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Executive Summary

In May 2001, the Nova Scotia Gaming Corporation wWeesfirst gaming jurisdiction in
North America to introduce product-based, respdaesgaming features on its VLTS.
These features were thoroughly researched and slieawe solid first step toward social
responsibility. In addition to the research conddcbn the original four features, the
results of the Video Lottery Self-Exclusion Procé&sst also demonstrated the need for a
technological solutionin December 2004, NSGC announced its intentionotzdact a
field test of a card-based system, the TechlinkpBesible Gaming Device (card-
system).

In April 2005, the Province of Nova Scotia releagedBetter Balance: Nova Scotia’s
First Gaming StrategyNS Gaming Strategy)he five-year strategy included a number
of targeted initiatives including effective tools promote responsible gaming. One such
initiative was a “pilot of card-based player managat tools on VLTs.” NSGC
commissioned an independent research firm, OmsifBostol Research (Omnifacts) to
conduct a field test known as the Nova Scotia RI&gd Research Project. NSGC was
charged with leading this research initiative ohdleof the Province and partnered with
the Atlantic Lottery Corporation (ALC) for the exdmon of the test.

Goals & Objectives

The objective of the project was to examine theaiveness of a Responsible Gaming
Device (RGD) card-system in encouraging respongilalg related to VLTs. The RGD is
a tool to help people manage their play and iscoasidered to be a “cure” or a treatment
mechanism for problem gamblers. Instead, its taggetips are the no, low-risk players,
as well as some of the moderate-risk players witichalve the capacity to change their
behaviour.

With that in mind, the objectives of the projectrevéo assess:
Awareness of the RGD, and awareness and usage tdatures.

Attitudes of players, site holders and non-playev&rds:
This type of card-based play management tool;
Mandatory card usage; and,
Its impact on attitudes towards the video lottemygpam and
responsible gambling efforts in general.

Behaviour amongst all player groups in terms oktspent, amount of money spent
and level of usage of the features.
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Approach

Techlink Entertainment International developeddhed-system and features used during
the study. The specific features tested included@ount Summary to track spending,
wins and losses over time; a Live Action featurevaihg statistics about the current
playing session; the option of setting a spendimygt;l an option for players to exclude
themselves from play for a given period; and a d8¢ticool-down” option.

The card-system was set up as a separate unihedtdao each VLT in the test area. A
total of 70 VLTs at 10 sites began the test, reaytco 53 VLTs at 9 sites by the end of
the study. For the duration of the research, abk¢hwanting to play VLTs in that area
were required to insert a player's card into thedegstem and enter a Personal
Identification Number (PIN) to activate the VLT fplay. While card use was mandatory,
use of the specific features was optional.

Before launching the live field test (Stage lll)m@ifacts engaged in two preparatory
stages. These included a smaller group test invl¥0 sites and 120 players (Stage ),
followed by a planning and modification stage (8tdJ. An in-depth ethics review by
well-known researchers and problem gambling expads took place during Stage Il
and throughout the research to ensure that thandsenethodology complied with the
Canadian standard for research ethics, the Tri-€ibBolicy Guidelines.

The third stage of the project, which is the foafighis report, was the live field test,
conducted from October 2005 to March 2006 at alkwi lottery establishments in the
Windsor and Mount Uniacke area of Nova Scotia. fi@search drew on three types of
information, namely play data from the card-systamivey results and focus group
discussions. This included information from playesige holders and the general public
in the Windsor and Mount Uniacke area.

The primary source of information was from a gradiplayers selected as a panel, who
agreed to ongoing dialogue about the system arféatsres. Panelists agreed to certain
conditions like providing information on their pldehaviour. Those who did not play
VLTs on a monthly basis were excluded from the gtias were those who regularly
played VLTs outside the test area.

Challenges & Questions

The research process encountered a number of mhadeas the live test proceeded. This
included an initial reluctance on the part of tha&yprs to participate in the panel group
because of fears that playing levels could be mosit and attributed to a specific

person, issues with panelists playing outside tb& frea, sharing of cards, and
occasional issues with the technology/ network. &he result was a smaller panel than
originally planned and a smaller useable panel tearuited.
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The panel began with 161 VLT players and ended W8h panelists for whom survey
results were analyzed for awareness and attitudiealsures.

For behavioral measures (which required informafimm the card-system) these 137
were pared down to 88 panelists who essentiallg tise device as intended and whose
play data could be considered for the researchs@ B8 were similar to the remaining
panelists and the other VLT players in the Windsod Mount Uniacke area in terms of
their PGSI categories and general demographicsleV8Biis a sufficient number for the
overall sample, it is more limiting as results b3 group are examined — particularly
for problem gamblers. As well, there were insuéfidi numbers of people who had not
used any features to allow definitive conclusiondeature use. In fact, only 6 out of 88
reported having used no features at all; meaniagabmparisons between those who had
used features and those who had not were not pessib

Finally, the authors recognize that the nature h#f tesearch design around the 88
panelists (referred to as the “compliant samplethis report) may introduce some bias
into the results via the potential Hawthorne effecthat is to say, changes in behavior
while using the card-system may have been influgrnmethe panelists awareness they
were being studied. While there is no particulddence to suggest that this effect may
have occurred, it is a consideration to keep indmin

Findings & Conclusions

Overall, there were positive indicators of sucdesm this study and several indicators
that suggest the card-system did encourage respempsay among VLT players.

One interesting finding was that players underestidt the time and money they were
spending on VLTs which suggests this type of tamlld be helpful in knowing this
information. Self-reported cash-in amounts wereawastimated by an average factor of
seven, while the number of sessions played wasrtaslenated by a factor of three.

Other findings included:

Strong support for a mandatory card-system, esibpewrdah the panelists and general

public, mainly because it was seen as a proactieet @0 help people manage their
play.

Support for making it tougher for people to avdm tsystem and its features. (For
example, making features like the summary of playenweadily visible.)

Support for requiring a play limit on the cardsther by day or by week (though

opinions on the actual amount varied.)

A general desire to eliminate card sharing andreefa one card per player system.

! The Hawthorne effect refers to the tendency ofesuib to act differently when they know they arénge
studied, especially if they think they have beewlsid out for some experimental treatment.
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Positive awareness and opinions on the card-syateang the general public in the
test area.

Positive perceptions about the card features arpanglists, saying the card-system
encouraged responsible play, helped them set aebahgl stick to it. Non-panelists
were less positive about the system.

Indications of change in play patterns by some gigyn order to avoid using the
card-system, including playing in areas outsidetéisé area.

Decreases in spending for people who more activedyl the system as designed.
Decreases in spending even for those who were bghton-active users of the
system’s features (non- and light users were coetbiar this analysis).

Options and Recommendation
There are three options that flow from the findings

1) Do nothing. Do not implement any such play managemgstem.

2) Make such a system/similar features availablefosé who want to use it.

3) Make the system more stringent by enhancing thé&alsrio reduce card sharing and
encourage more active use of features. This optmurid require further testing of the
revised system.

There are pros and cons associated with each option

1) The first, do nothing, can be easily dismis3afthile all results were not conclusive,
there were too many positive indicators to arga tlothing should be done.

2) The second option can be recommended basedeaedbarch findings to date. There
were sufficient positive indicators to suggest tihat system did work for a portion of the
VLT playing group and would be expected to offendfés to a similar portion of players
in other areas. Even though card use was mandatutg the test was being conducted,
the system could be avoided by borrowing a caroydeaving the area, making card use
essentially voluntary. This supports making sudystem available — on either some or
all of Nova Scotia’s VLTs — for players who wantuee the system and its features. A
more stringent system (as in option 3) may evehtienefit a higher proportion of VLT
players, but a system like the current systemlyatiefit some players now.

3) Many players suggested a more stringent mangdat@tem that would eliminate the
practice of sharing cards, which means the thittbapcould be considered. However, it
cannot be recommended based on findings from Stadpecause this more stringent
type of a system has been largely untésttl the impact of the suggested changes

% The system that was tested was not impenetralileetextent that it would not prevent players from
avoiding the registration process and/or from bwing or sharing a card for the purpose of playing a.
As such, players could decide the degree to wiieis would comply with the mandatory nature of syste
as-tested.
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remains largely unknown. Additional research caswar many of the remaining
guestions and help address some of the issuesfigemiuring this round of research.

Considerations Relating to Recommendation

Concerns about privacy of the playing data andp#esonal information necessary to
obtain a card seemed to be the main reasons fogetbhg a card and the subsequent
need to borrow cards to play. This is an imporfamding from Stage Il because it
impacted the willingness to both get and use thd-sgstem and impacted the quality of
the data available for analysis.

If a system like the card-system is implementedliose who want to use it, it has to be
readily available, convenient to use and playemsdn® understand or be willing to

experience the benefits they will receive. Effortsed to be made to encourage
registration and feature use so such a systemeragfibmore people.

Recommendation: Make such a system/similar featureavailable for those who
want to use it.
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Section 1: Background

Nova Scotia Player Card Research Project Summary

Across the globe, the use of player managemend toatncourage responsible gaming is
relatively uncharted territory. There is little the way of existing research from other
jurisdictions and comparisons are difficult to make

In April 2005 with the release & Better Balance: Nova Scotia’s First Gaming Stggte
was released. The strategy was aimed at “...buildintgetter, more balanced gaming
environment. that benefits Nova Scotians and their communities.”

The five-year strategy included a number of tametdtiatives to reach this goal,
including effective tools to promote responsiblengay. One such initiative was a “pilot
of card-based player management tools on VLTsdifeato a decision about the wider
provincial implementation of such a play managenteoit

This resulted in the Nova Scotia Gaming Corpora{ld8GC) initiating the Nova Scotia
Player Card Research Project on behalf of the Gowent.

The Card-System and Features

Card-based player management systems help playeraga their own play with a range
of features to promote more responsible play. Rergurpose of this project, the card-
system was a separate unit or console that washattao existing VLTs. Players used a
card which was inserted into the card-system atidased with a Personal Identification

Number (PIN) selected by the player. This card wesded to play the VLT when an

active card-system was attached.

The card allowed players to use four responsibieigg features:

Account Summary: tracked dollar amount spent, \aimd losses over time. (Live
Action was similar to this but showed statisticeatbthe current playing session;
it was also the default screen that players sadewdtaying.)

Money Limits: allowed players to set specific spagdlimits for certain time
periods.

Play Limits: allowed players to exclude themselfrem play for a given period.

48-Hour Stop: allowed players the ability to quickixclude themselves for a 48-
Hour “cool-down” period.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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During the study, use of the cards was mandatoactivate a VLT. However, use of the
specific responsible gaming features was optional.

Developing a Solid Research Approach

Before the field test of the card-system and festugot underway, significant efforts
were undertaken to ensure a solid research appraashdeveloped. These efforts
included:

Preliminary focus groups held with players in Nowe&mn 2003. These groups
allowed for preliminary assessment of initial aifiés and potential implications
of the features.

A comprehensive Request for Proposal (RFP) proteslect an independent
research firm to run the study.

The inclusion of two research firms to consult ba tdesign and execution of the
study. This ensured objectivity regarding the mdtlogy and product

development (conducted by Nucleus) and the subséeualuation (conducted

by Omnifacts).

The inclusion of a usability expert which alloweat the evaluation of the card-
system and the potential impact on the end user.

The completion of two rounds of usability reseaffdlovember 2004 and January
2005) with actual players in a non-live settingagsess how the card-system may
impact them and to understand potential unintermdgcomes.

Ongoing consultation with experts in problem gamdpliresponsible gambling,
research, and consumer behaviour who provided &xdbn the features and
card-system and evaluated the proposed researabaapp Experts consulted
include Dr. Robert Ladouceur, Dr. Mark Dickersong &r. Jamie Wiebe.

A staged-approach to research which included thee afisa smaller panel of
players to assess potential implications beforeingpio a broader adoption of the
card-system in the field.

An ethics review completed in October 2005 prior poceeding with the
intensive six-month research stage. Omnifacts coeduthe research following
all standard research guidelines and ethical piesi A panel of experts was
assembled to ensure the research methodology wampliance with the
Canadian National Standard for research ethics, TmeCouncil Policy
Guidelines. The ethics review was conducted byetlesgerts skilled in research
ethics:

o Harold Wynne, Ph.D., CEO of Wynne Resources andirCof the

Research Ethics Board of the Addictions FoundatifoManitoba;

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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o John McMullan, Ph.D., Professor of Sociology andhrology at Saint
Mary’s University, accomplished researcher in secamomic impacts of
gambling.

o0 Robert Davis, RPN (registered psychiatric nursextifted addictions
counselor and CEO of Davis Consulting.

The Stages of the Nova Scotia Player Card Research  Project

Overall, the Nova Scotia Player Card Research Etrajas designed to include four
stages. Table 1 below provides a summary of eamkqirstage.

TABLE 1. Summary of Stages

Stage Details

Stage | — Complete - Research conducted at all 10 Windsor/Mount Uniacke
sites with 120 pre-recruited players who used a card
(March 2005 — July 2005) before playing VLTs. Use of the actual responsible

gaming features was optional.

The purpose of the research was to get player feedback
on if/fhow the card-system could be effective based on
its initial use in a real life setting. (Usability study)

See Appendix 1 for Stage | highlights.

Stage Il — Complete - Modifications/re-testing of the card-system took place

(July 2005 - October 2005) based on the results of Stage | and planning the
execution of Stage Il took place, based on the results of
Stage |

Stage Ill - Complete - All players in the Windsor and Mount Uniacke area were
issued a personal card and were required to use this

(October 2005 — March 2006) card to play a VLT. Use of the card-system features

remained voluntary.

The purpose of the research was to determine whether
the features would encourage responsible play.

This stage included an ethics review.

Stage IV - Analysis to be conducted on the research data from
(April 2006 — June 2006) Stage Ill.

Conclusions and next steps will be determined.

The field test of the new card-system began in M&@05 in the Windsor and Mount
Uniacke areas of Nova Scotia. NSGC commissionexh@pendent firm, Omnifacts, to
conduct the research on its behalf. NSGC partnesitd ALC for the execution of the
test.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
Page 3 of 69



Stage Il Introduction & Objectives

The third stage of the project was the live fieddtf conducted from October 2005 to
March 2006 at all video lottery establishmentshie Windsor and Mount Uniacke areas
of Nova Scotia. A total of 70 VLTs at 10 sites wdreolved in the test at the
commencement of Stage Ill. Through planned reduostiand the closure of one location,
53 VLTs at 9 sites were participating in the stibghthe end of Stage lIl.

The first step in this stage was enrolling playarsl providing them with the card

required to play. Independent agents enrolled thprity of players, and then transferred
this role to site holders who became responsibienéav and replacement cards being
issued.

The overall objective of Stage Il was to examihe éffectiveness of a card-system with
responsible gaming features — and whether or n@&ndouraged positive behavioral
change related to VLTs. The research activity novad the progress of the test and
attempted to provide more definitive answers retatito indications of positive
behavioral change.

