million.

Indirect economic and social benefits as
described by this project’s municipality
representative:

« The exterior of the building has remained
unchanged except for new decorative
banners, lighting of portions of the
building face, a covered walkway and
the entry vestibule. A landscape plan
for the area surrounding the casino was
implemented by the casino operators.

Municipality of Vancouver has an
agreement with Edgewater casino
investors that fifteen per cent of
employees will be hired out of Vancouver
East Side residents.

Fulfilling a condition of the rezoning,
Edgewater casino signed an agreement
with the City to hire locally for both

the construction phase of the project

as well as for ongoing operations. The
intent of the agreement was to improve
job opportunities for unemployed,
underemployed and challenged residents

5- The gaming facility has been in operation for less than one year, therefore the annual revenue from gaming cannot yet be calculated.
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of the City of Vancouver, with an
emphasis on residents of the Downtown
Eastside area. No targets were set for
the construction phase, but a minimum
of 10% of new hires was targeted for
operations jobs. The casino operator has
been able to fulfill (actually surpassed it)
this requirement.

Financial Costs to the Municipality

The cost of processing permits and
infrastructure upgrades were reimbursed by
the casino developer.
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APPENDIX A:
INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR RDD



Below is the 2005 interview guide. Changes between 2004 and 2005 are noted in red.

PHONE
POSTAL CODE
<
5 AREA1
A City of Vancouver 1
Z
- .
a City of Surrey 2
< City of Langley 3
Langley Township 4

INTRODUCTION

Hello, my name is... and I'm calling from Venture Research. We are conducting
a survey on behalf of the Government of BC and the cities of Surrey, Langley
and Vancouver, and the Township of Langley on gambling attitudes and
practices. The information gathered in this survey will assist the province
and municipalities in planning. We are interested in a wide representation of

gt

;%’ S viewpoints and would like to speak with people who gamble as well as those

S& who do not gamble. Let me assure you that your individual responses will

E 8 be kept completely confidential and your phone number will not be attached

S 3 to any responses. I'd like to speak to the person in your household who is 19

S g y y

T é’ years of age or older who most recently had a birthday. Is that you? (If no, ask

g = to speak to someone in the household who is and repeat the introduction.)

£35S

S Q

% % First, have | reached you at YOUR home telephone number? (No - thank,

$ é‘ terminate)

@ — Continue 21

S 2

,2 Q

<3 Refused 02 =>/END
S

3

22 Line busy 03 =>/END
S S

S g

[ Y

£ 3 No answer call back 04 =>/END
§s

g g Schedule call back 05 =>/CB
v C

=9

5 Not in service/ business 0 =>/END
g8

S & Interrupted 08 =>/END
g

§ Terminated during interview 09 =>/END
o

<

§ Screened for gender/ age 10 =>/END
S

é Language/ hearing difficulties 11 =>/END
=)

E Needs persuaders for validity of survey 12 =>PERS
S

13

]

Q

Xe)
=



PERSUADER

=>+1if NOT INTO1=12

If you would like to confirm the validity of this study, you may call Enquiry
BC at 1-800-663-7867 and ask to be connected to the Gaming Policy and
Enforcement Branch. These calls can be made Monday - Friday, 8:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m.

Continue 01

Refused 02 =>/INT
Schedule call back 03 =>/CB
S1

Could you please tell me your postal code?

Postal code same as imported 111111

Enter & confirm letters & numbers

Don't know/ refused 999999

AREA (Filled if imported Postal Code is correct)

=>/+1if S1=111111

And do you livein the ...?

City of Vancouver. 1

City of Surrey 2

City of Langley 3
Township of Langley 4

Other - thank & terminate 5

Refused - thank & terminate 9

GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR

Q1INTRODUCTION

First, we'd like to ask some questions about activities you may participate in.
People bet money and gamble on many different things including buying
lottery tickets, playing bingo, or card games with their friends. | am going to
list some activities that you might have spent money on IN THE LAST YEAR.
For each one, | will ask how often you participated in it - you may answer daily,
several times a week, several times a month, once a month or less, only a few
days all year, or not at all in the past 12 months. Then for each one | will ask you
to estimate how much money you typically spend on that activity in a typical
MONTH. You can simply answer in dollars.

Continue
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Q1
Q1. In the past year, how often have you spent money on raffle tickets or
charitable lottery tickets?

Daily (30+ times per month)

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q1A

=>+1if Q1=5,6

Q1A. And, how much money do you spend on this activity in a typical

month?

Enter monthly amount

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q2

Q2. In the past year, how often have you purchased other lottery tickets such

as Lotto 6/49 or Super 7 for yourself or others?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q2A

=>+1if Q2=5,6

Q2A. How much do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month.............c.oooi 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999




Q3
Q3. In the past year, how often have you purchased Instant Win tickets for
yourself or others (Pull Tab, Instant Win)?

Daily (30+ times per month)

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q3A

=>+1if Q3=5,6

Q3A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month..........c.oooviiviiiiiiiiiiiniinn 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q4

Q4. In the past year, how often have you played bingo for money?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q4A

=>+1if Q4=5,6

Q4A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month..........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiini 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
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Q4B - NEW FOR 2005
Q4B. In the past year, how often have you played other electronic forms of
gambling such as electronic Keno or electronic racetracks?

