
 

 

    
REVISED NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA 

 
Pursuant to the Massachusetts Open Meeting Law (G.L. c. 30A, §§ 18-25), and St. 2025, c. 2, 
notice is hereby given of a public meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming Commission. The 
meeting will take place: 
 

Thursday | September 4, 2025 | 10:00 a.m. 
VIA REMOTE ACCESS:   1-646-741-5292 

MEETING ID/ PARTICIPANT CODE: 112 851 1684 
All meetings are streamed live at www.massgaming.com. 

 
Please note that the Commission will conduct this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. Use 
of this technology is intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to the Commission’s 
deliberations for any interested member of the public. If there is any technical problem with the Commission’s 
remote connection, an alternative conference line will be noticed immediately on www.massgaming.com.  
 
All documents and presentations related to this agenda will be available for your review on the morning of the 
meeting date by visiting our website and clicking on the News header, under the Meeting Archives drop-down. 
 
PUBLIC MEETING - #562 

 
1. Call to Order – Jordan Maynard, Chair 

 
2. Meeting Minutes  

a. June 3, 2024         VOTE 
b. September 11, 2024        VOTE 
c. October 2, 2024         VOTE 
d. July 31, 2025         VOTE 

 
3. Administrative Update – Dean Serpa, Executive Director 

a. Responsible Gaming Education Month Update – Mark Vander Linden, 
Director of Research and Responsible Gaming  

 
4. Research and Responsible Gaming – Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and 

Responsible Gaming  
a. Presentation of report, “Sports Betting Among Young Adults in 

Massachusetts: Preliminary Findings” – Petry Ubri, Senior Research Scientist, 
NORC at the University of Chicago and Jared Sawyer, Data Scientist, NORC at 
the University of Chicago 



 

 

 

b. Social and Economic Research Deliverables for the FY26 Research Agenda – 
Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and Responsible Gaming and 
Bonnie Andrews, Deputy Director of Research and Responsible Gaming 
          VOTE 
 

5. Community Affairs Division – Joe Delaney, Division Chief of Community Affairs 
a. Plainridge Park Casino Quarterly Report – North Grounsell, General 

Manager; Kathy Lucas, VP of HR; Bob Charette, Director of Security  
 
6. Discussion regarding collective bargaining of the SEIU Local 888 Agreement – Dean Serpa, 

Executive Director; Caitlin Monahan, IEB Director; David Connelly, Esq., outside counsel to 
MGC  

a. Executive Session                           VOTE  
The Commission anticipates that it will meet in executive session in 
accordance with G.L. c. 30A, § 21(a)(3) to discuss strategy with respect to 
collective bargaining of the SEIU Local 888 Agreement, as discussion at an 
open meeting may have a detrimental effect on the bargaining position of 
the Commission. 
 

7. Investigations and Enforcement Bureau – Caitlin Monahan, Director of Investigations and 
Enforcement Bureau 

a. Briefing on noncompliance matter related to Category 3 Sports Wagering 
Licensee FBG Enterprises Opco, LLC, d/b/a Fanatics Betting and Gaming and 
discussion regarding next steps.  Alleged noncompliance relates to offering 
wagering on unauthorized event in violation of 205 CMR 247.01, 205 CMR 
247.01(2)(i), 205 CMR 247.03(11) and the Massachusetts Sports Wagering 
Catalog – Nathaniel Kennedy, Enforcement Counsel 

b. Briefing on noncompliance matter related to Category 3 Sports Wagering 
Operator Caesars Sportsbook and discussion regarding next steps.  Alleged 
noncompliance relates to offering wagering on an unapproved event in 
violation of 205 CMR 247.01(1), 205 CMR 247.01(2)(i), and the 
Massachusetts Sports Wagering Catalog. – Diandra Franks, Enforcement 
Counsel. 

c. Discussion regarding RSM waiver request in connection with Statement of 
Work          VOTE 
 

8. Sports Wagering Division – Carrie Torrisi, Division Chief, Sports Wagering 
a. Discussion regarding Sports Wagering Quarterly Report Presentation – All 

Commissioners  
b. House Rules Update 

I. Caesars – Tom Lam, Compliance and Operations Manager VOTE 
II. Fanatics  – Andrew Steffen, Compliance and Operations Manager 

VOTE 



 

 

 

III. Penn Sports Interactive – Andrew Steffen, Compliance and Operations 
Manager        VOTE 

c. Proposed updates to Approved Event Catalog to clarify scope of permissible 
wagering on NCAA events – Andrew Steffen, Compliance and Operations 
Manager         VOTE 

 
9. Legal – Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel  

a. Discussion regarding enforcement or litigation concerning the illegal sports 
wagering market        VOTE 
I. Executive Session        VOTE 

The Commission anticipates that it will meet in executive session in 
accordance with G.L. c. 30A, § 21(a)(3) to discuss with the Attorney 
General’s Office strategy with respect to enforcement or litigation 
concerning the illegal sports wagering market.  

b. Litigation Update        VOTE 
I. Executive Session        VOTE 

The Commission anticipates that it will convene in an Executive Session 
pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, § 21(a)(3) in conjunction with its review of 
litigation strategy with respect to a MCAD complaint, as discussion at 
an open meeting may have a detrimental effect on the litigation 
position of the Commission. 