While Stage | only involved a panel of players tialuntarily used the card and card-
system, Stage Il involved the mandatory use ofl€dny_allplayers in the Windsor and
Mount Uniacke area. That is, players in this areaded a card to play a VLT. However,
the use of the responsible gaming features onaftegystem remained voluntary.

Where Stage | had focused on the functionality hef tard-system and preliminary
attitudes and opinions relating to its potentidicaty, Stage Ill concentrated on the
system’s actual and perceived usefulness in engmgaesponsible play. This was based
upon a broader scale adoption and assessmentsiaf behavior change.

Overall, through all four stages, the test wasndésl to assess whether the features
provide effective play management tools that enableisk, low-risk and moderate-risk
gamblers to make responsible decisions about YHéirplay. The objectives were based
on a preventative model, and from the outset, & we@ognized that the card-system itself
would not be sufficient to help problem gamblers.well, these tools were not intended
to be treatment or recovery programs for individuaho require help.

Specifically, the objectives of Stage Il included:

Assessing awareness of the RGD, and awarenessagd af the features.
Assessing attitudes of players, site holders amdptayers towards:
This type of card-based play management tool;
Mandatory card usage; and,
Its impact on attitudes towards the video lottemygoam and
responsible gambling efforts in general.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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Assessing behavior amongst all players groupsrmg®f time spent, amount of
money spent and level of usage of the features.

Stage Ill Methodology

After collecting recommendations and suggestior@nfrthe aforementioned ethics
review process, Omnifacts utilized a combinatiomoélitative and quantitative methods
in its approach to the research for Stage Ill. dimfation was gathered from a variety of
individuals within the test area including playeveo had cards, players who did not
have cards, non-players, and site holders. Spapficoaches included:

A research panel consisting of card-holding playeh® typically played on a
monthly basis;

Intercept surveys with players who were not membétke panel;

Play data from the card-system;

Focus groups with players and site holders oms@eagers/employees; and,

A general population survey of the Windsor and Mduniacke area.

Within Stage Il there were five key periods, whialere preceded by a baseline self-
reported measurement of play before players udilitee card-system. The five periods
included:

1) October play data before a number of VLTs were nadacross the province as per
the NS Gaming StrategyPeriod 1)

2) November play data after a number of VLTs were nezdoas per the NS Gaming
Strategy (Period 2)

3) Play data for December (Period 3)

4) Play data for January/February (Period 4)

5) Play data for February/March (Period 5).

! Details about the removal of VL machines are preskon pages 15-16.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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Chart 1 below outlines the schedule of data cabeatluring the six-month test period.

CHART 1: Stage Ill Methodology at a Glance

Data and Information Sources

In order to best assess the effectiveness of thiersy the research utilized a variety of
feedback and data from a number of sources.

Research Panel

Recruiting for a research panel of regular (attleasnthly) players began on September
14, 2005. Two waves of collection garnered a totdl61 monthly VLT players.

Panelists were recruited from three sources:

1) Those who participated in Stage | and agreed tccdogacted again for future
research;

2) On-site recruiting at the VLT retail establishmeantq,
3) Telephone referrals from members recruited thrdsigige | or the on-site process
All panelists signed a consent form which outlirilee extent of their participation. Data

was collected from the panelists in two ways — byvey and focus group participation
(self-reports) and by card-system play data.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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At the outset, panelists were given an initial eareg survey which collected some

preliminary information. This was followed by thrgeanelist surveys to measure
perceptions and attitudes regarding the card-sys{&eptember/November 2005,

December 2005 and March 2006). These surveys pdwdaluations of the field test

and the card-system, focusing mostly on measuritigides and opinions, as well as

collecting some information about play behavi@srvey results were also compared to
actual play data information. The surveys contam@dmbination of questions unique to
each survey, as well as several consistent (okitrgc questions asked on two or more
surveys.

Questions about whether players used their owrsdarglay were asked at each survey.
Prompted largely by feedback gathered from focosigs in late February regarding the
level of card sharing activity among players, Pa&h@ivey #3, the final panelist survey,

included specific questions on card lending anddvang, playing when the card-system

was down and when a card could not be used, anginglaoutside the test area.

Responses to these survey questions were usedeiondee which research panelist's

play data was reliable to meet the criteria of @ripliant” player.

Over time, the number of panelists decreased — ft6into 137 monthly players by the
end of the final survey collection period. This veasicipated and factored into recruiting
at the outset. Reasons for the attrition includetthg out of the panel, non-completion of
surveys, failure to use the cards, or no card igtiv

Card-System Play Data

In addition to the research panel, Omnifacts oletiocard-based play data directly from
the system. The system was designed to track a ewnoflvariables each time a card was
inserted into a card-system and, hence captureal fdatn every card that was used
during the test. This included cash-in, wins, amel wse of various features. Other than
panelists who consented to participate in the rebepanel and provided their card
number, all data from the card-system was anonynmang was not linked to any

particular individual.

Data from the system was provided to Omnifacts oegalar basis throughout the study.
This data included:
A weekly summary of card activity;

A cumulative statistics report on all cards — whprovided overall information
such as the number of enroliments, number of rept@nt cards, and number of
games played on a weekly summary basis;

A cumulative limits report — which provided on-gginnformation regarding
limit-setting on a per-card basis; and,

An additional report tracking replacement cards #uedr associated original cards
— which was implemented during the test period.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
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The card data was meant to help assess changdasyipaiterns among players during
each of the five periods of Stage IIl.

On-site Intercept Surveys with Non-Panelists

Omnifacts also conducted on-site interviews withaadom selection of video lottery
players in the Windsor and Mount Uniacke area wieoewot already participating in the
research panel. This group is referred to as noelss during this report. These
interviews were conducted twice during the six-nhaieist period — once in early January
2006 and once in early March 2006. Interviewerstedsthe sites over two four-day
periods for each round of data collection and ceted 90 and 69 interviews. The goal
of the intercept surveys with non-panelists wasdmpare and check their attitudes and
opinions against those of the research panelisisinral behavioral information was
collected. Like the panelist surveys, interceptsfjio@naires contained a combination of
guestions unique to each survey, as well as segeraistent questions asked on both
surveys.

Focus Groups

A series of five focus groups were conducted ornrilraly 21 and 22, 2006 in Windsor,

Nova Scotia, towards the end of the research grofeach focus group was used to
evaluate the card-system and to provide richeudson of several topics, including the

card-system’s features, the usefulness of the ggstbém, the acceptance of the card-
system, the activity of sharing player cards, opputies for improvement, and options

for limit-setting.

Three of the groups were with research paneliste wire divided based on their

Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGS$cores. One group was with no-risk and low-
risk players (PGSI scores of 0, 1 or 2; 8 partictpg one was with moderate-risk players
(PGSI scores of 3 to 7; 9 participants); and ong wigh problem gamblers (PGSI scores
of 8 or higher; 8 participants).

A fourth player group was held with non-panelistdcholders who had a range of PGSI
scores (8 participants), all of whom had a playeesd. The fifth group consisted of 11
bar owners, managers and staff.

%2 The Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) is aefitem sub-scale of the Canadian Problem
Gambling Index (CPGI). The CPGI, a 31l-item questare, was designed for the purpose of
distinguishing between respondents who have gaglpmoblems and those who do not, and between
gamblers who are at a low or moderate-risk of dsiag problems. The PGSI distinguishes four gambler
sub-types, namely: non-problem, low-risk, moder&k; and problem. The non-problem group is further
divided into gamblers and non-gamblers, as thebeyges are known to display different charactasst
(Smith, G. J. & Wynne, H. J. (2002). Measuring Génghband Problem Gambling in Alberta: Using the
Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI). Prepareth&Alberta Gaming Research Institute.)
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General Population Survey

A survey of 400 residents of Windsor and Mount @k&a was conducted between
February 15 and 22, 2006. A sample of this siz&dgi@a margin of error of 5% at a
95% confidence interval. Data collection quotasengaised on proportionate age, gender
and geographic representation within the test Afdadsor area versus Mount Uniacke
area). The purpose of the General Population Suway to gauge awareness and
opinions of the project, the features availabletlo®m VLT, and whether this research
initiative improved their opinion on efforts beingade to improve the responsible use of
VLTs in their communities.

Other Sources

Information from other sources was also considaradi included in the research such as
information from the ALC’s Lottery Support ServicdkSS), general revenue and

financial activity. Revenue data from the ALC’s ¥alLottery Central System allowed a

comparison of revenues in Windsor and Mount Uniatckeevenues in the surrounding

area and the rest of Nova Scotia.

Data Sets and Subsets

The information used to evaluate awareness, belsaaml attitudes was gathered from a
number of sources including the previously mentibsarveys, focus groups, and play
data collected from the card-systems. The majaftgnalysis in this report is based on
surveys completed by qualified research panelistswihom PGSI scores are available)
and their corresponding play data.

Three main data sets/subsets were used in thesaalgd are referred to regularly
throughout this report:

DATA SET #1: Card-System Play Data for All Valid Cards

As outlined in Stage Il Methodology earlier in ghgection, play data and card-system
feature usage were collected for all cards eachk tm card was inserted into the card-
system.

A total of 1,918 cards were enrolled, not includieglacement cards issued when
a card was lost or a player wished to replace @ car

A number of cards were removed from the play deta s

1) Late enrollmentFirst, cards issued late in the test (on or afseruary 1,
2006) were removed due to the fact that: 1) theoeldvbe insufficient
data from which to draw conclusions, and 2) to emghbat players who
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2)

3)

may have entered the test area specifically see¥ingnachines that
retained the stop button function and non-reduadegspeed (as per the
changes being rolled out across the province asuptd the NS Gaming
Strategy) were not included in the analysis. ThHreedred eighty-five
(385) cards were removed for this reason.

Unused cardsCards that were enrolldzefore January 1, 2006 and were
not used (had no play activity) during any of thdaba collection periods
were also removed. This represented an additiortalc@rds being

removed.

Outliers or non-legitimate cards (very low or véiigh play):Cards that a)

had cumulative cash-in amounts over the five perd$5 or less; b) two

playing sessions or less over the five periodsys®d the card for five

minutes or less over the five periods; anctdinulative cash-in amounts
over the five periods that exceeded $20,000. lal,t®99 cards were
removed due to very low levels of the play actiwty the card, and 58
cards were removed due to very high levels of plewity (as a result of

card sharing); 357 cards, or 19% of all cards éemlplvere removed from
the analysis.

After the above exclusions, 1,081 valid cards @of all enrolments) remained
in the play data set. Throughout this report, tHe881 records represent the card-
systemplay data for all valid cards. A summary of the distribution of all
enrolled cards appears in Chart 2 below.

CHART 2: Distribution of all Enrolled Cards
N= 1918

20%
ORemoved: Cards enrolled after Dec 31, 2005
B Removed: Cards not used during analysis periods
B Removed: Cards with very high or very low play levels
O AIl Valid Cards (DATA SET #1)
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DATA SET #2: Panelist Survey Results

As outlined in Stage Il Methodology, the reseapanel began with 161 VLT players
who played at least monthly. As a result of expaetttrition, the study ended with 137
valid panelists for whom survey results were anadlyzl hroughout this report, this group
is typically referred to as simply the “panelists.”

These 137 panelists represent approximately 13%eofall valid cards” group
mentioned above.

The 137 panelists completed the Baseline Surveso (mhown as Panel Survey
#1), and one or both of: Panel Survey #2 and Paneley #3.

When Panel Survey Resultsare discussed throughout this report, they refer tm
whole or in part — these 137 panelists. A profilehe@se panelists is presented in Table 2
below. Note the small sample sizes, and the talcledes numbers, not percentages.

TABLE 2: Profile of Panel Participants (n-values)

No-Risk Low —Risk Moderate- Problem

Risk Gambler
Total (n) 137 48 34 39 16
Male 48 18 10 15 5
Gender
Female 89 30 24 24 11
19 - 35 yrs old 19 3 8 6 2
Age 36 — 50 yrs old 47 21 8 12
Over 50 yrs old 71 24 18 21 8
Employed by
company/organization, 79 34 18 16 11
or self-employed
Employment | Retired, or not employed
Stafusy and not looking 50 13 14 18 5
Not gmployed and 7 0 2 5 0
looking for work
Student 1 1 0 0 0
Less than H. School 42 9 9 19
Graduated H. School 43 18 11 11 3
Education Some or Graduated
Trade School 42 7 1 ! !
Some or Graduated 9 3 3 2 1
University
$25,000 or less 49 16 12 15 6
Income $25,001 - $50,000 53 18 15 14 6
$50,001 or more 26 12 4 7 3
Once or more per week 89 26 20 30 13
Frequency
of Play Less than once per 48 29 14 9 3
week

Source: Panel Surveys
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DATA SET #3: Card-System Play Data for Compliant idists

Of the 137 research panelists, there were a nuofl@ayers who indicated they:

Did not use their own card every time they played,;

Lent their card to another player;

Played when the card-system network was not addesand not collecting play
information; and,

Regularly played outside of the test area durirgstiudy.

For these panelists, it is clear that not all @itlVLT play activity was recorded on their
card during the test. Therefore, analysis of themeelists’ card-system play data could
potentially under-represent their actual play Isyer could over-represent their play
levels in the case of sharing with other players.a&esult, the 137 panelists were pared-
down to 88 panelists who had reliable play datarresented their actual play activity,
as presented in Chart 3 below. These 88 paneliste the focus of the majority of
analysis contained within this report.

The following are some characteristics of thes€88pliant Panelists:

Borrowed a card no more than once or rarely (oranhatl);

Lent their card no more than once or rarely (oratatll);

Only played once or twice (or not at all) when tiaed-system network was
unavailable; and,

Did not regularly play outside the Windsor and Mbumiacke area during the test
period of October 4, 2005 through March 25, 2006.

The compliant panelists compare closely to therermianel of players and to the non-
panelists interviewed. This suggests that the camppanelists may be a fair indication
of what might be expected to happen in the genadalb lottery player group. The table
below shows the percentage of people in each P&8gory for each of the important
groups in the research. As can be seen, the P@&®jarees are similar for each group.

. Compliant Compliant Panelists Non-Panelists
All Panelists .
=137 Panelists who Decreased Spend (Survey 1/Survey?2)

PGSI Category N n=88 n=55 n=90 & 69
No-risk 35% 34% 31% 42% [ 43%
Low-risk 25% 27% 24% 22% | 26%
Moderate 28% 30% 33% 22% [ 23%
Problem 12% 9% 13% 12% / 9%

The differences in demographic composition acrassigs is relatively similar, with
“compliant panelists” and “compliant panelist whecdeased their spending” having a
slightly higher proportion of younger and femaleatggpants as compared to the “all
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panelists” category. As the table below summarinéder players were less likely to
share cards, play outside the area or play VLTswthe card-system was not active than
younger participants. They were also less likeljdge decreased their spending.