Daily (30+ times per month)

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q4C - NEW FOR 2005

=>+1if Q4B=5,6

Q4C. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month...........c.cooiii 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q5

Q5. In the past year, how often have you played a slot machine or a video

lottery terminal (i.e., a VLT)?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q5A

=>+1if Q5=6

Q5A. Where do you normally do this (jurisdiction and facility)? (Key word is
NORMALLY - confirm - if not below type in open box - type area first and then

name of facility)

Burnaby - Gateway Casino 01
Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 02




Langley - Gateway Casino 14

New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel) 03

New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 04

Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 05

Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre 06 g

Vancouver - Edgewater Casino (Plaza of Nations) 15 %

BC - Outside Lower Mainland 10 9
>

Washington State 11 >

Las Vegas/ Reno 12

Cruise Ships 13

Record name of facility/ jurisdiction 91

Don't know/ refused 98

Q5B

=>+1if Q5=5,6

Q5B. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?
Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month..........c.cooviiviiiiiniiiiniinn 666666
Don't know/ refused 999999

Q6

Q6. In the past year, how often have you played a table game (for example,
roulette, blackjack) at a casino? [If necessary, define casino as a large gambling
hall with many different kinds of games, for example, in a community casino,
resort hotel or on a cruise ship.]
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Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
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Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don’'t know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
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Q6A

=>+1if Q6=6

Q6A. At what casino do you normally do this (jurisdiction and facility)? (Key
word is NORMALLY - confirm - if not below type in open box - type area first
and then name of facility)

Burnaby - Gateway Casino 01
Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino 02
Langley - Gateway Casino 14
New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel) 03
New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino 04
Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort 05
Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre) 07
Vancouver - Grand Casino 08
Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn) 09
BC - Outside Lower Mainland 10
Washington State 1
Las Vegas/ Reno 12
Cruise Ships 13
Vancouver - Edgewater Casino (Plaza of Nations) 15
Record name of facility/ jurisdiction 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q6B

=>+1if Q6=5,6

Q6B. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month.............c.cococii 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q7

Q7. In the past year, how often have you placed a bet on a horse race?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3




Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q7A

=>+1if Q7=6

Q7A. Where do you normally do this (jurisdiction and facility)? (Key word is
NORMALLY - confirm - if not below type in open box - type area first and then

name of facility)

Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre (Cloverdale Raceway) 06
Vancouver - Hastings Racetrack 16
Chilliwack - Best Western Rainbow Country Inn teletheatre 17
Powell River - Inn at Westview teletheatre 18
Sechelt - Gilligan’s Pub teletheatre 19
Squamish - Chieftain Hotel teletheatre 20
BC - Outside Lower Mainland 10
Washington State 11
Las Vegas/ Reno 12
Cruise Ships 13
Record name of facility/ jurisdiction 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q7B

=>+1if Q7=5,6

Q7B. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month.............coooii 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q8

Q8. In the past year, how often have you bet on sports events?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
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Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q8A

=>+1if Q8=5,6

Q8A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month..........cocooeiiiiiiiniiiiniinn 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q9

Q9. In the past year, how often have you played private card games, board

games, or other games of skill against other people for money?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times) 6
Don’'t know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q9A

=>+1if Q9=5,6

Q9A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?

Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month.........c.coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiini 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999
Q10

Q10. In the past year, how often have you gambled on the Internet?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3



Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year)

Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year)

Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times)

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q10A

= +1if Q10=5,6

Q10A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?
Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month.............c.cooii 666666
Don't know/ refused

Q11
Q11.In the past year, how often have you purchased high-risk stocks, options
or futures?

999999

Daily (30+ times per month)

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month)

Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month)

Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year)

Only a few days all year (1 - 5 times per year)

Not at all in the past 12 months (0 times)

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q11A

=>+1if Q11=5,6

Q11A. How much money do you spend on this activity in a typical month?
Enter monthly amount

Reports winning in a typical month..........c.ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 666666
Don't know/ refused

ATTITUDES

Q12 INTRODUCTION

Now | am going to ask you some questions about how you feel about
gambling.

Q12.Which best describes your belief about the benefit or harm that gambling
has for society? (Read below)

The benefits far outweigh the harm

999999

The benefits somewhat outweigh the harm
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The benefits and the harm are roughly equivalent 3
The harm somewhat outweighs the benefits 4
The harm far outweighs the benefits 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q13

Q13. Which best describes your attitude toward gambling? (Read below)

It is morally wrong 1
It is somewhat morally wrong 2
| have no opinion one way or the other 3
It is a matter of personal choice 4
Itis a fun, harmless thing to do 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
=>Q15Aif AREA=23,4

Q14A1

Q14A1. Are you aware of Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of Nations that opened

in February 20057 [If not aware, tell respondent..] It is a casino with 600 slot

machines and 51 table games.

Yes 1
No 2
Q14B1

Q14B1. Overall, would you say Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of Nations is

likely to be (read below) to the community?

Very beneficial 1
Somewhat beneficial 2
Neither beneficial nor harmful 3
Somewhat harmful 4
Very harmful 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q14C1

Q14C1. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major benefits, if

any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses)

No benefits at all 00




Provides employment 01

Provides a convenient source of recreation 02

Entertainment value 03

Brings money into the community 04

Increases local or provincial revenue 05 >
ﬁv
pﬁ

Decreases taxes 06 rr
y4

Creates positive spin-offs to other local businesses 07 9
P

Increases tourism 08 >

Decreases illegal gambling 09

Keeps gambling money from going to outside jurisdictions 10

Provides money for good causes 11

Supports the horse racing industry 12

Revitalizes/ cleans-up the area 13

Attracts new businesses to the area 14

Keeps the race track/ Hastings Park open 15

The convention centre/ hotel 16

Record responses 91

Don't know/ refused 98

Q14D1

Q14D1. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major drawbacks,
if any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses)
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No drawbacks at all 00
Increases gambling addiction 01
Exposes young people to gambling 02
Negatively impacts people who can least afford to lose money 03
Is morally corrupting 04
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Adds to crime and/or policing costs 08
More people will be drinking 09
Adds to family problems 10
Attracts the wrong people to the area 11
Negatively impacts the community image 12
People will waste/ lose money gambling 13
Record responses 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q14E1-Q14K1 - NEW FOR 2005

Q14E1

=> Q15Aif AREA=2,34

=> 0Q14A2if Q14A1=2

Q14E1. Have you ever gambled at Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of Nations?