c. 205 CMR 238.48(3): Expiration of Sports Wagering Tickets and Vouchers; 
Payment to the Sports Wagering Control Fund – Discussion and Review of 
Regulation Amendment and Small Business Impact Statement for 
authorization to begin the promulgation process by Commission – Autumn 
Birarelli, Staff Attorney       VOTE 

d. 205 CMR 146.13: Blackjack Table; Card Reader Device; Physical 
Characteristics; Inspections – Discussion and Review of Regulation 
Amendments and Small Business Impact Statement for authorization to 
begin the promulgation process by Commission – Judith Young, Associate 
General Counsel, Burke Cain, Chief of the Gaming Agents Division,  Dave 
Diorio, Casino Compliance Coord. / Asst. Chief of the Gaming Agents 
Division         VOTE 

 
 

10. Discussion regarding responsible gaming program agreement with British Columbia Lottery 
Corporation (“BCLC”)         VOTE 

I. Executive Session        VOTE  
The Commission anticipates that it will meet in executive session in 
accordance with G.L. c. 30A, § 21(a)(7) and G.L. c. 4, § 7(26)(d) to 
discuss policy positions being developed by an agency in connection 
with a responsible gaming program agreement between the 
Commission and the BCLC 



 

 

 

11. Racing – Dr. Alexandra Lightbown, Director of Racing and Chief Veterinarian 
a. Discussion regarding requirements under G.L. c. 128A, § 5C and G.L. c. 128C, 

§ 2 as they pertain to Simulcasting and Advance Deposit Wagering VOTE 
b. Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. request to approve Churchill Downs 

Technology Initiatives Company platforms Twin Spires and DK Horse as 
Advance Deposit Wagering Providers in accordance with 205 CMR 6.20- 
Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel    VOTE 

 
 
12. Executive Session Minutes 

a. Executive Session        VOTE 
The Commission anticipates that it will meet in executive session to review 
minutes from pervious executive sessions as their discussion at an open 
meeting may frustrate the intended purpose for which the executive session 
was convened, pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, s. 21(a)(3): July 16, 2024 and August 
15, 2024 at 12:55 PM; and G.L. c. 30A, s. 21(a)(4) and (7) and c. 4, s. 7(26)(f): 
August 15, 2024 at 2:11 PM. 
I. July 16, 2024       VOTE 

II. August 15, 2024 @ 12:55PM     VOTE 
III. August 15, 2024 @ 2:11PM      VOTE 

 
13. Commissioner Updates  
 
 
14. Other Business - Reserved for matters the Chair did not reasonably anticipate at the time of 

posting. 
 
 
I certify that this Notice was posted as “Massachusetts Gaming Commission Meeting” at www.massgaming.com 
and emailed to regs@sec.state.ma.us. Posted to Website: September 2, 2025 | 10:00 a.m. EST | Revised 9/3/25 @ 
5:30PM 
 
September 2, 2025 
 
 
 
Jordan M. Maynard, Chair 
 
 

If there are any questions pertaining to accessibility and/or further assistance is needed, 
 please email Grace.Robinson@massgaming.gov. 

http://www.massgaming.com/
mailto:regs@sec.state.ma.us
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Date/Time: June 03, 2024, 10:00 a.m. 
Place: Massachusetts Gaming Commission 

VIA CONFERENCE CALL NUMBER: 1-646-741-5292 
PARTICIPANT CODE: 112 160 8506 

The Commission conducted this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. The 
use of this technology was intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to 
the Commission’s deliberations for any interested member of the public.  

Committee Members Present: 

Interim Chair Jordan Maynard  
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Bradford R Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 

1. Call to Order (00:00)

Interim Chair Maynard called to order the 519th Public Meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission (“Commission”). Roll call attendance was conducted, and all four Commission 
members were present for the meeting.  

2. Sports Wagering Division (1:34)

a. Presentation of Sports Wagering Operators Q1 Quarterly Reports

i. BetMGM (2:14)

BetMGM’s Senior Director of Compliance Sarah Brennan, Director of Licensing Josh 
Wyseman, DE&I Program Manager Jahleel Morton, and Responsible Gambling Program 
Manager Alana Sacerdote presented BetMGM’s Sports Wagering Quarterly Report for Q1 2024 
with the following topics: Revenue and Taxes, Resource Diversity, Global and Local Vendor 
Utility, Digital Underage Use, Self-Regulation, Purpose, PGAM Highlights, Lottery, and DEI: 

https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=cae4ZW3d1XrSumqF
https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=dz1L5EF6xZF7VK4W&t=94
https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=FH5nuTbPDapYH2pn&t=134
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Strategy and Initiatives. BetMGM’s quarterly report presentation was included in the 
Commissioners’ Packet on pages 3 through 34. 
 
Commissioner Skinner asked when BetMGM rolled out their collaboration with Kindbridge in 
Massachusetts. Manager Sacerdote stated that the rollout started in March and noted that they 
would be prepared to present some preliminary data in the following quarter. Commissioner 
Skinner indicated that she would be interested in seeing data from other jurisdictions for 
comparison purposes.  
 
Commissioner Hill stated that BetMGM’s first responsible gaming commercial had made its way 
to Boston televisions. 
 