Compliant Panelists

All Panelists Compliant Panelists
who Decreased Spend
. I n=137 n=88
Demographic Description n= 55
19-35 14% 16% 22%
AGE 36 - 50 34% 41% 45%
51 or older 52% 43% 33%
0, 0 0
GENDER Male 35% 30% 27%
Female 65% 70% 73%
Up to $25, 000 38% 34% 29%
HOUSEHOLD
INCOME $25,001 - $50,000 41% 43% 45%
$50,001 or more 20% 23% 25%

The margin of error for the sample of 88 compligranelists is_10.2% at 95%
confidence level. This is calculated based on tgufation of monthly VLT players in
the Windsor/Mount Uniacke area being approxima&fl). The population of monthly
video lottery players was calculated by averagimg separate pieces of information:

1. There were approximately 500 different cards plagach week; and,

2. Applying the 14% from the General Population Surwé said they had played
VLTs in the past year to the population in Windand Mount Uniacke older than
20 (from the 2001 census) gives a number just 806r

CHART 3: Distribution of Valid Cards & Cards Belong  ing to Panelists

All Valid Cards (“All Play Data”) All Cards Belonging to Panelists
n=1081 n=137

13%
87% 36%
0

64%

@ Compliant Panelists (DATA SET #3)

O Cards belonging to non-panelists i
@ Other Panelists

B Cards belonging to panelists (DATA SET #2)
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As the panel was pared-down to the compliant ptayer whom their card data was
representative of their actual playing, it becamane more important to use a
combination of analysis methods. This includedizitiy the three information sources,
as previously mentioned (card-system play datalfiovalid cards, panelist surveys, and
compliant play data) in conjunction with the in&pt survey results from non-panelists
and General Public survey results. This combinati@s essential to garner a cross-
section of experiences and attitudes.

Table 3 outlines all of the various data sets (idclg the three previously mentioned

data sets) and groups of respondents utilized ¢fvawt this report.

TABLE 3: Summar

Data Set

of Data Sets
Number of

Description

Play Data for All
Valid Cards

Records (n)

1081

Card-system
play data

Play Data for cards enrolled prior

to Jan 1, 2006 that were not
deemed to be “outliers” with very
low or very high activity

Compliant Panelist
Play Data

88

Card-system
play data

Research panelists with limited (or
no) card sharing, regular play
outside the test area, or playing
when the card-system/features
were unavailable

Panelist Survey
Results

Up to 137

Panel Surveys

Survey results for research
panelists who completed surveys;
137 completed Panel Survey #1
(also known as Baseline Survey),
123 completed Panel Survey #2,
and 131 completed Panel Survey
#3

Non-Panelist Survey
Results (#1 and #2)

Up to 90 and 69

Intercept
Surveys

Results for intercept surveys
completed with non-panelist VL
players in Windsor and Mount
Uniacke; Not all respondents were
card-holders

General Public

Up to 400

General Public
Survey

Results for respondents to a
general public survey conducted in
Windsor and Mount Uniacke
including both VL and non-VL
players (panelists were not
screened out)

Focus Group Results

Not applicable;
Quialitative in
nature

Focus Groups

Feedback from focus group
participants (44 participants in
total)
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Section 2: The VLT Playing Environment

Environmental Changes

Three specific environmental changes occurred duha test period:

1) A reduction in VLTs as per the NS Gaming Strateond,

2) The stop button function being disabled on Viafhsl 30% reduction in game speed as
per the NS Gaming Strategy.

3) The addition of VLTs at nearby Glooscap Firstidlg

While the changes that resulted from the Gamingt&gy were anticipated and
accounted for, the addition of VLTs at the Glooséayst Nation was not anticipated,
however people who said they regularly played detshe test area were excluded.

1) VLT Reduction — Anticipated Change

As anticipated, on November 1, 2005 there was acatezh of 17 VLTs in the Windsor
and Mount Uniacke area, coinciding with the VLTateld changes outlined in the NS
Gaming Strategy. This was part of the province-wielduction of a total of 800 VLTs
removed in early November 2005. All 800 terminahowals occurred simultaneously
and proportionately throughout the province.

Respondents to player surveys had varied expeserael evaluations with the

availability of VLTs following the removal of the ashines. Of the panelists who

responded to a December 2005 survey, 36% felt Werg more accessible — and most
attributed this to there being fewer people playsmce the test started. Another 44%
found that there was no change in accessibilitd, 2% reported that the VLTs were

less accessible. Half of those noting less acdéssitited the reduction in the number of

machines as the reason.

In order to assess the impact of the reduction iiT9/along with the card-system,

measurements were taken before the card-systenmpésmented, after the system was
in place, and after the reduction in terminals.sTihcluded looking at play patterns and
self-reports from players.

2) Removal of Stop Button Functionality and 30% Redion in Game Speed —
Anticipated Change

As anticipated, between January 1 and March 316,20@ speed of VLT games was
reduced by 30%, and the stop button functionalibs wisabled in a staged approach
from all terminals in the province. The Windsor avidunt Uniacke area, however, was
not adjusted until after the conclusion of datdemion for Stage 11l on March 25, 2006.
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3) Additional VLTs at Nearby Glooscap First NatiechUnanticipated Change

The Glooscap First Nation is located approximaid&yminutes from Windsor. Effective
November 8, 2005, their total allotment of VLTs reased from 20 VLTs to 30.
Migration of play between regions and over time wasked by the ALC via weekly
average net revenues on a per terminal basis. @hel,pintercepts, and surveys also
reveal occurrence of play pattern changes, inciugiay outside of the test area (which
includes Glooscap First Nation).

Summary of Challenges and Limitations

A number of activities in the general environmermvided challenges in the research
design and execution. Since the test occurred limeasetting, it was not possible to
anticipate, control and/or compensate for a nunobehese variables. These challenges
necessitated incremental changes to the origirsdareh design. The challenges and
limitations are outlined below:

1) A limited number of regular players in Mount Uniacknd Windsor whalid not
regularly play outside the area, and who were mglito participate in the research
panel. In other words, many players typically gtegh in and out of the test area;

2) Sharing of cards; and,
3) Card-system interruptions and data collection giouns.

1) Number of Regular, Local Players Interested in R esearch Panel

To qualify to be a panelist, players had to beimgllto participate in the test, agree to
share some personal information and complete a aunftsurveys.

Recruiting a large number of regular video lottplgyers who regularly played in the test
area and not outside it proved to be difficult. d&nce in the card-system play data
suggests that there are approximately 600 reguldrpayers in the Windsor and Mount
Uniacke area. Some undoubtedly played outsideeitteatreas as well, which reduced the
population of potential recruits.

Another challenge in recruiting players for the @lawas a lack of trust. Many players
believed it was possible for someone (the govermptermonitor their play through the
card-system. As such, many felt their playing ampensling levels were nobody’s
business but their own, or felt it might identifynsething in their play or income they did
not want known.

In addition to greater difficulty recruiting parli this distrust resulted in other
challenges for the research project:
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Players deciding not to obtain a card;

Borrowing cards from others or from local estabismts;

Contamination of card data by sharing; and,

Making a conscious choice to play outside the &oeaome or all of their play.

2) Card Sharing

Strong evidence of card sharing among panelistsm@s strongly noted in the focus
groups conducted in February 2006. This raised emmscabout the reliability of the data
and challenged the presumption that one card repted one player.

This was factored into the analysis of individulyppatterns. In fact, as a result of this
finding, Panel Survey #3 was used to validate trexall incidence of card sharing. Also,

the survey served as a tool to define those paseliso had complied by using the cards
as they were intended, and those who had shareor@wed cards.

Participants noted several reasons for sharingscdiae first item in the list below was
the most common. The other three reasons weredession.

Sharing when someone had forgotten or lost themm oard, did not have their
own card, or who were from outside the area;

Not having own card due to resistance to the cgstem and the test in general;

Not having own card due to concerns about privaay acking of data on an
individual level. This was related to the concenattgovernment would know

how much they were playing; and,

Not having own card because they did not have aemonent-issued photo
identification card.

Panel Survey #3 showed that just under 20% of #reelsts borrowed a card at some
point during the test. The likelihood of borrowimgcreased with PGSI scores. Almost
half of the problem gamblers had borrowed a casbate point. Many of those panelists
who had borrowed had not done so very often witioat everyone describing it as “one

time” or “rarely.”

Almost 30% of panelists said they had lent thendcat some point during the test. In
most cases, they had lent their card to someone didhanot have a card, was from
outside the area, or had forgotten or lost theid.ca

In total, 37% of panelists reported borrowing andiéading their card.
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Evidence exists that card sharing was not limitethe research panel; 29% of the non-
panelists who responded to the second interceptegusaid they had lent and/or
borrowed cards.

Site holders themselves reported providing shacednmunity’ cards (along with the
corresponding PIN) to players to activate a VLTisTlas seen by the site holders as a
customer service to players.

Card sharing was accounted for in the analysi©i®fcard-system play data by isolating
those research panelists who reported any moreatvany limited amount of borrowing
and lending. Panelists who regularly played whea tlard-system wasn't available
and/or played outside the test area were also tésbla“Compliant panelists” are
discussed on page 12.)

3) Card-System Interruptions and Resolutions

Technical issues with the card-system network aecuin two instances during the test
period, including a power disruption in the arebe3e instances disrupted the use of the
features and compromised portions of the data.tWhemain disruptions were accounted
for by re-allocating the periods (as depicted ia thagram named “Methodology at a
Glance” on page 6). A third group of smaller digroips were deemed to be relatively
insignificant and did not cause significant dataes.
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Section 3: Analysis of Play Data

Background

Originally, the analysis of play data from the gystwas to come from two sources: 1)
play data from all players (one card representing player); and 2) data from research
panelists with a PGSI classification and correspundelf-reported play and survey
results.

Since data was collected and organized based a@hrnzanber, the activity of sharing
cards resulted in data from many cards, includingnynresearch panelists, being
potentially unreliable; this data was subsequendyincluded in the analysis. Panelists
who had reliable data were identified and considiéine compliant panelists since they:

Only borrowed a card once or rarely, or not at all;

Only lent a card once or rarely, or not at all;

Did not regularly play outside Windsor and Mountidtrke during the test; and,
Only played once or twice when the card-systemnedsavailable, or not at all.

The 88 compliant panelists were used as one ofstheces for this portion of the
analysis. Card-system play data for compliant parsedlong with perceptions and self-
reports collected from panel surveys were bothuatat.

A secondary source for card-system play data cdroesall valid cards enrolled prior to
January 1, 2006 and used during the study. Shaniade it difficult to rely on playing
data to draw individual player profiles of spendisgce one card does not necessarily
represent one player. However, regardless of whewsang the card, it was possible to
identify the level of feature use from the overathup.

Summary Results

Table 9 summarizes several pieces of data for &heodnpliant panelists The baseline
data for the compliant research panelists utilssdtreported data from surveys collected
just before the features were introduced in thé desa. (Also, a correction factor was
applied to self-reported information to account fiscrepancies between reported and
actual play.)

2 Note that, owing to the difficulty in interpretingean results where the data can have a largeneatia
statistical testing has been conducted to idefify significant differences.
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As a reminder, Period 1 was the October 2005 tiama& and included the introduction

of the card-systems with features active into tket tsites. The second period
corresponded to November 2005 and was the periahwiachines were removed from
across Nova Scotia including the test area and atsvesponded to when 10 VLTs were
added to Glooscap First Nation.

TABLE 9: Average Play and Feature -Use Statistics for Compliant Panelists _ by Period
(n=88)

Source: Card system Play data and Self-Reported Baseline Survey

Baseline ‘
(Self-

Reported) Period 1 Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 Period 5
Total Number of Sessions 20 24 20 18 18 17
Total Minutes Played 785 631 665 637 593 591
Minutes Played per Session a4 31 37 39 42 40
Total Cash In* $1,393.24 $1,557.57 | $1,614.33 | $1,231.10 | $1,209.70 | $1,116.96
Cash In per Session $79.04 $65.50 $76.18 $69.20 $74.66 $65.86
% of players who viewed: My Account 52% 51% 41% 33% 36%
My Account Day 27% 31% 24% 22% 16%
My Account Week 26% 31% 31% 18% 11%
My Account Month 27% 32% 21% 14% 10%
My Account Year 23% 32% 23% 17% 16%
Live Action Screen 48% 48% 35% 42% 40%
% of players who set a: Day Limit 14.0% 5.7% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Week Limit 1.1% 2.3% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Month Limit 1.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
% who used 48-hr stop feature 1.1% 2.3% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
:/;S‘t’(ve':ﬁsﬁzguésfr more of the card- 68% 69% 57% 52% 51%

* Viewed My Account, My Account Day, My Account Week, My Account Month, My Account Year, Live Action Screen (not
including default screen views), used 48-Hour Stop feature, set Day, Week or Month Limit (Money Limits), or excluded
themselves for a period or time (Play Limits)

1. Mean results are significantly different across the five periods.

According to analysis, it does not seem that tmeoreal of the 17 machines within the
test site at the beginning of November greatly iowge overall play levels for these
compliant panelists. The total cash in for periots %1,614, which is in-line with the
$1,557 from period 1.

Table 9 shows a decline in the number of sessiams 24 (in period 1) to 17 (in period
5) with a decline in cash-in and a decline in totahutes played, although only the latter
is significantly different. Minutes played per sessappeared to increase during the test
periods from 31 (in period 1) to 40 (in period &ough the results were not statistically
significant.
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Feature use was concentrated in using My Accoudtthe Live Action Screen. Aside
from a day limit that was set by 14% of these coamplpanelists in period 1 and 6% in
period 2, use of limit features was very low anl &f to nothing in the final two
periods. It was not possible to quantifiably codeueasons for decreases in feature use.

Comparatively, Table 10 represents the averagarieate for all qualified cards. A card
qualified for this analysis by having: 1) cumulatigash-in amounts over the 5 periods
exceeding $5; 2) more than 2 playing sessions theels periods; 3) used the card for
more than 5 minutes over the 5 periods; 4) cunudatash-in amounts over the 5 periods
less than $20,000; and, 5) originally enrolled foe card on December 31, 2005 or
earlier.

As a reminder, sharing made it difficult to rely playing data to draw individual player

profiles of spending, since one card does not recéyg represent one player. However,
regardless of who was using the card, it was ptésgibidentify the level of feature use
from the overall group.