Yes 1
No 2 =>Q14A2
Q14F1

Q14F1. How many times have you gone to Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of

Nations since it opened?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all (0 times) 6 =>Q14A2
Don’t know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q14G1

Q14G1. On average, how much do you spend per visit?

Enter amount per visit

Reports winning in a typical Visit...........coooiiiiiiiiined 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999




Q14H1
Q14H1. What sort of impact has this facility had on your overall gambling
behaviour? Would you say it has...? (Read below)

Increased it

Decreased it, or

No change

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q141

Q1411. Where did you used to go to play table games or slot machines before
this facility was built?

Did not used to play anywhere

Burnaby - Gateway Casino

Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino

New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel)

New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino

Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort

Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre)

Vancouver - Grand Casino

Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn)

BC - Outside Lower Mainland

Washington State

Las Vegas/ Reno

Cruise Ships

Langley - Gateway Casino

Record name of facility/ jurisdiction

Don't know/ refused

Record response

Don't know/ refused

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

91

98

91

98
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Q14J1
Q14J1. Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes gamble at
Edgewater Casino in the Plaza of Nations?

Yes — spend less on other things

No change in spending habits 2
Don't know/ refused 9
Q14K1

=>+1if Q14J1=2

Q14K1. What things would that be?

Record response 91
Don't know/ refused 98
=>Q15Aif AREA=23,4

Q14A2 Not Asked in 2005

Q14A2. Are you aware of Hastings Racetrack with new slots to be added in

December 200577 [If not aware, tell respondent...] It is a horse race track which

is adding 600 slot machines.

Yes 1
No 2
Q14B2 Not Asked in 2005

Q14B2. Overall, would you say Hastings Racetrack is likely to be (read below)

to the community?

Very beneficial 1
Somewhat beneficial 2
Neither beneficial nor harmful 3
Somewhat harmful 4
Very harmful 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q14C2 Not Asked in 2005

Q14C2. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major benefits, if

any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses)

No benefits at all 00
Provides employment 01
Provides a convenient source of recreation 02
Entertainment value 03




Brings money into the community 04

Increases local or provincial revenue 05
Decreases taxes 06
Creates positive spin-offs to other local businesses 07
Increases tourism 08 >
w
. . ~
Decreases illegal gambling 09 rr
y4
Keeps gambling money from going to outside jurisdictions 10 9
>
Provides money for good causes 11 >
Supports the horse racing industry 12
Revitalizes/ cleans-up the area 13
Attracts new businesses to the area 14
Keeps the race track/ Hastings Park open 15
The convention centre/ hotel 16
Record responses 91 § g
e g
Don't know/ refused 98 g §
28
3 un
58
Q14D2 Not Asked in 2005 2 )
e
Q14D2. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major drawbacks, &3
if any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses) S 3
3
No drawbacks at all 00 3 &
R3
Increases gambling addiction 01 3 B
[a)
—_a
Exposes young people to gambling 02 %: 9£
§ 0
Negatively impacts people who can least afford to lose money 03 3 §
(o)
2 S
Is morally corrupting 04 S5
Negatively impacts local businesses 05 32
o &
o .
Negatively impacts other forms of gambling (charity bingo, racing, etc.) ......cceecveeeeecrneeenns 06 g 5"
=
Brings greater noise/congestion/traffic 07 %
<
[}
Adds to crime and/or policing costs 08 %
Q
S
More people will be drinking 09 §
Q
Adds to family problems 10 g
3
<
=
§.

—_
o
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Attracts the wrong people to the area

Negatively impacts the community image 12
People will waste/ lose money gambling 13
Record responses 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q14E2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

=> Q15Aif AREA=2,3,4 OR Q14A2=2

Q14E2. Have you ever gone to Hastings Racetrack to play the new slot

machines?

Yes 1
No 2 =>QI15A
Q14F2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

Q14F2. How many times have you gone to Hastings Racetrack since it opened

to play the new slot machines?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1
Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2
Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3
Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4
Only a few days (1 - 5 times per year) 5
Not at all (0 times) 6 =>QI15A
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q14G2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

Q14G2. On average, how much do you spend per visit?

Enter amount per visit

Reports winning in a typical Visit........c.cocoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 666666

Don't know/ refused 999999

Q14H2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

Q14H2. What sort of impact has the addition of the new slot machines at this
facility had on your overall gambling behaviour? Would you say it has...? (Read
below)

Increased it




Decreased it, or

No change

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q1412 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

Q1412. Where did you used to go to play slot machines before this facility was
expanded?
Did not used to play anywhere

Burnaby - Gateway Casino

Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino

New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel)

New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino

Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort

Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre)

Vancouver - Grand Casino

Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn)

BC - Outside Lower Mainland

Washington State

Las Vegas/ Reno

Cruise Ships

Langley - Gateway Casino

Vancouver - Edgewater Casino (Plaza of Nations)

Record name of facility/ jurisdiction

Don't know/ refused

Record response

Don't know/ refused

Q14J2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005
Q14J2. Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes play the

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

91

98

91

98
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slot machines at Hastings Racetrack?
Yes — spend less on other things

No change in spending habits 2
Don't know/ refused 9
Q14K2 Not asked in 2004 or 2005

=>+1if Q14J2=2

Q14K2. What things would that be?