Commissioner Skinner commented that she continued to want to see goals attached to 
BetMGM’s workforce diversity efforts. She reaffirmed the importance that the Commission 
places on diversity and noted that such goals would provide the opportunity to measure the 
effectiveness of their recruitment and retention initiatives.  
 

ii. Caesars Sportsbook (29:15) 
 
Caesars Sportsbook’s Digital Compliance Manager Curtis Lane Jr., VP of Compliance and 
Licensing Lisa Rankin, Director of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Greg Shinbur, VP of 
Procurement David Schulte, and Responsible Gaming Program Director Carolene Layugan 
presented Caesars Sportsbook’s Sports Wagering Quarterly Report for Q1 2024 with the 
following topics: Revenue, Workforce/Workforce Diversity, Vendor/Supplier Spend/Supplier 
Diversity, Compliance, Responsible Gaming, Lottery Engagement, and 
Community/Outreach/Charitable Contributions. Caesars Sportsbook’s quarterly report 
presentation was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 35 through 45. 
 
Commissioner O’Brien questioned the efforts taken by Caesars Sportsbook to raise the number 
of women in executive positions. Mr. Shinbur pointed out they have a number of programs in 
place to raise the low number of executive women but also admitted they could use some work. 
He further stated that they are working with various other programs to bring in mid-level 
employees in an effort to improve their succession planning. He also stated that they did not have 
specific goals on digital gaming with respect to workforce diversity but that they will consider 
that as part of their proactive approach.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard commends Caesars Sportsbook’s spending within the Commonwealth 
and thanks them for making that a highlight.  
  
Following up from last quarter’s presentation, Commissioner Skinner requested that, if they had 
not already, they send their diversity playbook and diversity 101 document as she was interested 
in seeing those documents.  
 

https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=A74ZtisXeEqY03SD&t=1755
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iii. DraftKings (52:41) 
 
Senior Director of Regulatory Operations Jake List, Vice President of Human Resources 
Christina Ackas, Director of Communications Jared Hess, and Senior Manager of Responsible 
Gaming Julie Hynes presented DraftKings’ Sports Wagering Quarterly Report for Q1 2024 with 
the following topics: Revenue, Workforce/Workforce Diversity, Breakout of Workforce 
Diversity Data, Supplier Diversity Efforts, Total Vendor/Supplier Spend Overall, 
Underage/Minor Access, Voluntary Self Exclusion, Account Limits, Problem Gambling 
Awareness Month 2024 Efforts, Lottery, and Community/Outreach/Charitable Impacts. 
DraftKings’ quarterly report presentation was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 
46 through 71. 
 
Commissioner O’Brien pointed out that DraftKings is one of the few organizations that has an 
employee presence in the Commonwealth. She asked for a breakdown of and goals for 
Massachusetts employees in regard to workforce diversity efforts. Ms. Ackas explained the 
breakdown of workforce diversity data in Massachusetts on the following slide. She noted that 
they did not have specific state goals but that it was something they could provide.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard reaffirmed how important goal setting is to the Commission, especially in 
regard to workforce diversity efforts.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked how DraftKings identifies underage users on their platform. Mr. 
List explained the multiple ways they might be able to detect an underage user. Upon request 
from Commissioner O’Brien, he indicated that he could look into whether there is one method 
that is most effective at identifying underage users and provide that information to the 
Commission.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked if DraftKings had a plan in the works with the Massachusetts State 
Lottery or if there was a lack of communication. Mr. List clarified that they recently acquired 
Jackpocket, which may impact work with the Lottery. He stated that aside from that, there were 
no further conversations with the Lottery.  
 

iv. FanDuel (1:17:50) 
 
FanDuel’s Vice President of Regulatory Richard Cooper, Senior Director of DE&I Keita Young, 
and Director of Responsible Gaming and Community Impact Ashley Cahill presented FanDuel’s 
quarterly report for Q1 2024 with the following topics: Revenue, Compliance, 
Workforce/Workforce Diversity, Vendor/Supplier Spend/Supplier Diversity, Responsible 
Gaming, Q1 Community Impact Initiatives, and Charitable Impact. FanDuel’s quarterly report 
presentation was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 72 through 88. 
 
Commissioner Hill asked if FanDuel could clarify how the one underage user noted in their 
presentation was detected. Mr. Cooper stated that they did file a detailed report with the 

https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=8lPahIB6wTCg1-9c&t=3161
https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=6EpiDpaRtniD2zR9&t=4670
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Commission but raised concern on discussing such detail in a public session. Commissioner 
O’Brien suggested that in the future there be an executive session for a briefing on this subject.   
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked if they have goals for workforce diversity. Ms. Young clarified 
that FanDuel’s parent organization, Flutter, has a 40% female leadership goal by 2026. 
Commissioner O’Brien asked if they have internal initiatives to raise the number of women in 
leadership to which Ms. Young referenced their women’s leadership development program.  
 
Commissioner Skinner thanked FanDuel for their Operation Hope initiative to promote financial 
literacy. She also thanked them for agreeing to provide their workforce diversity goals in future 
presentations and that she was looking forward to hearing more about their efforts on their 
supplier diversity project plan. Commissioner Skinner then suggested that FanDuel work with 
the Massachusetts Supplier Diversity Office.   

 
v. Penn Sports Interactive (1:47:22) 

 
Penn Sports Interactive’s Senior Director of Compliance Adam Kates presented Penn Sports 
Interactive’s quarterly report for Q1 2024 with the following topics: Revenue, Workforce 
Diversity, Vendor/Supplier Diversity, Underage Activity, Responsible Gaming, Lottery, and 
Community/Outreach/Charity. Penn Sports Interactive’s quarterly report presentation was 
included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 89 through 104. 
 