TABLE 10: Average Feature -Use Statistics for All Cards by Period
(n=1081)
Source: Card system Play data

Period 1 ‘ Period 2 ‘ Period 3 ‘ Period 4 ‘ Period 5

% of cards with views of: My Account 38% 31% 27% 2204 2204
My Account Day 22% 18% 17% 13% 12%
My Account Week 18% 14% 12% 10% 7%
My Account Month 18% 16% 13% 10% 7%
My Account Year 17% 18% 17% 14% 12%
Live Action Screen 32% 27% 250% 2204 21%
% of cards with a: Day Limit 7.7% 3.2% 220 1.0% 0.6%
Week Limit 0.4% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
Month Limit 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%
% of cards using 48-hr stop feature 1.3% 1.2% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6%
% of cards setting a play limit; not

including using the 48-Hour Stop feature | 1 .69 0.6% 0.9% 0.5% 0.2%
% of cards using one or more of the card-

system's features* 49% 42% 38% 31% 30%

* Viewed My Account, My Account Day, My Account Week, My Account Month, My Account Year, Live Action
Screen (not including default screen views), used 48-Hour Stop feature, set Day, Week or Month Limit (Money
Limits), or excluded themselves for a period or time (Play Limits)

Overall, the compliant panelists had higher rafefeature usage. In both groups, feature
usage dropped-off over time, with overall featusage (“% of cards using one or more
of the card-system’s features”) decreasing by aln2@s percentage points. However,
feature use was concentrated in the same areahdofall cards” data set as for the
compliant panelists with the most use being theAdgount and Live Action screens. In

general, players seemed to be more apt to userdsatitiat monitored their play rather

than features that actively controlled their play.
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Behavioral Changes

Once a corrected baseline play figure was estadligbr the 88 compliant panelists
(factoring in the correction factor for under-refiag of play), comparisons were made
between the average of their play in Period 3, d @rand baseline data. This process
allowed for changes in play to be determined, idicig players identified as having
increased play, decreased play or unchanged playndkease or decrease was defined as
more than a 10% change in playA calculation using all 5 periods was also medté
virtually identical results. Since Periods 3, 4 &were not influenced by changes in the
playing environment; these were used to deternmoeeases or decreases in play.

Within the compliant panelists, 63% reduced theergling, 30% increased their
spending and 7% stayed the same, as depicted irt 8h&pending is defined as the
amount of money put into the VLTs. It is importaot keep in mind that these 88
compliant panelists have already demonstratedttiegtonly had minimal borrowing and
lending of their card as well as limited play odesihe test area, all of which would have
affected their data had they done these thingsrefdre, changes that are noted here
were actual changes in play.

CHART 8: Percentage of Compliant Panelists _who Decreased, Did not Change or
Increased their Spending
Average of Periods 3, 4 and 5 Compared to Baseline
Source: Card system Play data (n=88)

70% - 63%
60% -
50% A

0f —
40% 30%
30% A
20% -
10% - %

O% L} L] 1
Reduced Cash-In Amount  No Change in Cash-In Increased Cash-In
Amount (No more than Amount

10% change)

0% of Compliant Panelists

3 Statistical testing was conducted to ensure ti@0% change in play also meant a statistically
significant difference in the mean measure for lidseompared to the mean measure of combinedgerio
3,4,and 5. As an example, for the 63% of theefists who decreased their spending, their meah-Ga
for the baseline was significantly different to thean Cash-In for combined periods 3, 4, and 5.
Similarly, for the 30% of the panelists who incre@sheir spending, their mean Cash-In for the lraesel
was significantly different to the mean Cash-Indombined periods 3, 4, and 5. This testing waulaily
repeated for number of minutes and number of sessigith all differences being statistically sigcéit.
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Exploring differences in the change in average nemdf sessions and average number
of minutes play from before the test started toamerage of their playing for the last
three periods of the test was also important ineustdnding any overall behavioral
changes. Number of sessions was defined as thearushltimes the card user inserted
their card into a card-system. Number of minutes defined as the length of time the
card remained in a card-system device. For theo&®tant panelists, 72% decreased the
number of minutes played from the baseline permtheir average number of minutes
played in Periods 3, 4 and 5, 24% increased thebeuf minutes played, and about 3%
had no change. Similarly, 63% of compliant panglgcreased their number of sessions,
25% increased the number of sessions played, étddi@® not change. See Charts 9 and
10 for a graphic representation of these statistics

CHART 9: Percentage of Compliant Panelists _who Decreased, Did not Change or
Increased their Number of Minutes
Average of Periods 3, 4 and 5 Compared to Baseline
Source: Card system Play data (n=88)

80% - 72%
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% A
30% - 24%
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10% - 3%

0% . .

Reduced Number of No Change in Number of  Increased Number of
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10% change)
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CHART 10: Percentage of Compliant Panelists _ who Decreased, Did not Change or
Increased their Number of Sessions
Average of Periods 3, 4 and 5 Compared to Baseline
Source: Card system Play data (n=88)

70% ~ 63%
60% A
50% A
40% A
30% - 25%

20% - 12%
10% -
0% L} L] 1

Reduced Number of No Change in Number of  Increased Number of
Sessions Sessions (No more than Sessions
10% change)

0% of Compliant Panelists

With 88 records in the data set, a detailed analygiPGSI was not possible, but some
general directional comments can be made. Onlyobeght problem gamblers and four
of sixteen moderate-risk players increased theandmg. Those who increased their
spending were more likely to be no and low-riskypta, who are the primary target
group for such a system.

In terms of changes in time spent playing, thereews remarkable differences across
categories. Eighteen out of 24 moderate-risk armablpm gamblers decreased their
playing time while a similar portion of no and lavwgk players decreased their time.
About 25% of all four PGSI groups increased thienetspent playing.

In general, compliant panelists who had higher P§&&8les tended to be more likely to
have decreased the number of sessions. About haleolowest category of PGSI
compliant panelists (the no-risk group) decreaseit humber of sessions, while about
three-quarters of moderate-risk and problem garslilad a decrease. When looking at
whether players increased their frequency of pddlyPGSI groups were in the range of
20% to 30%, with an average of 25% increasing thember of sessions in a period.

These calculations and comparisons in behavior gdsmrmare not possible for the “all
cards” group of data since a baseline measurenigaiay behavior prior to the test was
not collected and because sharing of cards meansad does not necessarily represent
one player in the “all cards” group. However, sirthe compliant panelist group was
similar to the remaining players in terms of PGE&ifije and demographics, the changes
seen in that group would be reasonably expectée teeen in the larger group as well if
they used the system as intended.
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Perceptions of Features by Change in Spending

As might be expected, those compliant panelists ddweased their spending tended to
be more favorable towards the features than thdse mad increased their spending,
although the differences were not always largetatissically significant. For example,
75% of those who had decreased their spending gaatng of 8 or higher for the card-
system helping them set and stick to a budget coedpa just fewer than 60% for those
who had increased their spending. Similarly, mdsthose who had decreased their
spending agreed they were more aware of how mwhplayed (statistically significant
difference), how much money they spent and how ntuel they spent as a result of the
test. In all cases, agreement levels for those hatbincreased their spending were 20 to
30 percentage points lower, but the majority tenttedstill be positive. Support for
making such a card-system mandatory was also hifgmethose who decreased their
spending, coming in at 85% support compared witko 5upport from those who
increased their spending (statistically significadifference). Complaint panelists’
perceptions of the card-system and its featurepr@sented in Chart 11 with significant
differences noted. (Due to insufficient sample, ctonments can be made about the
compliant panelists who did not change their spe;dly less than 10%.)

CHART 11: Evaluating the Card system and Features by Change in Spending
Source: Panelist Surveys

98%
100%

800% 4 74% 74%

80% 85%

69% 62%
56% 58% ° 54%

60%

40%

20%

O% ) ) ) L}
Helped set a Helped stick to More aware of More aware of  Support for
budget (1) budget (2) how much time/money making
playing (3) spent (4) mandatory (5)

0% of Compliant Panelists who Decreased their Spending (n=55)
B % of Compliant Panelists who Increased their Spending (n=26)

(1) and (2): Results from Panel Survey #2; % wheegascore of 8 or higher on a 10-point scale duest
(3): Results from Panel Survey #2; % who agredrongly agree; results are statistically significan

(4): Results from Panel Survey #3; % who agredrongly agree

(5): Results from Panel Survey #3; % who suppostamgly support; results are statistically sigpaint
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Impact of Feature Use

There were only 6 people of the 88 who had not asadfeatures during the entire test
period. Unfortunately this is too small a numbeatalyze. As such, the people who used
any of the features during the entire test periOdithes or less (39 people including
those who used none are considered low usage)omerpared to those who used any of
the features more than 10 times (49 people whaa@mnsidered medium to high users of
features). There is no differentiation betweenabtial features used for two reasons: 1)
different people may find different features morseful; and, 2) few people used
anything other than My Account and Live Action sare

Chart 12 shows the portion of compliant panelist®wncreased, decreased or did not
change their VLT spending by their correspondingtdes-use. The differences are not
statistically different, showing that using or nsing features does not have an impact on
spending.

CHART 12: Change in Spending by Feature Usage
Source: Card system Play Data

100% -

80% -

64%  61%

60% -

40% - ogy,  31%

20% - 8% 6%

0% [ ew
Decreased Cash-In No Change in Cash-In Increased Cash-In
Amount Amount

O Compliant Panelists with Low Feature Usage (n=39)
B Compliant Panelists with Medium to High Feature Usage (n=49)

Perceptions of Features by Use of Features

Examining the perception of the card-system byuleausage was interesting in that
those with lower uses of features were more gesenmouheir ratings of the system in
helping them set a budget and stick to a budgeét(§ave a rating of 8 or higher for the
card-system helping them set a budget compare®@%o for those using features more
frequently).
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Those who were medium or high users of feature® weore likely to agree they were
spending less time and money since using the sygggmproximately two-thirds
compared to half for spending money from the loatdee users). The medium and high
users also agreed they were more aware (80% agrapacted with 67% for the low
users). Results are summarized in Chart 13.

CHART 13: Evaluating the Card system and Features by Level of Feature Usage
Source: Panelist Surveys

100% -
81% 79% 80%
80% T 0,
60% 64% 67% 590 6370 65%
60% - 51%
40% -
20% -
O% L L L L
Helped set a Helped stick to More aware of Spending less Spending less
budget (1) budget (2) how much time (4) money (5)
playing (3)

O Compliant Panelists with Low Feature Usage (n=39)
B Compliant Panelists with Medium or high feature usage (n=49)

(1) and (2): Results from Panel Survey #2; % wheegascore of 8 or higher on a 10-point scale duest
(3), (4) and (5): Results from Panel Survey #3; Bowgree or strongly agree
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Section 4: Analysis of Panelist and Non-Panelist Re  sults

Data sources for panelists and non-panelists iedudard-system play data, panel
surveys and intercept surveys. When discussinglisauypéay data, this included the 88
compliant panelists, while panelist survey datduded up to 137 panelists (number of
responses varied by survey and by question). Tinebeu of responses to non-panelist
intercept surveys also varied by survey and questio

As previously mentioned, panelists were classiiitd one of four PGSI categories when
they were recruited. Panelists were administerechthe PGSI statements a second time
in Panel Survey #3. Of the panelists who complétedinal survey, 128 responded to all
nine statements. Interestingly, while over halftloé panelists fell into the same PGSI
category as the beginning of the study, a portibthe panelists changed categories.
More panelists decreased their designation (sudtoaslow-risk to no-risk) than moved
into a higher category (such as from moderate-iskroblem gambler). No panelist
increased by more than one category. Table 11 miesiee actual shifts in panelist PSGI
from the baseline survey to the final one. In sumynthe following proportion of the
128 panelists changed (or did not change) theagoay in the following ways:

34% dropped into a lower PGSI category
52% did not change PGSI categories
14% moved into a higher PGSI category.

TABLE 11: Change in PGSI Category from Baseline to Final —ALL Panelists
(n=128)
Source: Baseline Panelist Survey and Final Panelist Survey

Baseline PGSI Category
No-risk Low-risk Moderate Problem
_ No-risk § 18 7 1
Final Low-risk 10 10

4
PGSI P
Category Moderate 6 14 4*
Problem 5 6

indicates a panelist moved into a higher PGSigmateat the end of the study
indicates a panelist moved into a lower PGSI categbthe end of the study

“Indicates no change in PGSI category.

Since PGSI questions are asked in the contexteop#ist 12 months, the cause or causes
of this unanticipated finding is unknown. PossilBasons for the changes can only be
speculated upon (not derived directly from researwdysis); two of which may include:
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Participation in the research process (and the agess being delivered to players
during the research) changed players perceptionhef own play, and they
adjusted their responses to the PGSI questionsdingty; and,

The card-system measures allowed players to betek their own behavior,
therefore “educating” them about their own playd,anence, caused them to re-
evaluate their responses to the PGSI questionsdingty.

Ease of Enrolment

On Panel Survey #2, respondents were asked toaggalne ease of enrolment using a
10-point scale. Ratings of 8 or higher were consdeositive ratings, and 85% of the
respondents gave a score of 8, 9 or 10 out of Atheoenrolment being easy. The results
were consistent across PGSI categories, sugges@ignrolment was not an issue for
most people. As depicted in Chart 14, ratings frmm-panelists were similarly high with
over 90% giving a rating of 8 or higher for the @a$ enrolment.

CHART 14: Evaluating the Ease of the Enrolment Proc  ess
Source: Surveys

100% - 94%
85%

80% A

60% -

40% -

20% ~

0% T 1
Panelist Survey #2 (n=122) Intercept Survey #2 (n=63 )

0% of Respondents who gave a score of 8, 9 or 10 on a 10-point scale

Accessibility of VLTs

Panelists were asked their perceptions about tbesaibility of VLTS in their area. This
was in light of the changes as a result of the Ni&i@g Strategy, the need to use a card
to play VLTs in Windsor and Mount Uniacke, and #udaition of 10 VLTs at Glooscap
First Nation. Eight in 10 respondents to the secpanelist survey felt the VLTs were
either more accessible (36%) or the same (44%).
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Awareness and Use of Features

In the second panelist survey, respondents werdastkwhich features they were aware.
With these panelists, awareness ranged from 82%ther48-Hour Stop feature to
approximately 90% for the other features. At tmeetiof the second panelist survey, 53%
said they had explored at least one of the featuitsthe Account Summary and Money
Limit-setting being the most common. At that poid8% of the panelists had used My
Account, 24% a Money Limit, 18% a Play Limit and®4the 48-Hour Stop. Those who
had used the various features rated them well atitbast 70% of users giving a rating of
8 or higher for each feature.

The default screen that appeared during play wHedcaive Action and showed the
account summary for the current playing sessioayd?t could also choose to view this
screen as they actively navigated through the ssred the card-system. Questions
regarding use of this screen were asked on the plainelist survey.

A summary of awareness, exploration and usageeofdir main features are presented
in Chart 15 for Panelist Survey #2.

CHART 15: Awareness, Exploration and Use of Feature s
(n=123)
Source: Panel Survey #2

82%

80% -

60% A

40% A

30%

24%

. 11%

My Account My Money Limit My Play Limit 48-Hour Stop

20% -

0%
0% Aware of the Feature B% Who Explored the Feature B% Who Used the Feature

The proportion of non-panelists who reported exptprat least one feature was higher
than for panelists. In their first survey, approately 68% of non-panelists said they had
explored any features. When asked about which spéeatures they used, My Account
was used by the highest portion of respondentgresented graphically in Chart 16.
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CHART 16: Exploration and Use of Features
(n=78)

100% - Source: Intercept Survey #1

80% -
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60% -
40% -

20% -

0% -

My Account My Money Limit My Play Limit 48-Hour Stop

B % Who Explored the Feature B% Who Used the Feature

At the end of the study during the third panelistvey, respondents were asked again
about their use of the various card-system featutes Account Summary, the Live
Action Screen, set spending limit, time exclusiomt, or the 48-Hour Stop feature. As in
previous surveys and actual usage, it is the Myofnot summary and the previously
mentioned Live Action screen that have the most Tke Chart 17 shows the percentage
of the sample that reported regularly or occaslgneding each feature.