Record response 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q15A

=>QI6Aif AREA=134

Q15A. Are you aware of Fraser Downs Gaming Centre in Surrey with its

expanded facilities that opened in June 20057 [If not aware, tell respondent...]

Itis a horse race track and casino with 400 slot machines and 3 table games.

Yes 1
No 2
Q15B

Q15B. Overall, would you say Fraser Downs Gaming Centre is likely to be (read

below) to the community?

Very beneficial 1
Somewhat beneficial 2
Neither beneficial nor harmful 3
Somewhat harmful 4
Very harmful 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q15C

Q15C. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major benefits, if

any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses)

No benefits at all 00
Provides employment 01
Provides a convenient source of recreation 02
Entertainment value 03




Brings money into the community 04

Increases local or provincial revenue 05
Decreases taxes 06
Creates positive spin-offs to other local businesses 07
Increases tourism 08 g
T
Decreases illegal gambling 09 4
o
. . . . . . . !
Keeps gambling money from going to outside jurisdictions 10 >
Provides money for good causes 11
Supports the horse racing industry 12
Revitalizes/ cleans-up the area 13
Attracts new businesses to the area 14
Keeps the race track/ Hastings Park open 15
The convention centre/ hotel 16
©w o
22
Record responses 91 Y
m 3
[a) -
Don't know/ refused 98 S %
S Q
S w»n
&8
29
Q15D § 8
Q15D. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major drawbacks, sS3
if any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses) =3
3 0
No drawbacks at all 00 %3
Q
aS
. - @8
Increases gambling addiction 01 =3
33
Exposes young people to gambling 02 % §
S
S @
Negatively impacts people who can least afford to lose money 03 o §
<5
1)
Is morally corrupting 04 § %
82
Negatively impacts local businesses 05 B i
S 5
S Sp
Negatively impacts other forms of gambling (charity bingo, racing, etc.) ......cccoseeeceuersnenens 06 S8
S
=
S
Brings greater noise/congestion/traffic 07 N
=
Adds to crime and/or policing costs 08 §~
S
More people will be drinking 09 i.
o
Adds to family problems 10 g
S
§.
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Attracts the wrong people to the area

Negatively impacts the community image

People will waste/ lose money gambling

Record responses

91

Don't know/ refused

98

Q15E-Q15K - NEW FOR 2005
Q15E

=> Q16A if AREA=1,3,4ORQ15A=2

Q15E. Have you ever gambled at Fraser Downs Gaming Centre since the
addition of the new slot machines and table games?
Yes

No

Q15F
Q15F. How many times have you gone to Fraser Downs Gaming Centre since
the addition of the new slot machines and table games?

Daily (30+ times per month)

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month)

Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month)

Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year)

Only a few days (1 - 5 times per year)

Not at all (0 times)

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q15G

Q15G. On average, how much do you spend per visit?
Enter amount per visit

Reports winning in a typical Visit........c..coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 666666
Don't know/ refused

Q15H
Q15H. What sort of impact has the addition of the new slot machines and table
games at this facility had on your overall gambling behaviour? Would you say
it has...? (Read below)

Increased it

999999

Decreased it, or

=>Q16A

=>Q16A



No change

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q15l
Q15l. Where did you used to go to play table games or slot machines before
this facility was expanded?

Did not used to play anywhere

Burnaby - Gateway Casino

Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino

New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel)

New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino

Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort

Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre)

Vancouver - Grand Casino

Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn)

BC - Outside Lower Mainland

Washington State

Las Vegas/ Reno

Cruise Ships

Langley - Gateway Casino

Vancouver - Edgewater Casino (Plaza of Nations)

Record name of facility/ jurisdiction

Don't know/ refused

Record response

Don't know/ refused

Q15J
Q15J. Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes gamble at
the expanded Fraser Downs Gaming Centre?

Yes — spend less on other things

00

01

02

03

04

05

07

08

09

91

98

91

98

No change in spending habits
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Don't know/ refused 9
Q15K

=>+1if Q15J=2

Q15K. What things would that be?

Record response 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q16A

=>Q18if AREA=1,2

Q16A. Are you aware of Gateway Casino that opened in Langley in May 2005?

[If not aware, tell respondent...] It is an integrated casino, hotel and convention

centre with 500 slot machines and 33 table games.

Yes 1
No 2
Q16B

Q16B. Overall, would you say Gateway Casino is likely to be (read below) to the
community?