Commissioner O’Brien noted her curiosity about Penn Sports Interactive’s procedures for 
detecting underage activity but suggested it should be discussed in a future executive session.  
 

vi. Fanatics Betting and Gaming (1:59:17) 
 

Fanatics Betting and Gaming’s Senior Regulatory Counsel Michael Levine, HR Director 
Stephanie Althouse, and Responsible Gaming Senior Manager Anthony D'Angelo presented 
Fanatics Betting & Gaming’s quarterly report for Q1 2024 with the following topics: Revenue, 
Workforce/Workforce Diversity, Diverse & Massachusetts Vendor Spend, Compliance, 
Responsible Gaming, Lottery, and Community/Outreach/Charitable Impacts. Fanatics Betting 
and Gaming’s quarterly report presentation was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on 
pages 105 through 119.  
 
Commissioner Skinner reiterated interest in having someone speak to Fanatics’ workforce 
diversity goals in a future meeting.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard and Commissioner O’Brien agreed there should be an executive session 
in the future to discuss the underage reports in further detail.  
 

3.  Commissioner Update (2:15:33) 
 

https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=FuCDRFc723vElvpd&t=6442
https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=YI-LGZDp-11uoGlJ&t=7157
https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=0chY8qZFh1byt5jR&t=8133
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Interim Chair Maynard acknowledged that FanDuel reached out to him to set up a time to follow 
up regarding the roundtable that was held last month on limiting wagers. He noted that a public 
meeting was scheduled on June 20th to follow up. He will ensure that every operator is aware that 
each Commissioner must be updated in a way that is transparent and fully compliant with the 
Open Meeting Law.  
 

4.  Other Business (2:16:37) 

Hearing no other business, Interim Chair Maynard requested a motion to adjourn. 

Commissioner O’Brien moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hill. 
  
Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner:  Aye. 
Interim Chair Maynard:  Aye. 
  

The motion passed unanimously, 4-0. 
 

List of Documents and Other Items Used  
  

1. Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated May 30, 2024 
2. Commissioners' Packet from the June 3, 2024 Meeting (posted on massgaming.com) 

https://www.youtube.com/live/iuywLoIfhzM?si=StpHVGz8Ke-7Tpiv&t=8197
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Notification-and-Agenda-6.3.24-OPEN.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-6.3.24-OPEN.pdf
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Date/Time: September 11, 2024, 10:00 a.m.  
Place:   Massachusetts Gaming Commission   
 
VIA CONFERENCE CALL NUMBER: 1-646-741-5292  

PARTICIPANT CODE: 111 420 5901 
  

The Commission conducted this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. The 
use of this technology was intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to 
the Commission’s deliberations for any interested member of the public.  
  
Commissioners Present:   
  
Interim Chair Jordan Maynard 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien   
Commissioner Bradford Hill  
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner  
 
1. Call to Order (00:02) 

 
Interim Chair Maynard called to order the 530th Public Meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission (“Commission”). Roll call attendance was conducted, and all four commissioners 
were present for the meeting.  
 
2. Opening remarks and overview of discussion to follow (00:37) 
 
Interim Chair Maynard provided an overview of the meeting. He said that the Commission was 
notified through public comments that some individual patrons were limited by sports wagering 
operators without notification or other information concerning the possibility of their return to 
wagering. He explained that through public comments, some patrons asked the Commission to 
consider whether a sports wagering operator should be allowed to limit a wager amount of an 
individual patron.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard acknowledged that the Commission held a roundtable on the matter on 
May 21, 2024. He stated for the record that all the operators initially indicated that they would 
participate in that roundtable, yet only Bally’s Interactive, LLC (“Bally’s”) attended.  
 

https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=2
https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=37
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Interim Chair Maynard stated the Commission’s goal of learning from the diverse opinions of the 
licensees, betting stakeholders, and the responsible gaming community. He stated that the 
Massachusetts Legislature legalized sports wagering with the purpose of striking a balance 
between providing a marketplace of sports wagering for Massachusetts residents who chose to 
sports wager and for the state to collect the associated tax dollars.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard further clarified the lack of security provided by illegal operators and 
their lack of contribution to the Massachusetts tax base. He stated that the operators who were 
present in the meeting were the safest choice for sports wagering.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard provided an overview of the structure for the discussion. He stated that 
the first part would involve a conversation with representatives of the sports wagering Category 
1 and Category 3 Operators. He stated that the second half of the discussion would involve 
speaking with representatives of patrons, responsible gaming and alternative sportsbook models. 
Interim Chair Maynard established that the discussion was to be kind and respectful.  
 
3. Discussion with Sports Wagering Category 1 and Category 3 Operators regarding wager 

limitations (05:24) 
 
Representatives of the ten operators in attendance briefly introduced themselves and their teams. 
A list of these attendees is found on pages 3-4 of the Commissioners’ Packet. Interim Chair 
Maynard asked the operators to provide details on the limitation of patrons on their platforms 
and how they may be limited on an individual basis.  
 