CHART 17: Use of Features
(n=131)
Source: Panel Survey #3

60% -
48%
50% ° 44%
40% A
30% -
20% - 18%
10% - 5% 3%
0% L L L L 1
Viewed Live Viewed Set a spending Blocked Excluded self
Action screen Account limit (My playing for for 48 hours
Summary Money Limit)  period of time (48-Hour Stop)
(My Play Limit)

0% Who Occasionally or Regularly Used the Feature

Respondents to Panel Survey #3 were also asked latnawoften they used their Players’
Card as a key to turn on the VLTs without actualtyng any of the features (including
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looking at their account summary). Approximately6®f respondents indicated that
they occasionally or regularly used their card &syto access the VLTs.

Panelists who did not set a spending limit wereedskhy. Most of them, across all PGSI

categories, said they had their own limits andrditl need the help of the features. One
problem gambler and two of those at moderate ask they did not want their play to be

restricted if they reached a limit.

Prompted by focus group discussions about limiirggt Panel Survey #3 asked how
often panelists did not set a limit because theyeweaiting for a bonus to pay-out.
Thirteen per cent indicated that they had eitheasionally or regularly not set a limit
because they were waiting for a bonus. While solageps may not have used the limit-
setting features because they felt they did notl ke help, some avoided these features
because it would interfere with their playing patte
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Experiences with the Card-System

Respondents to the second panelist survey wered askevaluate the card-system’s
features by providing a rating between 1 and 10nf&@ns excellent). All of these ratings
were generally positive and are presented in Ci&44& and 18-B.

CHART 18-A: Evaluation of the card system using 10 -point scale
(10 means excellent and 1 means poor)
Source: Panel Survey #2

100% ~
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6
65% 62% 63%
40% A
20% A
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0% giving a score of 8, 9 or 10 on a 10-point scale

CHART 18-B: Evaluation of the card system using 10 -point scale
100% - (10 means excellent and 1 means poor)

Source: Panel Survey #2
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0% giving a score of 8, 9 or 10 on a 10-point scale
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In Stage |, there was an issue with the card-systetireading a card when inserted.
Results show that this issue was not entirely vesblOnly 52% gave a rating of 8 or
higher for “the system reading your card when finserted.”

A series of strongly agree to strongly disagredestants were also included on the
second panelist survey. Agreement levels sugggsisdive perception of the features
offered on the card-system. Several of the agreenesels for these statements are
shown in the Charts 19-A and 19-B. Agreement lef@ideeling the features helps one
play more responsibly at the overall level was 7@xerall 57% of all panelists agreed
they were spending less with a slightly higher petage for the moderate-risk. A similar
figure (60%) of all panelists agreed they were gipgnless time.

CHART 19-A: Evaluation of the Card system Using Agree/ Disagree scale
Source: Panel Survey #2
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CHART 19-B: Evaluation of the Card system Using Agree/ Disagree scale
Source: Panel Survey #2

04 -
100% 86%
80% A
04 - 53%
60% 46%
40% A
20% A . 11%
0 I_l
O% ) ) ) L} 1
Helps anyone  Makes playing Makes me feel Encourages me Encourages me
who wants to VLTs more  safer when | play to spend more to win back the
play VLTs more enjoyable VLTs (120) money when | money | lost
responsibly (n=120) play VLTs (n=123)
(n=119) (n=122)

0% of respondents who agree or strongly agree with each statement

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
Page 34 of 69



A similar series of strongly agree to strongly dige statements were included on the
final panelist survey. The statements dealt witBpomsible play, reduction of loss
chasing, spending less time and money playing VBRg, greater awareness of play. The
evaluation results are presented in Charts 20-A28qH.

CHART 20-A: Evaluation of the card system Using Agree/ Disagree scale
Source: Panel Survey #3
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CHART 20-B: Evaluation of the card system Using Agree/ Disagree scale
Source: Panel Survey #3
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Almost two-thirds of the panelists agreed they waeging more responsibly since the
card-system test began and this level of agreemertnsistent across PGSI categories.
Just over 20% of the non-panelists agreed the thm helps them play more
responsibly, which was in the range of the outcomeasures that were established before
the study began.

Almost all the low and no-risk players agreed they not need the card-system to play
responsibly. While the majority of moderate andgbean gamblers also agreed they did
not need the card-system for responsible playr Hweement levels were lower.

Thirty per cent of the panelists who respondedh&Ranel Survey #3 said they relied on
the card-system to help make decisions about thleiying. Agreement levels were
lowest for the no-risk players and the problem glansb

Almost 40% of the panelists said they reduced tineidence of loss chasing. This figure
was reasonably consistent across all the PGS| aagsg Almost 60% agreed they were
spending less money and less time playing VLTsesthe test began. Finally, about 70%
agreed they were more aware of their VLT play. éfllthese points suggest positive
perceptions, control and awareness of play frorsehgarticipating in the player panel.

The results for the non-panelists were less favertdian those gathered from panelists.
Nineteen percent felt they were spending less mamely27% felt they were spending
less time. Half (50%) felt they were more awardh#ir play. These lower scores were
not unexpected, due to the nature of non-panedigigpants being more resistant to the
study in general. Non-panelist results from Intptc8urvey #2 are presented in the
following table:

CHART 21: Evaluation of the Card system Using Agree/ Disagree scale
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Unintended Outcomes

As depicted in Chart 22, approximately 10% of thengle said they had played to try
and win back money they lost after seeing theioaotsummary, had spent more time or
had spent more money since using the card-systemll tases, prevalence was higher
with the moderate-risk and problem gamblers. Appnaxely 20% of all survey
respondents had one or more of the three listettemied outcomes happen occasionally
or regularly.

CHART 22: Occurrence of Unintended Outcomes
(n=131)
Source: Panel Survey #3
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Suggested Improvements

A number of suggestions to improve the card-systaemhfeatures were made during the
focus groups (see page 40) and in Panel Surveylw8. suggestions - a mandatory
spending limit and a preset maximum limit - werecafically tested for support in Panel
Survey #3, which was the final panelist survey. Aigpanelists there was strong support
for both of these suggestions with 61% supporthrgg rhandatory setting of a spending
limit and 65% supporting a preset maximum, as shiow@hart 23. A majority supported
each suggestion in all PGSI groups.
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CHART 23: Support for Suggested Improvements
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Understanding Limit-Setting

Although not specifically a topic, some effort waade to explore limit-setting in Stage
l. At that time, there was a lack of consistenteggnent on: (a) whether limits should
have to be set or not; (b) whether there should peeset maximum; and (c) what that
maximum should be. The topic of limit-setting wasplered more extensively and

intentionally in Stage Il of the research project.

As just noted, the majority of panelists suppofeding to set a limit before someone
can play VLTs. Half felt this should be a daily itnand the remaining half were split
between having to set a weekly limit or a monthigil. Support for a daily limit was
stronger with moderate and problem gamblers.

A relatively small group of players felt that thinit should be set for, and to apply to, the
playing session that is just about to happen. Mestthe limit as being set less frequently
but applying to every playing session. This sentimegas the same as expressed in the
focus groups with a desire to have a limit set wtenplayer was not “in the heat of the
moment.”

Those who felt there should be a daily, weekly anthly limit set were asked how high
such a limit should be. The number of people whapsued the daily, the weekly, or the
monthly time periods were each small, so their sgggns should be considered
guidelines. Over 60% of those suggesting a daihytlielt it should be $100 or less.
Almost half of those suggesting a weekly limit atbought it should be $100 or less.
Finally, seven out of ten of those suggesting athigrimit felt is should be $300 or
less. One obvious problem with limits comes fromstiawho want longer periods of time
— a daily limit of $100 would allow the player tpend $700 through the week, but most
of those who wanted a weekly limit set it much lowean this.
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Changes in Behavior

Recognizing that change happens in stages, threstigns were included in Panel
Survey #3. The first question asked if the cardesyshad caused them tmnsider
treatment, help or other resources. Six of the ddblpm gamblers and 2 of the 23
moderate-risk panelist said it had. Two of the X6bfem gamblers and 2 of the 23
moderate-risk panelist said they weyanning to seek treatment, help or some other
responsible gambling resource and one in 10 sailhhd. Three (1 moderate-risk and 2
problem gamblers) of the 131 respondents indicdted they hadactively sought
treatment or requested help or other resources.e Nwinthe no-risk and low-risk
respondents indicated that they had thought alptarined to, or had sought treatment of
help as a result of the card-system.

Support for Mandatory Card Use

Those who strongly supported or supported makingara-system such as the RGD
mandatory across Nova Scotia are shown in Chafb2dach of the surveys conducted.
A clear majority of panelists and the general publipport mandatory use of the player
cards. For non-panelists, the figure is below th&3arget set prior to the beginning of
this stage of the study.

CHART 24: Support for Making a Card System such as  the RGD Mandatory for
Everyone who wants to Play VLTs in Nova Scotia
Source: Surveys
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Highlights from Focus Groups

The focus groups were largely consistent with thdifigs from the survey data. Because
of the nature of focus groups, and the possibititydepth in questioning and exploration
of specific topics, the messages from focus groagiigipants were sometimes stated
much stronger and could be explored in more demtlgfeater understanding than was
possible from the survey data.

INITIAL EVALUATION OF RGD

At the beginning of each session, participants vesieed to record a number between
one and ten to describe how they felt about thd-sgstem (10 is a high score). If we
consider a score of 8 or higher to be a positivgesawo of the four player groups were
reasonably positive. Five out of eight of the madierisk players and four out of eight of
the high-risk players gave an 8 or higher as timgilal rating. Only two of eight of the
no- and low-risk and one of eight of the non-pastelgave equally high scores.

The higher scores for the card-system relateddg@tlayer having a greater awareness of
their playing.

PARTICIPANTS * COMMENTS::
Sometimes | do not realize how much | spend; gmesan opportunity to cut back
myself.
It gives you the truth; a true indication of whatyare doing.
Didn’t make me [more aware personally], but | hawe or three friends who it did
make them aware instead of me pointing it out.
They are useful to me; having a card | am more oaiable playing because it really
tells me how much | am playing.
The card helps you make good decisions; you cartleeeeal numbers you have
spent.

The lower ratings of the card-system often reldteglayers knowing that it was not
necessary to have to set a limit, and about itgoesy to borrow cards from another
players or from the playing establishments.
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SHARING OF CARDS

The activity of sharing cards, and the high prevedeof the sharing among players was
not expected prior to the commencement of the reBearhere was, however, an

expectation that “bar cards” would exist (cardsaoi®d by bar owners or staff, with the

intention of lending them to people who did not winget a card or use their own card,
as a customer service to players) and plans weablesthied in advance of Stage Il to

identify and remove these cards from the final data

Certainly, most players and retailers were awamd 8haring of cards defeated the
purpose of the card-system, and they recognizedthigasystem was designed to be a
one-player one-card system (players themselvesinotkerwise why have the process to
obtain a card, why have a PIN, and why have replace cards replicate the original

card?). Even so, focus group participants estimtétatias many as 20% to 30% or more
of the players were sharing cards. Participantsh eeported situations where a card
would be borrowed for up to a week and the borroweuld take the card to several

different locations to play.

PARTICIPANTS ' COMMENTS :
Bars have cards that they give out — seeing lois of
Lots of people didn't get a card; some stoppediptagnd some borrowed a card.
You can just borrow from the bar and also thehering amongst players.
Why lend? What difference [not to lend] does it mak
Lots of people are using borrowed cards — abouto@0of 50 would be using
someone else’s card.

PLAYING OUTSIDE THE TEST AREA

The regular players who did not get a card andetheso opted to play exclusively
outside of Windsor were not part of the panel @sthfocus groups so their rationale for
not getting a card was offered from third-partyrees via the focus group participants. A
casual player might simply not want to bother watlard for their limited or infrequent
play, but the main reason given for regular play®ss participating was concern that
someone (i.e. the government) would know what these spending.

PARTICIPANTS " COMMENTS :
Concerned about privacy and personal informatiohy vdo you need all that
information?
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Some people think the government is tracking them.

[They will] track their spending and ask where theney is coming from.

Seniors are scared they are going to lose theplements.

| heard a lot of people say they wouldn't get adchecause they are worried the
government is getting their information.

USING FEATURES

More active feature usage (such as limit-setting® weportedly quite low amongst focus
group participants. In general, the account summeayg being used most often when
people were using features. The sense was that #iey didn’'t have to set limits they
wouldn’t.

SUGGESTED CHANGES

Participants were split into pairs during the samssiand asked to develop a short list of
changes they would make to improve the card-sysiEmese suggestions were very
consistent across all player groups.

1. Players should have to set a limit.

Sharing of cards should be eliminated.

3. The card-system should be mandatory in all aredlseoprovince (including First
Nations locations).

4. People should be shown their account summaridsefréthan allowing the player
to decide if they want to look at it by pressinigudaton).

no

There were other suggested changes, but the f&iadlabove were consistent across all
the groups. The following discussion explores tHese suggestion in greater depth:

Most participants felt the player should have tbaskmit (either monthly or daily) when
they first received their card, and that this limbuld be in effect for the future. There
were several comments about it being difficult $tablish or stick to limits when “in the
heat” of playing or when “on a roll”, so forcingetplayer to setting an initial limit was
seen to be more effective.

Participants were adamant about eliminating thetjwe of lending and borrowing cards.
They suggested a thumbprint scan to both assestrimiment and as the player is signing-
in to play (as opposed to a PIN) would be bendfidia a further precaution, they felt the
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players should be prompted to place their thumhhenscreen to verify (from time to
time) that the original player was still playinghi$ regular prompting to re-scan the
fingerprint would make it more difficult for a playto lend cards to someone else to play
with and then leave. They also suggested imposingsffor establishments caught
providing cards (not the customer’s card) to players well as penalties for “lenders”
that including not allowing them to play for a petiof time.

Having the card-system available in all areas @ pinovince would simply prevent
someone from avoiding the device if they have ededen limit. There was considerable
anecdotal evidence that “many” people who formetgyed in Windsor had decided not
to get a card and were either playing elsewherevere playing in Windsor with
borrowed cards.