Very beneficial 1
Somewhat beneficial 2
Neither beneficial nor harmful 3
Somewhat harmful 4
Very harmful 5
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q16C

Q16C. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major benefits, if

any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses)

No benefits at all 00
Provides employment 01
Provides a convenient source of recreation 02
Entertainment value 03
Brings money into the community 04
Increases local or provincial revenue 05




Decreases taxes 06

Creates positive spin-offs to other local businesses 07
Increases tourism 08
Decreases illegal gambling 09
>
Keeps gambling money from going to outside jurisdictions 10 g
T
Provides money for good causes 11 %
Supports the horse racing industry 12 ;
- >
Revitalizes/ cleans-up the area 13
Attracts new businesses to the area 14
Keeps the race track/ Hastings Park open 15
The convention centre/ hotel 16
Record responses 91
Don't know/ refused 98
g O
S 3
3
N
Q16D S 3
=)
Q16D. In your own words, what would you say are the likely major drawbacks, g S
if any, of this facility? Any others? (Up to four responses) 3]
No drawbacks at all 00 a9
S m
3§
Increases gambling addiction 01 § §
. S5
Exposes young people to gambling 02 33
aS
a9
Negatively impacts people who can least afford to lose money 03 % 3
33
Is morally corrupting 04 % 3
23
Negatively impacts local businesses 05 o §
<5
1)
Negatively impacts other forms of gambling (charity bingo, racing, etc.) ......cccosmeeceuersnecees 06 § %
82
Brings greater noise/congestion/traffic 07 % g
i3
Adds to crime and/or policing costs 08 ==
S
=
S
More people will be drinking 09 2
=
Adds to family problems 10 =)
S
Attracts the wrong people to the area 11 i.
o
Negatively impacts the community image 12 g
S
§.
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People will waste/ lose money gambling 13

Record responses 91

Don't know/ refused 98

Q16E-Q16K - NEW FOR 2005

Q16E

=>Q18if AREA=1,2 ORQ16A=2

Q16E. Have you ever gambled at Langley Gateway Casino?

Yes 1

No 2 =>Q18
Q16F

Q16F. How many times have you gone to Langley Gateway Casino since it

opened?

Daily (30+ times per month) 1

Several times a week (6 - 29 times per month) 2

Several times a month (3 - 5 times per month) 3

Once a month or less (6 - 12 times per year) 4

Only a few days (1 - 5 times per year) 5

Not at all (0 times) 6 =>Q18
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9

Q16G

Q16G. On average, how much do you spend per visit?
Enter amount per visit

Reports winning in a typical Visit........c.coooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 666666
Don't know/ refused 999999

Q16H

Q16H. What sort of impact has this facility had on your overall gambling
behaviour? Would you say it has...? (Read below)

Increased it 1
Decreased it, or 2
No change 3
Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9




Q1e6l
Q16l. Where did you used to go to play table games or slot machines before
this facility was built?

Did not used to play anywhere

Burnaby - Gateway Casino

Coquitlam - Great Canadian Casino

New Westminster - Gateway Casino (Royal Towers Hotel)

New Westminster - Royal City Star Riverboat Casino

Richmond - River Rock Casino Resort

Surrey - Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Vancouver - Gateway Casino (Mandarin Centre)

Vancouver - Grand Casino

Vancouver - Great Canadian Casino (Holiday Inn)

BC - Outside Lower Mainland

Washington State

Las Vegas/ Reno

Cruise Ships

Vancouver - Edgewater Casino (Plaza of Nations)

Record name of facility/ jurisdiction

Don't know/ refused

Record response

Don't know/ refused

Q16J)
Q16J. Do you spend less on other things now that you sometimes gamble at
Langley Gateway Casino?

Yes - spend less on other things

00

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

91

98

91

98

No change in spending habits

Don't know/ refused
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Q16K

=>+1if Q16J=2

Q16K. What things would that be?

Record response 91
Don't know/ refused 98
Q17 - DELETED IN 2005
=>D1if Q1=6 AND Q2=6 AND Q3=6 AND Q4=6 AND Q4B=6 AND

Q5=6 AND Q6=6 AND Q7=6 AND Q8=6 AND Q9=6 AND

Q10=6 AND Q11=6
CANADIAN PROBLEM GAMBLING INDEX
INTRODUCTION
Now | will ask some questions about how often you may or may not have
experienced some things as a result of your gambling. Some of the questions
may not apply to you, but please try to be as accurate as possible.
Q18
Q18. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often have you bet more than
you could really afford to lose? Would you say never, sometimes, most of the
time or almost always?
Never 1
Sometimes 2
Most of the time 3
Almost always 4
Don't know (DO NOT READ) 5
No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ) 9
Q19
Q19. Still thinking about the past 12 months, how often have you felt guilty
about the way you gamble or what happens when you gamble? Would you
say never, sometimes, most of the time or almost always? [If they insist they
do not have a gambling problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for
the remaining questions. If they simply refuse to answer any more of these
problem questions skip to the next section and record a 9 for the remaining
questions.]
Insists does not have a gambling problem 0 =>Di1
Never 1
Sometimes 2
Most of the time 3




Almost always

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q20
Q20. And, (in the past 12 months), how often have you needed to gamble with
larger amounts of money to get the same feeling of excitement? Would you
say never, sometimes, most of the time or almost always? [If they insist they
do not have a gambling problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for
the remaining questions. If they simply refuse to answer any more of these
problem questions skip to the next section and record a 9 for the remaining
questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q21
Q21. And (in the past 12 months), how often when you gambled did you go
back another day to try to win back the money you lost? Would you say never,
sometimes, most of the time or almost always? [If they insist they do not have
a gambling problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for the remaining
questions. If they simply refuse to answer any more of these problem questions
skip to the next section and record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don’t know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

9

0

9

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1
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Q22
Q22. And (in the past 12 months), how often have you borrowed money or
sold anything to get money to gamble? Would you say never, sometimes,
most of the time or almost always? [If they insist they do not have a gambling
problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for the remaining questions. If
they simply refuse to answer any more of these problem questions skip to the
next section and record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don’'t know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q23