Senior Director of Compliance at BetMGM, LLC d/b/a BetMGM (“BetMGM”) Sarah Brennan 
stated that the decision to limit a patron is based on many factors that align with BetMGM’s risk 
management framework. She stated that the limitation of a small minority of players allowed 
them to offer competitive lines for the rest of the population. BetMGM Deputy General Counsel 
Jeremy Kolman described some of the tools used to manage risk and liability that applied to all 
patrons within BetMGM’s sportsbook. Additionally, he noted that the factors that contribute to 
the limitation of advantage players included identifiable betting patterns and were not 
exclusively result-driven. Mr. Kolman further discussed the specific patron limits which used the 
stake factors of individual patrons. 
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked for clarification on which team determined factoring down an 
individual patron. Mr. Kolman replied that the trading team was the one making those decisions. 
Commissioner O’Brien further asked for clarification on which department would involve this 
team. Ms. Brennan replied that the trading team within the Operations Department would have 
had visibility on patron account activity. Commissioner O’Brien asked whether there was use of 
Artificial Intelligence in analytics. Mr. Kolman stated that he did not have enough information to 
answer the question, and no experts from the trading team were present on the call.  
 

https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=324
https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=324
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Commissioner Skinner asked for a definition of an advantage player. Mr. Kolman stated that 
there was no specific definition but rather involved a holistic analysis of a multitude of factors 
based on visible behaviors. Commissioner Skinner asked if there were situations where a 
recreational bettor was deemed an advantage player. Mr. Kolman stated that it was possible for a 
self-identifying casual bettor to be deemed an advantage player after a review of their betting 
behaviors.  
 
VP of Product at Betfair Interactive US, LLC d/b/a FanDuel (“FanDuel”) Cory Fox stated that 
the risk management system at FanDuel was broadly similar to the one described by Mr. 
Kolman, but FanDuel’s wager limits allowed them to manage their liability exposure. He noted 
that the number of users that were limited was small. Interim Chair Maynard noted that there was 
a possibility that some people were misidentified as advantage players.  
 
Sr. Director of Regulatory Operations at Crown MA Gaming, LLC d/b/a DraftKings 
(“DraftKings”) Jake List added that DraftKings’ limitations are tailored to the specific behaviors 
of a player and would not restrict their involvement in other aspects of the platform. VP of 
Regulatory Affairs at FBG Enterprises Opco, LLC d/b/a Fanatics Betting & Gaming (“Fanatics”) 
Alex Smith noted that while mistakes with customer accounts in risk management review were 
made regarding account restrictions, restricting a casual customer was not the goal of the 
program. 
 
Mr. Fox commented that the operators’ ability to have flexible wagering limits allowed them to 
offer more markets at a higher wagering limit for a vast majority of customers, which positively 
contributed to the legal wagering market with higher taxable revenue.  
 
Chief Operating Officer & Head of Sports at American Wagering, Inc. d/b/a Caesars Sportsbook 
(“Caesars”) Ken Fuchs described a variety of criteria, with examples, which would lead to 
limitations. Interim Chair Maynard asked if bots posed a problem that needed further attention. 
Mr. Fuchs described the computer program activity that was monitored, noting that the bots were 
often attached to legitimate players to place rapid bets. Mr. Fuchs added that their platform 
attempted to align risk management in a way that allowed as much flexibility as possible and 
protected the vast majority of customers.  
 
Commissioner Skinner asked if winning factored into the determination to limit a patron and, if 
so, in what ways. Mr. Fox answered that FanDuel’s review was based on the types of markets 
that an individual wagered on, types of wagers and the outcomes of the wagers, all of which 
provided insight into decisions for future wagers. Mr. Smith added that an individual’s behavior 
was the driving factor behind the decisions made by Fanatics.  
 
Commissioner Skinner asked if an individual who won a significant amount after a losing pattern 
constituted a concern to the risk management team. Mr. Fuchs stated that it did not constitute a 
scenario for concern at Caesars, and it was not a pattern signifying that the individual was an 
advantage player.  



   
 

 4  
 

 
Commissioner O’Brien asked why shutting down a specific time when an individual could bet on 
a game, taking into account the lag time in a game feed, was not an implemented solution for 
courtsiding. Mr. Fox stated that due to technological difficulties, it was a challenge to calibrate 
the timing of the game feeds. Commissioner O’Brien noted that she would rather they fix the 
feeds on the technical end, rather than cut off a customer’s experience and potentially push them 
into illegal markets.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked if the operators sent any notifications to the customers regarding 
their limitations. Mr. Fox restated that very few users were limited on FanDuel and described 
how an individual may find out about their limitations. Commissioner O’Brien added that there 
could be a communication sent to the customer that alerted them to their limitations.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked why removing the limitations and revising the lines using sharp 
bets was not a viable model. Mr. Fox stated that bets from individual users who were limited still 
went through, which allowed them to obtain information on their patterns. He also indicated that 
FanDuel applied limitations for individual bettors as well as across the board. Commissioner 
O’Brien asked whether there was potentially a middle ground involving a limitation on what 
operators could limit, for example, requiring a minimum win. Mr. Fox mentioned the limited 
examples where that was done in Australia and Spain. In those examples, revenue for operators 
plummeted. Mr. Fuchs added that a generic statement sent to the user could be misleading since 
it did not cover the real-time nature of the business.  
 