A few participants noted they had viewed their acdcsummary early in the test, had
been surprised by the amount they were spending), had reduced that amount or
adjusted their play as a result but did not necégasse the card-system to set limits.
Several said they were afraid to look at their aotsummary because they did not want
to see how much they had spent (knowing that it lnigh). The fourth suggestion for
improvement was made to ensure that players hbwbkoat their account summary. Two
suggestions were to print the account summary enpthyer’'s ticket or to display it
before the player can access the VLT (the playardvbave to acknowledge the display
by pressing an “OK” or “Continue” button)

THE TECHNOLOGY

Issues with the card reader not reading the cardherfirst insertion continued to be

prominent with players. Many participants suggegtinat they had to insert their card

several times before it would be accepted, andcatdd that this is more of an

annoyance. Another issue that was raised was thefua beep or “alarm” that sounds
when the player has left their card in the devicd Bad not played for a period of time,

and also when they are trying to wager an amouattekceeds the amount they have left
in their account. This was seen by a few peoplthaslevice requesting more money —
possibly encouraging them to play more.

SETTING LIMITS

As noted, participants generally agreed that edyep should have to set a limit as they
enrolled to get their card. There was some debate whether this should be a daily or
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monthly limit and there was some debate over whdttere should be a preset maximum
on the card which no player could exceed — the mgjtelt it should be up to the player,
and that there should not be a preset maximum.eThare suggestions that people
should have to undergo some sort of “means” tedetermine what they can afford and
what their limit should be, but this idea was noteptable to most.

The concept of a card-system function that mondtateeir play and would alert the
player to significant changes in their playing pats was introduced and discussed in
each group. The function would begin with a screamning of the change in play and
could possibly escalate to shutting the sessiomdmva personal intervention. There was
some limited interest in the concept of the screaming and almost no interest in a
system that included the more intrusive intervergio

SITEHOLDERS

The bar owners, managers and staff were notablyg megative about the whole test and
the card-system than were the players. In thdiaimating, no siteholder gave a score for
the card-system that was higher than 5 out of H@yTfelt they had lost considerable
business, that the test had discouraged casual ataythat many players were simply
borrowing cards — thus defeating the purpose ofthdy. They were also quite critical of
the technology itself, commenting on the numbetinés the machines were “down” and
had to be serviced.

Siteholders strongly agreed the system should ib@ved at the end of the test, but if it
was to be extended, that it should be introducéal afl locations in the province. This
was more of a “level playing field” comment frombasiness perspective, whereas the
players felt something like the card-system shdaddn all locations so a player could
not easily avoid it.
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Section 5: Analysis of General Public Data

The General Public Survey was intended to gaugeemeas, perceptions and support for
the research initiative, the card-system and asuies. Survey data for this component of
the study was collected by telephone between FeprLid and 22. A total of 400
interviews were completed. Data collection quotasenbased on proportionate age
gender and geographic representation (Windsoraeals Mount Uniacke area) within
the test area. Households within each geograpleia and the participants within each
household were selected at random.

Overall, the margin of error (MOE) for results rejgd on the entire general public
survey sample is £5%. The MOE increases for ttadyais of key subgroups within the
population. The reliability of the sample is catesied quite positive, though, as with all
telephone surveys conducted, there does existabslplity of a non-response bias.

All respondents were asked an unaided and aidedea@ss question regarding the test,
and of those who were aware, participants weredaslkeher questions regarding the
card-system and responsible gaming features.

Besides examining awareness and perceptions otalesystem, the General Public
Survey was also designed to measure the followmigtended outcomes:

Evidence that the card-system may have discouragsdal players from playing
VLTs;

Evidence that the card-system may have encourag&dolayers to leave the Windsor
and Mount Uniacke area for VLT play; and

Evidence of players borrowing or sharing cardslay.p

Given the sample size of 400 and an expected giralip of VLT players (based upon
the approximate incidence of VLT players in genetitlvas recognized that it would not
be possible to arrive at definitive statements méigg the amounts of play that was
discouraged and migration of play from Windsor dwlint Uniacke.

As noted earlier, revenues from the test area lamdurrounding area also illustrated that
play migrated from the Windsor and Mount Uniackeaato surrounding locations.

* Despite the presence of data collection quotasfitial sample did not perfectly correspond wité th
population with respect to age, with a slight skeway from the youngest age category (18-29) to the
middle age categories. This was not considerégnéfisant issue in reporting the results of thevay.
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Awareness and Evaluation of the Card-System

The General Public Survey posed questions to medmih unaided and aided awareness
of the testing of the card-system. On an unaideishb86% of the sample was aware of
the test. When given an additional short descmptewareness increased to a total of
54%. The overall levels of awareness are present€tiart 25.

Respondents were also asked how many times they wea bar or Legion in the test
area in the past month. Given that only 31% of @adpnts had been to a bar or legion
within Windsor or Mount Uniacke at least once i fbrevious month, this was a high
level of awareness.

CHART 25: Awareness of the Test
(n=400)
Source: General Public Survey

18%

46%

36%

O Unaided Awareness of RGD Test B Aided Awareness of RGD Test B No Awareness of RGD Test

Of the 54% of respondents aware of the test, apmpately one-third (29%) were
specifically aware of at least one of the featunéghe card-system. About 20% of
respondents who were aware of the test were awateptayers could set money limits
and 12% knew players could view account informatiGmly 5% of those who were
aware of the test were aware of the 48-Hour Stapufe and the ability to block play on
certain days. These statistics are presented gajhin Chart 26.
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CHART 26: Awareness of Features
SUBSET: Respondents who were aware of the Test (n=2 14)

35% - 2000 Source: General Public Survey
0
30% A
25% 21%
20% -
15% A 12%
04 -
10% 5% 5%
5% -
O% ) ) ) ) 1
Aware of ANY Aware of Money Aware of Aware of Play  Aware of 48-
features or Limit Account Limit Hour Stop
functions on the Summary
RGD

0% of respondents

Those who were aware of the card-system were dskdtieir level of agreement with
three statements. These results are shown in the €h which depicts the percentage of
respondents who agree or strongly agree with et@thnsent about the card-system. A
majority believed the card-system was useful foopgbe who wanted to manage their
video lottery play. Approximately half believedhi¢lped with more responsible play, and
one third stated having the card-system availabjgaved their opinion of video lottery.

CHART 27: Evaluation of the Card system
SUBSET: Respondents who were aware of the Test
Source: General Public Survey

100% ~
80% -
65%
60% - 52%
40% A 34%
20% A
0% T T )
Useful for people who Helps VL players to play  Improves my opinion of
want to manage their VL more responsibly (n=188) Video Lottery (n=205)
play (n=196)

0O % of respondents who agree or stongly agree
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Those who were aware of the card-system were alsedaif they supported or opposed
making such a card-system mandatory for anyone waots to play VLTs in Nova
Scotia. As presented in Chart 24 on page 56, refgis showed strong support for
mandatory use (65% strongly support or support).

Video Lottery Play

This survey included randomly selected adults en\tfindsor and Mount Uniacke area.
No attempt was made to over or under-sample VLV As such, the proportion of
VLT players in the sample is representative of ghgportion in the population (within
the margin of error of 5%). As a caution, the patage of VLT players was not expected
to be more than 10 — 15% of the sample. Therefamg, analysis of VLT players will
have a higher margin of error and should be constdirectional in nature.

A total of 55 people or 14% of the sample said thagl played VLTs in the past year.
This is similar to the 15.4% found in the ALC’s amgg monthly tracking studies. These
players divided almost evenly into three groupfiesé who had played only in the test
area, those who played outside the test area haiseé tvho had done both.

Of those questioned who had played in the past yesr 10 responded they had played
since the test began in October. Most of the rea$omnnot playing since October were
not related to the card-system or the player’'s.céheése included not playing regularly
enough, not being interested in playing, havingceons about the amount of money
being spent, and fears of developing problems gaimbling. Three people did refer to
the card-system and suggested they had stoppethglbgcause the process involved
with getting a card was a “bother.”

Those who were aware of the study but were notovidéery players were as likely to
support mandatory use of the card (66% compardd %% for the whole sample).

The 31 people who said they had played VLTs sinctolar (considered “current
players”) were asked a series of questions abowrevkthey played, how much they
played, and whether they felt their play had insesbhor decreased.

Most of the people identified as current playerd ot play frequently. Less than half
said they played monthly or less, about one-thiaygd a few times a month, about one-
qguarter played a few times a week or once a weedt,anly a few people said they
played more than once a week.

Although the sample of current players was rel&igenall within the data set, and the
number of responses was obviously even smalleguale of current players indicated
playing more often, spendingnore time and/or spendingnore money since the test
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began. None of the reasons offered by these resptsmdegarding why they were
playing more were directly related to the card-syst

Some respondents indicated spendesgtime (13 of 30 respondents) lessmoney (11

of 29 respondents). Again, the number of records amall but there were a few
references which attributed playing less to thel-sastem and features. One person who
said they were playing less often noted that thid desrupted their play and one person
said they felt there was less chance to win with ¢ard. One person who offered that
they were spending less time said the card made there aware of the time they were
spending on the VLTs.

One quarter (or 8 of 31) of the current players saey did not have a player’s card. Two
of those people said the reason they did not Hasie dwn card was because they could
borrow a card from someone else. About one-thirdhef current players said they
regularly played outside Windsor and Mount Uniabkéore October, and about half had
done so since October.

Stage Il Research Report
January 12, 2007
Page 49 of 69



Section 6: Outcome Measures & Findings

The focus of Stage Ill was to assess the actuawetal impact of the card-system and
its’ features. A number of outcome measures anerdihdings were set for Stage Ill as a
means to measure the effectiveness of the cardmyand features, and whether positive
behavioral changes occurred.

Background

Using results from Stage | and in consultation vIBGC and ALC, outcome measures
were developed for Stage Ill. Several factors wenesidered in setting targets for these
measures and the following guiding principles wiao®rporated:

The target had to be set high enough so that #dterfes were deemed to have made a
measurable difference (i.e., the same result wowidhave happened without the
features). Having said that, the target was nobdoset so high that even strong
performance would be considered failure;

Measures were not all mutually exclusive. This nighat achieving or exceeding
most measures and not achieving others did nossadéy mean the card-system was
not effective; and,

There were no “sentimental” targets (i.e., if orerspn felt the card-system was
helpful, then it was a success).

Based on the outlined objectives for Stage lll, técome measures and related targets
for this project were classified into three categsr

1) Awareness;
2) Attitude; and,
3) Behavior.

Additional information was also collected and amaly to assist with the overall
assessment. The outcome measures were reviewegségrch and problem gambling
expert, Dr. David Korn from the University of Toron to ensure validity and
appropriateness.

As well, a variety of sources were used to drawdifigs about the effectiveness of the
card-system and its features. Specific attentios pad to whether or not the system
resulted in positive behavioral change.

Much of this behavioral change analysis was coretlaosing data from the 88 panelists
who used their own card all or almost all of thedithey played. These panelists were
similar in PGSI profile and demographics to thoaaglists who were more active in the
sharing of their cards. The 88 panelists were algular to the non-panelists in the
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Windsor area, when comparing their PGSI profile dachographics. This leads to the

conclusion that the 88 panelists are considerdoetoeasonably representative of other
video lottery players. However, there are not sigfit numbers to allow for analysis by

all of the PGSI groups. If the no and low-risk ¢atees are considered together, some
comments can be made. In particular, there werenotigh problem gamblers to make
definitive conclusions about them. However, it ngportant to note that the system is
targeted at the no, low-risk players, as well asesonoderate-risk players.

Overall, there are positive indicators from thiadst, several of which suggest that the
card-system did have an impact.

Summary of Outcome Measures

Table 4 summarizes the outcome measures estabjsioedo the beginning of Stage Il
data collection. Detailed descriptions of each meagare presented in the following the
table.Please keep in mind that, in some cases, resultedrased on a relatively small
number of records and, as such, some are directioheesults. Also keep in mind that
panelists tended to be more positive than non-psseh their evaluations of the card-
system and the test in general, and that the camtpianelists used in any analysis of
play data represent only those who generally ubedcard as expected. Those who
avoided the card or the test in general may n@sb&rongly represented here.

TABLE 4: Summary of Outcome Measures

= Reached Target

Legend = Insufficient Sample
= Did not Reach Target

CPGI Category Outcome Measure F.}Z?gte,)d
@ al1 | Al Players Indicate awareness of gvanable 50%
Q= features and functionality
QO 0
5 .
s % 2 All Players Indicate actual usage of at least 1 50%
< feature
Felt the card and features helped
o g 3 | No-risk them continue to make healthy, 20%
S 7 informed decisions about their play
= @©
= 0
<=|4 | Low-risk Felt the card and features 20%
encourage responsible play
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CPGI Category Outcome Measure

Felt that using the card and
5 | Moderate-risk features helped them to spend less 20%
time and/or money

Indicate that use of the card and

features has changed their attitude
Problem

6 about their personal play habits (i.e. 10%
Gamblers )
made them realize they had a
problem)
7 All Players S:r%gort mandatory use of player 50%

8 | No-risk/ Low-risk Reduc_t|0n in the average monthly No more than
spending 15%
Migration to playing areas outside

9 | No-risk/ Low-risk | the test region as a result of the No more than

5%

test
10 | Moderate-risk Reduc_e their average monthly 20%
spending
3
> 11 | Moderate-risk Reduge the length of their sessions 20%
© by 10%
=
S 12 | Moderate-risk Reduce their frequency of play 20%
>
©
S Indicate that, as a result of using
@ the card and features, they are
13 Problem considering, are planning to or 10%
Gamblers have decided to actively seek 0

treatment and/or request help or
other resources for their problem

Have an active pre-set spending
14 | All Players limit on the card-system during 10%
each play session

Awareness Measures

Outcome Measure #1: At least 50% of all participagi players indicate awareness of
available features and functionality

Although awareness varied across groups, accotdisgrveys conducted with panelists
and non-panelists (through the General Populatiorvey and intercept surveys), this
measure was reached.
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Panelists, non-panelist video lottery players dr&general public were asked about their
awareness of the various features. More speciic&tbnel Survey #2 conducted in

December 2005 collected responses from 123 pamelixiut their awareness of the four
categories of features, Intercept Survey #1 (cotedlim January 2006 with non-panelist

VLT players) asked 78 respondents if they had eeplany features and, if so, which

ones (list was read), and the General Public Suzeyducted in February 2006) asked
27 VLT players about their awareness of featuréshd respondents to the General
Public Survey were aware of any features, they vesteed to identify the feature or

features, and the responses were coded appropriéted list of features was not read. A

summary of the results are shown in Table 5.

TABLE 5. Summary of Feature Awareness
Panel Survey #2 Intercept Survey #1 General Public Survey

(n=123) (n=78) (n=27)
Overall Awareness n/a 68% 74%
My Account 90% 60% 52%
My Money Limit 89% 49% 56%
My Play Limit 91% 50% 22%
48-Hour Stop 82% 46% 19%

Outcome Measure #2: At least 50% of all participagi players indicate actual usage of
at least 1 feature during the test

Questions regarding usage of features were ask&amel Survey #2, Intercept Survey
#1, Panel Survey #3, and information was also ctdbkfrom the play data for compliant
panelists.