Q23. And (in the past 12 months), how often has your gambling caused any
financial problems for you or your household? Would you say never, sometimes,
most of the time or almost always? [If they insist they do not have a gambling
problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for the remaining questions. If
they simply refuse to answer any more of these problem questions skip to the
next section and record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q24
Q24. And in the past 12 months, has your gambling caused you any health
problems, including stress or anxiety? Would you say never, sometimes, most
of the time or almost always? [If they insist they do not have a gambling
problem skip to the next section and record a 0 for the remaining questions. If
they simply refuse to answer any more of these problem questions skip to the
next section and record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

0

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1
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3
4
5
9

Most of the time
Don't know (DO NOT READ)
No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Sometimes
Almost always
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Q25
Q25. And in the past 12 months, how often have people criticized your betting
or told you that you had a gambling problem, regardless of whether or not
you thought it was true? Would you say never, sometimes, most of the time or
almost always? [If they insist they do not have a gambling problem skip to the
next section and record a 0 for the remaining questions. If they simply refuse
to answer any more of these problem questions skip to the next section and
record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don’'t know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q26

Q26. In the past 12 months, how often have you felt that you might have a
problem with gambling? Would you say never, sometimes, most of the time or
almost always? [If they insist they do not have a gambling problem skip to the
next section and record a 0 for the remaining questions. If they simply refuse
to answer any more of these problem questions skip to the next section and
record a 9 for the remaining questions.]

Insists does not have a gambling problem

Never

Sometimes

Most of the time

Almost always

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

No answer/ refused (DO NOT READ)

Q27 - DELETED IN 2005

DEMOGRAPHICS INTRODUCTION

Now we have some statistical questions to help classify your responses. All
information is anonymous of course.

D1. Which of the following age groups do you fall within?

19-24

25-34

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1

=>D1



35-44

45-54

55-64

65 or over

Refused (DO NOT READ)

D2

D2. Currently, which best describes you (read below)?
Married

Living with a partner

Widowed

Divorced

Separated

Never married

Refused (DO NOT READ)

D3

D3. Which of the following broad categories best describes your family
income? That is the combined total income before taxes of all persons in your
household. Would you say...? (Read list below)?

Under $30,000

$30,000 to just under $60,000

$60,000 to just under $100,000

$100,000 or more

Don't know/ refused (DO NOT READ)

D4
D4. What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed? [If
necessary, read list below]

Grade school or some high school

High school

Post secondary technical school

Some college or university
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College diploma 5

University degree 6
Post graduate degree (Masters, PhD, etc.) 7
Refused (DO NOT READ) 9
D5

Clarify

D5. What is your present job status? Are you employed full-time, employed
part-time, unemployed, a student, retired or a homemaker?

Employed full-time (30 or more hours/week) 1
Employed part-time (less than 30 hours/week) 2
Unemployed (not looking work) 3
Unemployed (but looking for work) 4
Student - employed part-time or full-time 5
Student - not employed 6
Homemaker 7
Retired 8
Refused 9
D6

=>+1if D5=9

D6. What IS/ WAS your occupation? [Read list only to clarify]

Never been employed 00
Professional (doctor, lawyer, teacher, nurse) 01
Business executive/ manager 02
Owner/ entrepreneur/ self-employed 03
Commission/ agency sales 04
Clerical/ service/ retail sales 05
Technical (e.g., computer programmer) 06
Skilled labour (plumber, carpenter, electrician) 07
Unskilled labour (e.g., waitress/ janitorial services) 08
Police/ military 09




Farmer/ fisher 10

Other - specify 91
Refused (DO NOT READ) 98
o >
D7. Finally, to what ethnic group did you and your ancestors belong to on first ;
coming to this country? [If person says “Canadian’, prompt with...] “In addition Z
to Canadian?”[If not clear, say...] “Are you Scottish, Chinese, Greek, etc.?” |
Aboriginal/ Native/ Metis 01 ;
African 02 >
Arabic 03
English/ Irish/ Scottish/ Welsh 04
French 05
Central or Eastern European (Czech, Polish, Croatian, Serbian, etc.) 06
Chinese/ Hong Kong/ Taiwanese 07
©w o
Dutch 08 §. %
]
ms
East Indian/ Pakistani 09 S g
S Q
. I 3 v
Filipino/ Philippines 10 a8 R
as
<
German 11 3 é"
Q3
23
Greek 12 3 5
R 3
Hungarian 13 23
—a
. “
Italian 14 58
53
Japanese 15 hS] ;
| 55
Jewish 16 =5
S
23
Korean 17 32
? 3
Mennonite 18 83
S ©
S
Persian (Iranian) 19 5
3
Portuguese 20 %
=)
] S
Russian 21 N
S
Q
Scandinavian - Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland, Iceland 22 g
3
<
=
§.

—_
N
~N



South or Central America or Mexico 23

Spanish 24
Swiss 25
Thai 26
<
> Ukrainian 27
o
Z Vietnamese/ Laotian/ Cambodian 28
73|
g American 29
<
Austrian 30
Belgium 31
Fijian 32
Indonesian 33
New Zealander 34
Malaysian 35
&5
§ é— Record response - specify 91
£Eg
£5 Refused 98
2§
kS
5 E D8. Gender (from voice)
S Male 1
=
S
Qs Female 2
£
g £
22
22 INT
[ Y
£ 5 END OF INTERVIEW
§ o We are finished! On behalf of the provincial government and your municipality,
g g thank you for participating.
28§ Complete 21 =>/END
- Y
Shy
28 Refused 02 =>/END
S O
QW
% Line busy 03 =>/END
IS
= No answer call back 04 =>/END
o
v
W
S Schedule call back 05 =>/CB
)
o
é’u Disqualified — incorrect/ refused Area/ Postal Code 06 =>/END
£
S
)
]
Q