Mr. Smith stated that when Fanatics sent notifications to customers, they received nasty 
responses, proving that the notification was unsatisfactory to the customer. Mr. Smith further 
noted that a non-limited customer would see a message if their maximum wager was over the 
limit for the market, comparing that situation to the limitations placed on a limited customer. 
Commissioner O’Brien pointed out the difference between knowing what the maximum wager 
for the market was and the individual’s limited wager. Mr. List added that waiting to improve the 
technology dealing with game feed delays could provide a poor experience for the majority of 
customers. Mr. List also stated that increasing detail in disclosures to customers would help those 
customers evade the control.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked if there could be a general notification sent to customers involving 
a general ratio or outline of their limits. He clarified that the Commission received complaints 
from limited customers and was concerned about casual bettors that were caught in the controls 
set for non-casual bettors. Mr. Fox stated that the majority of users who wrote to the Commission 
knew why they were limited, and FanDuel was willing to work with the Commission on 
improved transparency. Ms. Brennan added that casual bettors caught up in the analysis by 
BetMGM had their issues resolved, and she raised the consideration of improved clarity in terms 
of service or house rules about what behaviors could negatively impact customers.  
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Commissioner O’Brien asked about the perception in the online market in which a customer was 
enticed to place bets until they ran out of money or found themselves banned. Mr. Fox, Mr. 
Smith, and Ms. Brennan disagreed with the notion, citing their teams’ programs which are 
designed to protect people from gaming harm. They further noted the small percentage of 
winning users that got limited. Commissioner O’Brien raised concern with the VIP programs. 
Mr. Fuchs reassured the commissioners that customers were not being banned for winning.  
 
Commissioner Hill raised the need to get the facts and the need to do the right thing by their 
consumers and operators. Commissioner O’Brien followed up by stating the need for more 
clarity on the data in the problem areas. Commissioner Skinner also raised the need to see the 
data.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard thanked the operators for their contributions.  
 
Transcriber’s note: The Commission went on a break at 1:16:24 and returned at 1:28:33.  
 
4. Discussion with representatives of patrons, responsible gaming and alternative sportsbook 

models regarding wager limitations (1:28:33) 
 
Interim Chair Maynard announced the return of the Commission. Roll call attendance was 
conducted, and all four commissioners were present for the meeting.  
 
Patrons and responsible gaming representatives introduced themselves. A list of these attendees 
is found on page 4 of the Commissioners’ Packet.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked whether, since individual player limits were industry practice for 
those customers on a winning streak, there was an opportunity for the usage of the same logic for 
responsible gaming purposes.  
 
Founder and Chief Executive Officer of Doura-Schawohl Consulting LLC Brianne Doura-
Schawohl showed appreciation for the data-driven decision-making of the operators but noted 
that there was a statistic from the National Council on Problem Gambling indicating that around 
5% of any active player base could be struggling with a problem. She highlighted a fear that 
sometimes responsible gaming had been used as a justification for limiting players for winning. 
Interim Chair Maynard noted that the previous panelists stated that going on a winning streak did 
not necessarily cause a limit to be imposed. 
 
Chief Executive Officer of the Massachusetts Council on Gaming and Health Marlene Warner 
agreed with the operators that the conversation covered a small percentage of people. Ms. 
Warner pointed out that oftentimes, there was not a distinction between VIPs and people with 
gambling problems. Ms. Warner asked for further transparency from the operators regarding 
their terms and conditions. 
 

https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=4584
https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=5313
https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=5313
https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=5313
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Executive Chairman of Prime Sports Joe Brennan raised a concern that limiting could be 
exploited by operators, such as in cases where aspiring professional players were told they were 
limited due to an investigation for responsible gaming issues.  
 
Chief Executive Officer of Bettors Voice Richard Scheutz emphasized the need for further data 
analysis and comparison to better understand the problem.  
 
Podcast host, columnist, and writer David Hill reemphasized the question about whether VIP 
players were problem gamblers, while also being the highest profitable players for operators. He 
stated his concern that sportsbooks profiled bettors that could win over time and took measures 
against them.  
 
Ms. Doura-Schawohl raised a concern that individuals were being punished for winning and high 
wager bettors were being rewarded for losing a lot. She stated that there was an issue in 
advertising where a customer was invited to play and win but might be cut off for winning a lot. 
She further noted the existing lack of transparency around communications to customers 
regarding the limitations. Mr. Hill noted that the main benefits of being a VIP to a sportsbook 
only brought benefits after losing.  
 
Mr. Scheutz noted the change in the betting industry from risk management to risk avoidance. 
He followed up by saying that this shift produced growth for the illegal market.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked if the illegal markets would limit the customer after witnessing the 
same types of behaviors. Mr. Brennan responded by stating that the illegal market was not more 
monolithic than the regulated market. Mr. Brennan stated that the sportsbook model based on 
limitations prioritized marketing and player acquisition and intended to limit players that showed 
tendencies of winning.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked about situations when Prime Sports limited a player. Mr. Brennan 
stated that Prime Sports did not limit players, as it guaranteed any player the ability to bet the 
maximum amount for any given market. Interim Chair Maynard asked if those players were 
removed. Mr. Brennan responded by stating that the players who were deemed to be advantage 
players in recreation sportsbook were allowed to place their bets with Prime Sports, thus helping 
Prime Sports define their lines. Mr. Brennan stated that he leveraged the wagers of sharp bettors 
to adjust the markets.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien clarified that one of the rationales for limiting could be anti-money 
laundering efforts; however, it appeared that a response to those efforts would be exclusion or 
banning. Mr. Brennan stated that if a player did not pass the Know Your Customer protocol 
processes or meet anti-money laundering standards, they never got a start with Prime Sports. 
Commissioner O’Brien asked if Prime Sports made their own lines, rather than receiving them 
from someone else. Mr. Brennan confirmed that Prime Sports makes their own lines. 
 