As with outcome measure #1, usage varied acrosgpgrat is clear from the results in
Panel Survey #3 and from the play data that ovés 60players used at least one feature
by the end of the test. Panel Survey #2 (conduttedecember 2005) and Intercept
Survey #1 (conducted in January 2006) both listedf¢atures and asked which of them
the respondent had used. Panel Survey #3 (condurctddrch 2006 near the end of the
test) asked respondents how often they used eattte déatures (including viewing the
Live Action screen) — the results presented in @dbhre the percentage of respondents
who used the feature at least once. The play dafBable 6 is for the 88 compliant
panelists and represents the percentage of respisnddo actually used the feature at
least once. (See page fbt a description of compliant panelists).

TABLE 6: Summary of Feature Usage
Panel Survey #2  Intercept Survey #1 Panel Survey #3 Play Data

(n=122) (n=78) (n=131) (n=88)
My Account 38% 41% 61% 84%
My Money Limit 24% 12% 36% 17%
My Play Limit 18% 6% 16% 8%
48-Hour Stop 11% 3% 11% 4%
Live Action n/a n/a 59% 75%
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Awareness Findings

Finding #1 — General public awareness and percepsmf the card-system
were positive.

The general public in the Windsor and Mount Uniaakea knew about the card-system
and had positive things to say about it. Just dnf of the adult population in the area
was aware of the card-system, and approximately BB&tv about at least one of the
card features. Of those who were aware of the sgstem, 65% felt it was useful for

people who wanted to manage their play, 52% fdielped with more responsible play,
and 34% thought it improved their own opinion adeo lottery.

Finding #2 — People underestimated how much timedamnoney they were
spending on VLTSs.

A comparison of self-reported play levels versutuaclevels recorded by the card-
system showed that people underestimated the thdereney they were spending on
VLTs.

Self-reported play patterns compared with actualy pilata was used to assess the
effectiveness of the card-system and its featuraseng the panelist group. The key
element of play patterns included cash-in, minptaged and number of sessions played.
Comparing information from panelist surveys withuat play data, some key findings
emerged for these three key pieces of play infaonat

Self-reported cash-in amounts were under-estimayem factor of seven on average. The
number of sessions played was under-estimated factar of three. The number of
minutes of play reported varied by activity leviebr example, panelists who estimated
that they played up to four hours in the month &shtb have under-estimated by a factor
of 2.5; panelists who reported spending more tloan fiours and up to 12 hours playing
in the month tended to be under by a factor of ar] panelists who reported playing
more than 12 hours in the month actually tendeldlatee just slightly over-estimated and
hence have a correction factor of 0.9. This is sanmad below:

TABLE 7: Summary of Correction Factors

Playing Attribute Under/Over Estimated Multiplier
Cash-In Amount Under 7 X
Number of Sessions Under 3 X
Minutes Played (up to 4 hours) Under 2.5 X
Minutes Played (4 -12 hours) Under 1.2x
Minutes Played (more than 12 hours) Over 0.9 x
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It is clear from an examination of reported playels and actual levels as recorded by the
card-system that players were underestimating tireuat of money and time they spent
on VLTs. This finding has implications for studigmst rely on self-reported data because
it can clearly be inaccurate.

Attitude Measures

Results for these measures were quite positiveageSl. For example, 87% of Stage |
panelists support mandatory card use. The ratidnakeetting relatively lower targets for
Stage Il was based on the fact that use of thé-sgstem was no longer voluntary (those
who volunteered in Stage | may have been more tweefp changing their playing and
attitudes) and that the test period was signifigdonger (some may have changed their
attitudes for a short time and then changed back).

Outcome Measure #3: At least 20% of no-risk playésl the card and features helped
them continue to make healthy, informed decisiortsoat their play

This outcome measure was based on the assumpabmdkrisk players (who scored O
out of a potential 27 points on the PGSI portiontltdé CPGI) were making healthy,
informed decisions prior to the study beginningjaihwas when they were classified as
being a no-risk player. Because it is difficult directly measure whether a person
continues a pre-existing, positive behavior, resoft negative behavioral changes were
considered.

Of the sixty-two no-risk panelists to respond te@&lcSurvey #3, none played VLTs more
to try to win back their losses after seeing howcimthey lost on their account summary,
3% did not set a limit because they were waitingafdoonus to pay-out, 5% spent more
money on VLTs since using the card-system, and é@6rted spending more time on
VLTs since using the card-system. This suggeststhieamajority of no-risk panelists did
not adopt negative behaviors as a result of thd-sgstem test. Also supportive of this
finding was the tendency toward positive behavioanges such as the 27% of no-risk
players who reduced their loss-chasing and the w8%orelies on the card-system to help
them make decisions about their play. All of thessults indicate that this outcome
measure was reached.

Outcome Measure #4: At least 20% of low-risk playeieel the card and features
encourage responsible play

Analysis for this measure originated from threerses: Intercept Survey #1, Intercept
Survey #2 and Panel Survey #3. In each of thesescdse sample size was small,
ranging from 16 to 31 responses from low-risk ptay&Vhile the results presented below
tend to be directional, they suggest that this @muie measure was reached, keeping in
mind that non-panel intercept participants tendede less positive of the project in

general, and that the more encouraging results émmethe panelists.
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Results from Intercept Surveys with non-panelistypts who were classified as being
“low-risk’:

7 out of 17 gave a score of eight (8) or higheraot0-point scale for the card-
system encouraging them to play responsibly

6 out of 16 gave a score of eight (8) or higheraob0-point scale for the card-
system encouraging others to play more responsibly

4 out of 16 agreed or strongly agreed that thal-sgstem helped them play more
responsibly

Results from Panelist Surveys for participants wieoe classified as low-risk:

21 out of 31 gave a score of eight (8) or higherdtD-point scale for the card-
system encouraging them to play more responsibly

14 out of 25 gave a score of eight (8) or higheadtD-point scale for the card-
system encouraging others to play more responsibly

23 out of 31 agreed or strongly agreed that thed-sgstem helped them play
more responsibly

27 out of 31 agreed or strongly agreed that thed-sgstem helped anyone who
wanted to play more responsibly

20 out of 29 agreed or strongly agreed that thesevpéaying more responsibly
since the test started

Outcome Measure #5: At least 20% of moderate-risayers felt that using the card
and features helped them to spend less time andioney

Again, a relatively small number of respondentsadh survey were categorized as being
moderate-risk players. Panelists tended to gepepallmore positive than non-panelist
players on most factors and this is the case ferrtteasure. Three of 14 moderate-risk
respondents to the intercept surveys (conducted mon-panelists) agreed or strongly
agreed that they were spending less money sinog tis¢ card-system, and three agreed
or strongly agreed that they were spending less tom VLTs since using the card-
system. Alternatively, the panelists, who were nmuositive, tended to be more likely to
feel that they were spending less time or less msimee using the card-system. Results
are summarized in Table 8. While it is not possibleonfidently report that this outcome
measure was reached with the group of non-paneidibts responded to the intercept
surveys due to the small sample size and subsedirentionality of that data, the results
from panelists indicate that the 20% thresholdideen met and exceeded.

TABLE 8: Summary of Spending Less Time or Less Mone vy

Intercept Survey #2 Panel Survey #2 Panel Survey #3
Spending less money
on VLTs since using 21% (n=14) 64% (n=39) 71% (n=23)
the RGD (n-values)

Spending less time on
VLTs since using the 21% (n=14) 74% (n=39) 71% (n=24)
RGD (n-values)
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Outcome Measure #6: At least 10% of problem gamslardicate that use of the card
and features has changed their attitude about thgiersonal play habits (i.e. made
them realize they had a problem)

According to the results from Panelist #2, 5 of #3eproblem gamblers who responded
to the survey indicated that, as a result of udimg card-system, they had realized
something about their VLT playing that was bothgrihem. The majority of the issues
that were bothering them were related to the reitiogrthat they were playing more than
they thought they were, or that they realized thag a problem. As indicated in outcome
measure #8, panelists may be more cognitive ofggmwmas a result of their participation
in the study. With such a small number of recortds difficult to say that 10% of all
problem gamblers would have changed their opinlwouaitheir personal playing habits.
It is not possible to confidently report that tllstcome measure was reached with the
number of responses available.

Outcome Measure #7: At least 50% of all participadi players support mandatory use
of player cards

A question regarding the level of support for mgksuch as system mandatory for
everyone who wanted to play VLTs in Nova Scotiaise a card such as the one being
tested in Windsor and Mount Uniacke. The GenerdliPsurvey, from which a subset
of video lottery players was analysed, showed @386 of video lottery players support
or strongly support making the cards mandatory.-Namnelist intercept surveys showed
lower degrees of support (44% in Intercept Surveya#d 31% in Intercept Survey #2),
and panelist surveys showed a higher levels of ati§g4% in both Panelist Survey #2
and Panelist Survey #3). The General Public Sunmnych provided a balance between
those who were heavily involved in the test to thado may have been more resistant to
the test, indicated that this outcome measure aached.

Attitude Findings

Finding #3 — Panelists had positive perceptionstbé features offered on
the card-system. Non-panelists were less positive.

Virtually all of the panelists were aware of theigas features on the card-system. Those
who had experience with the features were askeddtuate them, and these ratings were
positive. For example, approximately 60% of thos®wad experience with the features

gave a rating of eight or higher on a 10-point edak encouraging more responsible

play, helping them set a budget and stick to it.

Panelists agreed the features helped them to ptag nesponsibly (70%), to spend less
money (57%) and less time (60%), and to be moreawfaheir play (85%).
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Non-panelists were less positive with 19% sayingyttvere spending less money, 27%
agreeing they were spending less time and 50% gakiey were more aware of their
play. Reasons for the less positive experiencemofpanelists would be speculative, but
would likely be related to their level of suppoar fthe system in general; more likely
than not, most of those who completed the non-jstreirveys were asked at some point
to participate in the research study as a panelist,b would have declined. Overall
resistance to the technology and/or the test coelldssumed to be stronger for this group
as opposed to their “engaged” counterparts: theareh panelists.

Finding #4 — Those who decreased their spending @veven more positive
about the system.

Seventy-five per cent of those who decreased thm#nding gave the card-system a
rating of eight or higher for helping them set atitk to a budget. For those who had
increased their spending, 60% gave a rating oftegtigher. Similarly, most of those
who had decreased their spending agreed they wame amwvare of how much they played
and how much time and money they spent as a refsthile test. Support for making such
a system mandatory was also higher for those whwedsed their spending (85%
support from Panelist Survey #3), compared with Stfaport from those who increased
their spending.

Finding #5 — Site holders had generally negativerpeptions of the test.

The site holders were notably more negative allwitmhole test and the RGD than were
the players. In their initial rating, no participamnas higher than 5 out of 10. They felt
they had lost considerable business, that theh@dtdiscouraged casual play and that
many players were simply borrowing cards from d&himents — thus defeating the
purpose of the study. They were also quite critafalhe technology itself, commenting
on the number of times the machines were down adddbe serviced.

Site holders definitely agreed the system shoulteb®ved at the end of the test, but if it
was to be extended, it should exist in all locatiam the province. This was more of a
“level playing field” comment, whereas the playdedt the system should be in all

locations so a player could not easily avoid it.
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Finding #6 — Many players were supportive of makisgich a system as
the one tested mandatory across the province.

There was strong support for mandatory use of d-sgstem from panelists and the
general public, but less support from other, nonefiat, VLT players. Mandatory use of

the card-system was supported by 75% of the pasielidile 65% of the general public

supported mandatory use. Approximately 40% of nanefists supported mandatory use
early in the test period, but this had droppedd@ loser to the end of the study.

Finding #7 — Many players wanted a more stringentsgem to manage
their play.

A more stringent system including looking at isslike ways to avoid card sharing,
ways to improve use of the features and limit-sgtti

Many players simply used their cards as a “keyattivate the VLT, especially once

players realized limit-setting or feature usage was mandatory. Some of the most
consistent criticisms of the card-system includeel fact that the player could use the
card and avoid all of the features if they want€dere were strong perceptions from
players that the features would have been moreuugethey could not be avoided as

easily. Participants in the focus groups seemdsktdisappointed that the system did not
force them to make choices as they expected itdvditlis questionable whether those
who did not use any features could have receivgdanefit from the system.)

Among panelists, there was support for making gstesn and its features more active,

with numerous suggestions for improvement. Nonethldse suggestions actually

involved changing what the card-system could dbey tjust made it so the player had

more difficulty avoiding the system and its featird-or example, they suggested

requiring limits to be set, displaying play histany the screen so the player can not avoid
looking at it, and making it more difficult to skacards. One way this can be done is by
requiring a bio-metric at registration, such ashamb print, that is checked while the

player is playing. Overall, if the system was adelased system, people wanted it to be
one card per player, but other systems that ermueeplayer and one set of play data
could be considered.

Panelists also wanted more restrictive limit-sgttiaquirements. A majority of panelists
believed that limits should be required. A minotitypught setting limits should apply to
the current playing session, just before they gtéaying; while most thought setting

limits should apply to playing sessions in the fatuMost of those suggesting a daily
limit suggested one that was $100 or less anddfatiose who wanted a weekly limit
also suggested $100. Two limit options were speadiff tested and supported in the final
panelist survey with 61% agreeing that a spendmg be required and 65% supporting
a preset maximum. A pre-set maximum is a standanit that would apply to all players
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(all cards), but could be adjusted if the playecides to set a lower, more restrictive
limit.

Behavior Measures

The primary focus on the behavior measures was sipeait playing and the amount of
spending.

The features were expected to have more of a pesitipact with regards to time and
money on moderate-risk gamblers rather than prolgamblers (who are felt to need
more specific interventions) so targets for moderak players were set higher. The
intent of the features was not to discourage nolawerisk players from playing VLTs
so targets were set accordingly for those players.

It should be noted that use of a research panétisagy research design may introduce
some bias into results via the potential Hawthaeffect. That is to say, changes in

behavior while using the card-system may have bedénenced by the panelists

awareness they were being studied. While thene igarticular evidence to suggest that
this effect may have occurred, it is a consideratmkeep in mind.

Outcome Measure #8: No more than 15% reduction iretaverage monthly spending
of no-risk and low-risk players

Sixty-three of the 88 compliant panelists (or 728&ye classified as no-risk or low-risk.
Not only did panelistsiot reduce their spending, on average, these paneltstally
increased their spending by 14%. These results ghaivthe outcome measure was
reached.

Outcome Measure #9: No more than 5% of no-risk atwv-risk players regularly
migrated to playing areas outside the test regiomc{uding Glooscap First Nation) as a
result of the test

While there was evidence of migration out of th&t sgea in general, less than 5% of the
no-risk and low-risk panelists regularly migratad of Windsor and Mount Uniacke.

As a prerequisite for being invited to participatethe panel, players needed to play at
least monthly and to not regularly play outsideVéihdsor or Mount Uniacke. Players
who occasionally or rarely played outside the tasfa were admitted into the research
panel.