128



Not in service/ business

Interrupted - call back

Terminated during interview

Screened for gender/ age

Language/ hearing difficulties

CB

07

08

09

=>/END

=>/CB

=>/END

=>/END

=>/END

=>END if SA>25

When would be a good time to call back ?
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CASINO PATRON SURVEYS



Appendix B: Casino Patron Surveys

While the questions used at each venue are comparable, the wording changes between venues.
After collecting surveys at Edgewater Casino, we realized many respondents did not fill out the
second page. Therefore, the text was reduced for the other two venues so the survey would
fit on one legal page. Also, at Fraser Downs Gaming Centre the wording of the survey was
slightly different from the other venues to reflect the fact it was an expansion to an existing
facility instead of a new venue. Please note that the formatting of the survey replicated below
is different from the formatting on the survey that was used.

Patron Survey for Edgewater

GAMING PATRON SURVEY

The City of Vancouver and the Province of BC would like to know more about the social and
economicimpact of the Edgewater Casino on the local community. This survey is voluntary. All
your responses will be kept confidential and you will remain anonymous.

1. How often do you come here?

O Daily

O Several times/wk

0 Several times/mo

00 Once a month or less

0 Only been here a couple of times X This is my first visit

2. Roughly how much do you estimate you spend on gambling each visit? $
3. Roughly how much do you estimate you spend on food and drink each visit? $
4. Roughly how much do you estimate you spend on accommodation each visit? $

5. Do you visit or spend money on any other things when you come here?

O Yes
O No

If yes, what do you visit or spend money on?

6. What impact if any has this facility had on your gambling?

0 | gamble more since this facility opened
0O | gamble the same
0O lgamble less
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7. What impact if any has this facility had on your spending on other things such as food,
clothing, other entertainment, etc.?

0 Ifind that | am spending less on other things such as
0O |findlam spending about the same on other things

0O |find that I am spending more on other things such as

8. What was your favourite place to gamble before this facility opened?

Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Edgewater Casino

Gateway Casino in Langley

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam

River Rock Casino Richmond

Royal City Star (River Boat Casino) New Westminster
Lakeside Resort Casino Penticton

One or more of the casinos in Washington State

Las Vegas, Nevada
Reno, Nevada

Other (Please name)
Did not gamble before

e
o
@)
Z
o
<

oooooooooooao

9. What is your favourite place to gamble now?

Fraser Downs Gaming Centre

Edgewater Casino

Gateway Casino in Langley

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam

River Rock Casino Richmond

Royal City Star (River Boat Casino) New Westminster
Lakeside Resort Casino Penticton

One or more of the casinos in Washington State

Las Vegas, Nevada
Reno, Nevada

Other (Please name)

Oooooooooooao

10. What province or state do you live in?

Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts | First Impact Measures Report

0 BC

0O AB

O WASHINGTON
O OTHER
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11. In what city?

Abbotsford
Agassiz
Burnaby
Cloverdale
Delta
Langley
Richmond
Surrey
Vancouver
Other

|

Oooooooood
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12. What are the first 3 digits of your postal code or the five digits of your zip code?

13. You are:

0O male
0 female

14. In what year wereyou born? 19

15. Marital status:

Married

Living with a partner
Widowed

Divorced

Separated

Never married

Ooooooao

16. Which of the following broad categories best describes your family income? (That is, the
combined total income before taxes of all persons in your household?)

0 Under $30,000

0O $30,000 to under $60,000
O $60,000 to under $100,000
O $100,000 +

17. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
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Grade school or some high school
Completed high school

Post secondary technical school
Some college or university
Completed college diploma
Completed university degree
Post-grad degree (Masters, PhD, etc.)

ooooooao

—_
w
w



18. To what ethnic or cultural group(s) did your ancestors belong? (For example, Canadian,
French, English, American, Chinese, Italian, German, Scottish, Irish, Cree, Micmac, Métis, Inuit
(Eskimo), East Indian, Ukrainian, Dutch, Polish, Portuguese, Filipino, Jewish, Greek, Jamaican,
Vietnamese, Lebanese, Chilean, Somali, etc.). Specify as many groups as applicable.

19. Do you have anything you would like to add?

/M
o
o
Z
48]
~
~
<

Thank you for participating in our survey!
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Patron Survey for Fraser Downs

The City of Surrey and the Province of BC would like to know more about the social and
economic affect of Fraser Downs Gaming Centre (Not the Race Track). This survey is voluntary.
Your responses are confidential and anonymous.

1. How often do you come here?

O Daily

Several times a week

Several times a month

Once a month or less

Only been here a couple of times
his is my first visit

>
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2. Each visit, about how much do you spend on gambling? $

3. Each visit, about how much do you spend on food and drink? $

4. Each visit, about how much do you spend on hotels or other accommodation? $

5. Each visit, what else do you visit or spend money on?

O
0 Nothing

6. Because slot machines were added to Fraser Downs:

O lgamble more now
O |gamble the same now
0 lgamble less now

7. Because slot machines were added to Fraser Downs:
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0O |spend less on other things such as

O Food

O Clothes

O Other

0 |spend about the same on other things
0O |spend more on other things such as

O Food
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0 Clothes
0O  Other

8. Before slot machines were added to Fraser Downs, what was your #1 favourite place to
gamble?

0O Edgewater Casino
O Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam
0 River Rock Casino Richmond

00 Royal City Star New Westminster
O Another casino in BC

0O A casino in Washington State
O

O

O

/M
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A casino in Las Vegas or Reno
Other (Please name)
Did not gamble before this casino opened

9. What is your #1 favourite place to gamble now?

Cascades Casino in Langley
Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
Edgewater Casino

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam
River Rock Casino Richmond
Royal City Star New Westminster
Another casino is BC

A casino Washington State

A casino in Las Vegas or Reno
Other (Please name)

Oooooooood

10. Your province or state?

O BC

0O AB

O Washington
0O  Other

11. Your city?

O Burnaby
0O Langley

00 Richmond
O Surrey
O

O

Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts | First Impact Measures Report

Vancouver
Other
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12. What are the first 3 digits of your postal code? or zip code?