Mr. Schuetz proposed a metaphor where an art auction banned buyers who knew anything about 
art, drawing a comparison with sportsbooks which limited knowledgeable players.  
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Freelance sports betting writer Jeff Edelstein cited his understanding of the reasons for 
limitations and expressed his frustration with those reasons.  
 
Mr. Schuetz brought up the notion that if sportsbooks were not able to keep up with courtsiders 
because of technological difficulties related to the game feeds, they should not offer those 
markets.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked Mr. Brennan to compare the size of Prime Sports offerings with 
the offerings in Massachusetts from licensed operators. Mr. Brennan stated that the companies in 
Massachusetts were large publicly traded companies, while Prime Sports was a brand-new 
company, thus having a smaller scale of operation. Mr. Brennan stated that the largest companies 
focused on providing parlay bets, giving the players more dependent picks and lowering the 
chance of winning the wager. Mr. Brennan said that by providing a large array of these prop 
markets, these companies overextended and offered too many products that they could monitor 
in real-time for changes. Mr. Brennan added that Prime Sports offers fewer parlay options as the 
type of players they attract are not interested in them.  
 
Ms. Warner restated the necessity for transparency from the sportsbooks and the lack of 
communication with the players. She further noted an opportunity for sportsbooks to implement 
a customer review with the ability for customers to see what direction they were trending in and 
sharing that data with the regulatory body.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked whether, under the assumption that bettor limitations were 
ongoing, notifications would be helpful and consumer friendly and what they would look like. 
Mr. Schuetz stated that the notification should include reference to the operator’s terms and 
conditions but said that typical terms and conditions were unintelligible for the average bettor. 
Mr. Edelstein added that reaching out to customer service is never helpful.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked whether, when an individual received a notification about a 
limitation, that notification would have led them to potentially manipulate the lines. Mr. 
Edelstein said that as a recreational bettor, he would have moved on to a different sportsbook. 
Mr. Hill said that posted limits were the fairest way of handling limits according to players. Mr. 
Brennan claimed that Prime Sports posted the limits in a bet slip, but the pricing was dynamic. 
Mr. Brennan clarified that when an advantage player placed a bet, the price might be adjusted 
after the bet was placed. Mr. Edelstein provided an example where FanDuel showed a market 
limit for a specific bet before logging into an individual's account and an individual’s specific 
limit after login. Mr. Schuetz shared a suspicion among players about situations when a certain 
bet was rejected and then the line was adjusted.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien asked these participants for questions that needed to be asked of the 
operators or the patrons. Mr. Brennan suggested asking the following of the operators as well as 
of the Commission itself: if the operators are limiting players in Massachusetts who are willingly 
attempting to enter a regulated market, what is the alternative for those players? Mr. Hill shared 
his experience with offshore markets in Costa Rica which witnessed a return of customers who 
were originally in the regulated markets but left due to limitations. Mr. Schuetz shared his 
opinion that the regulators needed to take charge in acquiring data from the operators and 
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showed admiration for the Commission’s curiosity. Interim Chair Maynard expressed pride in 
the Commission having the conversation and stated that the priority of the Commission was the 
people of Massachusetts. 
 
Interim Chair Maynard asked for more questions that needed to be asked of operators and 
patrons. Ms. Doura-Schawohl raised the question of whether the risk mitigation efforts that the 
operators were taking were coming at the expense of the consumers, and how aware of this 
relationship were the consumers. Ms. Doura-Schawohl further raised concerns about advertising 
and limitations as related to anti-money laundering efforts. Ms. Warner noted the importance of 
the Commission in the process of player protection and data collection. Ms. Warner added that 
integrity and collusion were also a part of gambling problems. Ms. Doura-Schawohl noted the 
need for transparency on responsible gaming problems before they got linked to the corporate 
structure of an operator.  
 
Commissioner O’Brien stated that anyone listening to this meeting can send information to the 
Commission on this topic.  
 
Interim Chair Maynard summarized the importance of the discussions on this topic. He stated 
that the Commission would not sacrifice getting an issue right for the sake of expediency.  
 
5. Other Business (2:39:21) 
 
Hearing no other business, Interim Chair Maynard requested a motion to adjourn.   
  
Commissioner O’Brien moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Skinner. 

  
Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Interim Chair Maynard: Aye.  

The motion passed unanimously, 4-0. 
 

List of Documents and Other Items Used  
  

1. Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated September 9, 2024 
2. Commissioners’ Packet from the September 11, 2024 meeting (posted on 
massgaming.com)  

https://youtu.be/RJnJBI1Vgj8?t=9561
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/09.11.24-Meeting-Notice-and-Agenda-UPDATED.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-9.11.24-OPEN.pdf
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Date/Time: October 2, 2024, 11:00 a.m.  
Place:   Massachusetts Gaming Commission   
 
VIA CONFERENCE CALL NUMBER: 1-646-741-5292  

PARTICIPANT CODE: 111 166 6792 
  

The Commission conducted this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. The 
use of this technology was intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to 
the Commission’s deliberations for any interested member of the public.  
  