As was found in Panel Survey #3, none of the no-aisd low-risk panelists reported
regularly playing outside of the test area durimg test. However, 30% of the no-risk and

® The Hawthorne effect refers to the tendency ofesib to act differently when they know they arénge
studied, especially if they think they have beewlsd out from some experimental treatment.
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low-risk respondents indicated that they playedsioet of the test area at some point
since October 2005; about 5% reported playing acoally outside the test area, about
15% played rarely and about 8% played outside ofdabr or Mount Uniacke once
during the test.

Outcome Measure #10: At least 20% of moderate-rigkyers reduce their average
monthly spending

Although the results might suggest that this measvas reached, the small sample size
related to these results carries with it a mardiaeroor. Again, making broad conclusions
based on a small number of records should be adoidéthin the data set of 88
compliant panelists, 16 were classified as moderske Of these 16 moderate-risk
panelists, 11 reduced their spending, 1 did nohgbdheir average monthly spending by
more than 10%, and 4 increased their spending.

Survey results from the last panelist survey coteticn March 2006 showed that 16 of
23 moderate-risk panelists who responded to theeguagreed or strongly agreed that
they are spending less money on VLTs since usiegctrd-system. Both pieces of
information suggest that the majority of moderas&-players might have reduced their
average monthly spending. Due to insufficient sanfilis not possible to confidently

report that this outcome measure was reached.

Outcome Measure #11: At least 20% of moderate-rglyers reduce the length of
their sessions by 10%

As mentioned previously, only 16 of 88 complianhglésts were classified as moderate-
risk players and were used in determining whethex éutcome measure was reached.
According to the play data, 12 of the 16 paneligsreased the number of minutes they
spent playing by more than 10% while the remairdiragf the 16 panelists increased their
number of minutes.

According to results collected from panelists ie tast telephone survey conducted in
March 2006, 17 of 24 moderate-risk respondentsealgoe strongly agreed that they were
spending less time on VLTs since using the cartksys. Both of these findings
suggested that more than 20% of moderate-risk apght have reduced the time they
spent playing VLTs. Due to insufficient samplejsitnot possible to confidently report
that this outcome measure was reached.

Outcome Measure #12: At least 20% of moderate-pskyers reduce their frequency of
play

Again, of the 16 moderate-risk compliant panelitig, majority of them decreased their
average number of sessions from the baseline paoitite last three periods of the test.
Eleven of the 16 decreased their number of sesslodisl not change by more than 10%,
3 increased their number of sessions per month,dartal is not available for 1 person
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(this person was unable to provide an average nuwibplay sessions in the baseline
survey). Due to insufficient sample, it is not pbks to confidently report that this
outcome measure was reached.

Outcome Measure #13: At least 10% of problem gambl@dicate that, as a result of
using the card and features, they are considerirgge planning to or have decided to
actively seek treatment and/or request help or otlesources for their problem

In Panel Survey #3 conducted near the end of thidysfi31 responses were collected, 11
of which were classified as problem gamblers. OieB&o of the respondents indicated
that they were either considering, planning tohad actively sought treatment and/or
requested help or resources as a result of usgdhd-system. These 8% (or 10) of
responses were concentrated in the moderate-rislpnblem gambler categories. Over
half of the 11 problem gamblers indicated that tixgye in one of the three stages of
change listed above. However, since this was swusrhal number of records, and since
these were panelists, all of whom had been askeeraetimes if they would like to
receive problem gambling information or materiaiss possible that these respondents
were more likely than the general population to dgen to treatment or seeking
information. Thus, it is not possible to reporttttias outcome measure was reached.

Outcome Measure #14: At least 10% of all participeg players have an active pre-set
spending limit on the card-system during each pkgssion

According to play data, this measure was not redcthile players may have indicated
using the My Play Limit or My Money Limit featuréhis does not translate into using the
features every time they play, or even regular rserder to meet the target, 9 of the 88
players would have needed to have a pre-set spgfhidiit set each time they play. A

total of 15 of the 88 (or 17%) compliant panelist a limit. Seven of those fifteen (8%)

set only one spending limit during the entire Squs, 2 compliant panelists set only two
spending limits (2%), and 6 (7%) set three or ngmrending limits. While this shows that
more than 10% of the compliant panelists set atleae limit, the average number of
sessions played for these 15 panelists was 62ssssiiring the entire 5 periods.

Behavior Findings

Finding #8 — People who actively used the systendasigned decreased
their spending.

People who used the system as designed were rkehgtio decrease their spending than
increase it. There were a number of possible egpiams, but most of them relate at least
indirectly to the presence of the card-system:

There was generally heightened awareness of pleguise of the test;
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There was more available information and materralte area and panelists would
have been offered these materials through thevietging process;

Even limited use of features might have increaseat@eness of play; and,

The possibility for passive viewing of the defatilive Action” screen may have
increased awareness of play.

Finding #9 — Even those who were not active usefrshe system decreased
their spending.

Even relatively passive information may have beeough to help people control their
play. This would help explain why both those whaety used the features and those
who did not (or used them less) were equally likedyreduce their spending. One
example of passive information is the Live Actiocré&en, which was the default screen
on the card-system, showing players their cashtipodor that playing session.

Finding #10 — Revenues in the test area dropped 25%nd a portion of
that reduction can be attributed to the card-system

Overall, when the entire test period (Octob® 2005 through March 35 2006) was
compared to the same period the year prior, oveatlfevenue decreased by:

25% in the test sites
14% in the locations surrounding the test sites
12% across all of Nova Scotia (excluding First Niasi).

These figures are based on ALC monitoring of VLTiwvay in Nova Scotia. It is
important to note that not all of the reduction tenattributed to the implementation of
the card-system. ALC'’s financial figures show th@®o of this decrease was attributable
to the planned reduction in VLT play hours and teahreduction strategies. This left a
15% reduction that was related to the test — cabgedigration away from the test area
and reduction in play in the test area.

It is difficult to be precise concerning the relatiimpact of the card-system and
migration away to play VLTs elsewhere. Initialljpete was more migration away from
the test area, but that seemed to mitigate asestecontinued. Overall, based on ALC
financial calculations and survey estimates of mayside the test area, approximately
half of the impact (7—8%) can be attributed to tlaed-system and half (7-8%) can be
attributed to migration from the area.

Finally, it is important to note that due to theadlhmumber and composition of the field
test site holders, the financial impacts seen énWhndsor and Mount Uniacke area may
not be representative of a full provincial-widelook of the card-system device.
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Finding #11 — Some players will change their plagtperns in order to
avoid using the card-system.

As just noted, there was evidence that the tesltegsin play migrating to areas outside
the test area. In fact, revenues increased inrdee@osest to the test area.

Surveys and focus groups also showed more evidehealeo lottery players playing
outside the test area. Results from Panel Survesh#fved that approximately 20% of
respondents said they played outside the testaré@at point in the test. As of Panel
Survey #2, most respondents indicated the reagopldging outside the test area being
that they happened to be out of the area and dkdmleplay. In Panel Survey #3
conducted in March, the proportion of panelists whayed outside the test area doubled
to 40%. Since panelists were not asked why theyeplalsewhere, any reasons for the
increase would be speculative. Those who did plagide the test area tended to have
higher PGSI scores. This was the case for bothegarv

Overall net revenue increased by approximately 40%e neighboring Glooscap First
Nation. The Glooscap First Nation figures were glaied on a base of 30 machines
compared to 51 terminals in the test area so theeptage increase seems more dramatic.

Overall, panelists felt that it should not be e#&syavoid the system by simply going
somewhere else to play.

There was also some evidence that the system daged casual players from obtaining
a card, but this was based on a very small numbpeaople and did not seem to be a
significant issue. The general population surveg weluded in this research, partly to
identify if there were casual players who were disaged from playing. The sub-sample
of VLT players from the general population survegswonly 55 (played in the past year),
and 24 of them had not played since October. A lsmahber (3 people) said they had
actually completely discontinued playing due to pinecess involved with getting a card,
which was evidence of a minimal degree of discomggasual players.

Of the participants of the general population syrwo were considered to be “current
VL players” (meaning they had played since the wtoegan), a number of respondents
indicated that they had decreased their playingiléMe findings represent only 12
responses, the main reason for playing less waddthee player feeling that they were
simply spending too much money. A number of respaitgicould not identify a specific
reason for their decrease in playing, and two aieaons related to the card itself (“the
card disrupts play”, and “less chance of winningewhplaying with card”). These
respondents were not categorized by play levels.
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Finding #12 — Feature use was concentrated in theom® passive and
informational features of the system.

My Account and Live Action were the two most popule@atures used throughout the
study. Both of these features provide informationtbe relative cash position of the
player. On the other hand, only one in 6 complrielists set a spending limit in period
one. By the final two periods, this was reduceddmne setting a spending limit.

Finding #13 — There is some evidence of unintenardcomes from this
study, but on balance, reactions indicate an incsean responsible play.

While approximately one in ten said the system aeraged them to try to win back

money, more than half say they feel safer playint whe system and two-thirds said
they were playing more responsibly. Further, almif$ said they reduced the number
of times they have gone back to try and win momey thave lost.
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Section 7: Options & Recommendations

Many of the findings from the test are positive @hdre were several indicators that
suggest the card-system did have an impact. Whiimitive statements are difficult to

make on the specific impact of feature use, thesesafficient positives and learnings to
evaluate three options for consideration. The tlmeons form a continuum from no

system, to a voluntary system to a more stringgstes.

Options
The three options that flow from the findings irabdu

1) Doing nothing. Do not implement any such play mamagnt system.

2) Making the system available, but optional for theg® want to use it.

3) Make the system more stringent by enhancing th&asrio reduce card sharing and
encourage more active use of features.

1) Doing nothing. Do not implement any play managemesystem.

The province does not currently use a card-systemny of its regular VLTs outside the
test area. The choice could be made to keep therdtwsystem, and to not proceed with
any such play management system in Nova ScotieedBas the research conducted to
date, however, this would mean players miss outaosystem that is potentially
beneficial. While a variety of factors had an imipaic play patterns and card sharing was
an issue for the research, more players reduced gpending during the test periods.
While there was certainly avoidance of the systetimers found it useful and evaluated it
positively.

2) Making the system optional for those who want toeus

Throughout the test there was evidence that peoplged to and did use the features
when they were available. However, the research sft®wed that many people will

avoid the card-system and its features, at leasesof the time, if they can. This was
evidenced by card sharing, moving outside of angaldy, and the fact that many people
played without using any features.

It is difficult to avoid the fact that the majoribf panelists did reduce their play. As well,
people did feel that the system helped them be raawe of their play and play more
responsibly. Overall, there is a desire among ptafe a tool to help them manage their
play with more information and greater awarenedb@if actions.
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3) Make the system more stringent by enhancing the trols to reduce card sharing
and encourage more active use of features. Thisiaptwould require further
testing of the revised system.

Players felt there should be improvements to tiséesy as tested. Namely:

Sharing of cards should be eliminated — there shbalone card per person;

A play-management tool such as the card-systemliglii@umandatory in all areas of
the province (including First Nations);

Players should have to set a limit;

There should be a preset maximum -- a standard tivat would apply to all players
(all cards), but could be adjusted if the playerides to set a lower, more restrictive
limit; and,

Show players their account summaries instead ahpahe player opt to look at it if
they want.

Some might argue that the results from the reseaste positive enough to justify
implementing a more stringent system. However, eutradditional research, we cannot
definitively say that making the card-system mdrengent will make it more effective.
The current test was not designed to evaluate & stdngent system. There may also be
unanticipated (and to date untested) risks assatiatith a much stricter testing
environment.

Therefore, the third option requires further reskato determine if the players’
suggestions really would result in a more bendfgyatem. Future research would apply
the learnings taken from this stage and close #news loopholes that were identified. It
could explore ways to avoid card sharing with daéfa forms of technology. It could
look at the impact of limit-setting or pre-set nraxims, and ways to encourage more
active use of other features. Ways to mitigate ifiseie of players moving out of the
research area to play could also be explored.

Recommendations

Doing nothing and not implementing any kind of plamgnagement system would not
seem to make sense. There is inherent value isydtem, a level of demand and benefits
for those who want to use the system. Not movingvéod would be unfortunate for
many players who could potentially be helped byhsaisystem and its features.

Moving ahead to make a system with features sutchas® tested is a prudent next step.
It addresses the fact that the card-system workshfmse who use it as intended, and
addresses the level of support for the card as dswated during the test. It also
recognizes that those who do not want to use teisywill find ways around it. It does
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not address the various recommendations for impnewe made by players; however,
most of these were untested, it would be prematurecommend them at this stage.

Communication to players about the benefits offtaures and how they should be used
should be a central part of any future implemeatatThey need to know how use of the
features can help them manage their play. Privdcgeosonal information is another
important point that needs to be addressed. Cosaa@r who might know their playing
levels made players reluctant to get a card andltegsin card sharing. In order to
encourage maximum participation, the system shbeleasily available to those who
want to use it without being so intrusive that jglesyactively try to play without using it.

While there is a good deal of support for makinghsa system mandatory and increasing
the “intrusiveness” of the features, it does rais@ny questions. It requires putting in
place a clear solution for card sharing, possilding bio-metrics requiring a player to
scan their thumb or finger print in order to pldy.also involves exploring how to
implement mandatory limit-setting and pre-set maxims, which were not tested during
the research. Right now, the impact of mandatamytisetting is not known. The limit-
setting topics covered in this research were notlcsive on what those maximum limits
should be or for what time periods they should ro@lace. As well, the system would
have to be implemented on a wide enough geogralaile that it can not conveniently
be avoided. In the field test, sites without system their VLTs could be found within a
short distance of the community. Overall, there rabp be unanticipated (and to date
untested) risks associated with a much stricterenment. While there is some demand
from the test group, the bottom line is that idliicult to recommend a system that is, as
of yet, untried and untested.

Future research would apply the learnings takem fthis phase and close the various
loopholes that were identified. If pursuing addi@b research to test a more stringent or
intrusive system, there are some key things thattrne in place. First, there can be no
sharing. Each player has to generate and seeaWeiplay history. This does not mean
the system has to be a card-based system. Agdig-metric solution based on the
player’'s thumb or finger print was preferred by man the study. As well, research
would have to be conducted on a wide enough gebgragcale to minimize the
migration factor. Finally, there are some othenedats that could be explored with more
research, such as limit-setting, pre-set maximuamg] ways to make features more
difficult to avoid.

If a decision is made to move forward with an optilbsystem, a stronger mandatory
system, or more research, there are some key elertteat should be in place. This
includesoffering essentially the same features and funatipn The most frequently
used features were the ones dealing with accouminsuies, but participants either used
or could understand the usefulness of each of éatufes on the card-system that was
tested. It is also important to ensure that theesysis reliable and provides accurate
information.
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In summary, there are pros and cons associatedeaith option. The only one that can
be easily dismissed is the “do nothing” approachstfonger, mandatory system was
largely untested and the impact remains largelyhonk. Additional research can answer
many of the remaining questions and help addrese suf the issues identified during
this round of research. However, the system tedtatly benefited those who chose to
use it. Overall, regardless of the option selecdprudent approach that involves
continued monitoring and evaluation will be the dim&t works best.
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