13. You are:
O Male
O Female
. =
14. In what year wereyou born? 19 ;
y4
2
15. Marital status: o
O Married
O  Living with a partner
0 Widowed
0 Divorced
O Separated
O Never married

16. Family income:

0 Under $30,000 X $30,000 to under $60,000
0 $60,000 to under $100,000 X $100,000 +

17. Level of education:

Grade school or some high school
Completed high school

Post secondary technical school
Some college or university
Completed college diploma
Completed university degree
Post-grad degree (Masters, PhD, etc.)

ooooooad

18. Ethnic or cultural group(s): (For example, Canadian, French, English, American, Chinese,
Italian, German, Scottish, Irish, First Nations, Métis, Inuit, East Indian, Ukrainian, Dutch, Polish,
Portuguese, Filipino, Jewish, Greek, Jamaican, Viethamese, Lebanese, Chilean, Somali, etc.).
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Specify as many groups as applicable.

Thank you for participating in our survey! Please write any comments on the back.
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Patron Survey for Cascades Casino

The City of Langley and the Province of BC would like to know more about the social and
economic affect of the Cascades Casino. This survey is voluntary. Your responses are confidential
and anonymous.

1. How often do you come here?

O Daily

Several times a week

Several times a month

Once a month or less

Only been here a couple of times
First visit

e
o
@)
Z
o
<

OoooOooano

2. Each visit, about how much do you spend on gambling? $

3. Each visit, about how much do you spend on food and drink? $

4. Each visit, about how much do you spend on hotels or other accommodation? $

5. Each visit, what else do you visit or spend money on?

O
0 Nothing

6. Because this casino opened:

0 | gamble more now
0O |lgamble the same now
O lgamble less now

7. Because this casino opened:

0O Ispend less on other things (such as food, clothes, etc.) Please list
0O |spend about the same on other things
0O |spend more on other things (such as food, clothes, etc.) Please list

8. Before this casino opened, what was your #1 favourite place to gamble?

Socio-Economic Issues and Impacts | First Impact Measures Report

O Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
Edgewater Casino

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam
River Rock Casino Richmond
Royal City Star New Westminster
Another casino in BC

A casino in Washington State

A casino in Las Vegas or Reno

Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues in Four Lower Mainland Communities
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0 Other (Please name)
0 Did not gamble before this casino opened

9. What is your #1 favourite place to gamble now?

Cascades Casino in Langley
Fraser Downs Gaming Centre
Edgewater Casino

Great Canadian Casino Coquitlam
River Rock Casino Richmond
Royal City Star New Westminster
Another casino is BC

A casino Washington State

A casino in Las Vegas or Reno
Other (Please name)
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10. Your province or state?

14. In what year were you born? 19

15. Marital status:

0O Married
O Living with a partner

O BC
O AB
O WASHINGTON
O OTHER ©o
()
38
w3
11. Your city? § =
Q
B b 3w
00 Burnaby 58
)
O Langley 25
O Richmond & §
0O Surrey gg
0 Vancouver 33
83
0 Other Q3
@8
-
I o
3=
12. What are the first 3 digits of your postal code? or zip code? 32
FS
()
= &
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S
13. You are: 2 s
82
O Male > 2
O Female g 5
&b @)
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Widowed
Divorced
Separated
Never married

oooo

16. Family income:

O Under $30,000

0O $30,000 to under $60,000
O $60,000 to under $100,000
O $100,000 +

17. Level of education:

/M
o
o
Z
48]
~
~
<

Grade school or some high school
Completed high school

Post secondary technical school
Some college or university
Completed college diploma
Completed university degree
Post-grad degree (Masters, PhD, etc.)

ooooooaog

18. Ethnic or cultural group(s): (For example, Canadian, French, English, American, Chinese,
Italian, German, Scottish, Irish, First Nations, Métis, Inuit, East Indian, Ukrainian, Dutch, Polish,
Portuguese, Filipino, Jewish, Greek, Jamaican, Vietnamese, Lebanese, Chilean, Somali, etc.).
Specify as many groups as applicable.

Thank you for participating in our survey! Please write any comments on the back.
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Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues in Four Lower Mainland Communities
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Tim Pelton
3905 Ansell Road
Victoria BCV8P 4W1

April 13,2006

I have reviewed the April 4th, 2006 draft of the report entitled:
“Determining Socio-Economic Impacts of New Gaming Venues in Four Lower Mainland
communities”, as authored by: C. Mangham, G. Carney, S. Burnett, and R. Williams.

| have found the reported methodology to be consistent with that
which was proposed in 2004 and amended in 2005.

The results appear to be internally consistent, the statistical analyses appear to be
sound and the reported findings and interpretations are suitably clear and objective.

Sincerely,
Tim Pelton, Ph.D.
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