Commissioners Present:   
  
Interim Chair Jordan Maynard  
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien   
Commissioner Bradford Hill  
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner  
 
 
1. Call to Order (00:00) 

 
Interim Chair Maynard called to order the 534th Public Meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission (“Commission”). Roll call attendance was conducted, and all four commissioners 
were present for the meeting.  
 
2. Sports Wagering Division (0:33)  

 
a. Presentation of Sports Wagering Operators Q2 Quarterly Reports 

 
Transcriber’s Note: The Commission heard the presentation from DraftKings, agenda item 
2(a)(III), prior to BetMGM’s presentation. 

 
I. BetMGM (26:42) 

 
Senior Director of Compliance Sarah Brennan and Director of Licensing Josh Wyseman 
presented BetMGM’s Sports Wagering Quarterly Report for Q2 2024. The presentation included 
the following topics: revenue, human resources, vendor utility, compliance, responsible 

https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=XHjudJOxwLMVHgdg
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=Q7aKEXwofSEZTe2O
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=kTl39NYpM0UValt-
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gambling, the lottery, and diversity, equity, and inclusion. BetMGM’s Q2 Report was included in 
the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 3 to 24. 
 
Commissioner Skinner noted that BetMGM’s cooling off statistics were impressive and that she 
was interested to see how the statistics will change over time as they add new initiatives.  
 

II. Caesars Sportsbook (42:02) 
 

Digital Compliance Manager Curtis Lane Jr., VP of Compliance and Licensing Lisa Rankin, VP 
of Procurement Dave Schulte, Director of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Greg Shinbur, SVP of 
Corporate Social Responsibility Kiersten Flint and Director of Responsible Gaming Programs 
Carolene Layugan made a presentation on Caesars Sportsbook and their Q2 2024 Sports 
Wagering Quarterly Report. The presentation included the following topics: revenue, workforce 
diversity, vendor and supplier diversity, compliance, responsible gaming, lottery engagement, 
and community outreach. The full presentation was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on 
pages 25 to 35. 
 

III. DraftKings (2:45) 
 
Transcriber’s Note: DraftKings’s gave their presentation at the beginning of the quarterly 
reports presentation, prior to BetMGM’s presentation. 
 
Senior Director of Regulatory Operations Jake List, VP of Inclusion, Equity and Belonging 
Cristina Ackas, Senior Manager of Responsible Gaming Julie Hynes, and Director of 
Communications Jared Hess presented DraftKings’s 2024 Q2 Quarterly Report. The presentation 
included the following topics: revenue, workforce and workforce diversity, vendor/supplier 
spend and supplier diversity, compliance, responsible gaming, the lottery and community, 
outreach and charitable impacts. DraftKings’ Q2 Report Presentation was included in the 
Commissioners’ Packet on pages 36 to 62.  
 
During the Supplier Diversity Efforts portion of the presentation, Interim Chair Maynard asked 
VP Ackas if it was correct that a large portion of DraftKings’s total diversity spend was in 
Massachusetts. VP Ackas stated that was correct, and a big part comes from one of DraftKings’s 
technology contracts. She noted that the company does a lot of work within their local offices 
and is intentional about ensuring that spending on catering or other planning comes from diverse 
suppliers. VP Ackas stated that the company acknowledges that there are some things that won’t 
change in the short term but that they are working to ensure that there are processes in place for 
when contracts come up.  
 
In regard to Compliance, Interim Chair Maynard noted that the DraftKings’s Monthly Underage 
Report was significantly higher than the previous quarter. Senior Director List stated that it was 
something the company needed to monitor and that some of these numbers may have been 
driven by the timing of the Superbowl and March Madness.  

https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=jxKzLOhjMjCF31gn&t=2522
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=0tD8tQ5Kq5QAqqIc&t=165
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Commissioner Skinner asked Senior Director List if there had been any recent communication 
with the Massachusetts State Treasurer’s office or the lottery about potential collaboration with 
DraftKings and if the company intended to integrate Jackpocket features into the sportsbook 
platform. He stated that they certainly intend to have collaboration between DraftKings and 
Jackpocket.  
 
A discussion continued around the potential of having the lottery invited to a future meeting. 
 

IV. Fanatics Betting and Gaming (1:03:37) 
 

Senior Regulatory Counsel Michael Levine, HR Director Stephanie Althouse and Responsible 
Gaming Senior Manager Anthony D’Angelo presented Fanatics Betting and Gaming’s Q2 2024 
Massachusetts Sports Wagering Quarterly Report with the following topics: revenue, workforce 
diversity, vendor diversity and Massachusetts-specific spend, responsible gaming metrics, 
Responsible Gaming tool usage in Massachusetts, a lottery update, community outreach, and 
charitable impacts. Fanatics Betting and Gaming’s Q2 report was included in the 
Commissioners’ Packet on pages 63 to 76. 
 
During the Responsible Gaming and Underage Report Metrics portion of the presentation, 
Commissioner Skinner asked Sr. Manager D’Angelo what Fanatics attributed to the increase in 
underage individuals wagering or attempting to wager during the month of June. Sr. Manager 
D’Angelo stated that because they were newer in the market, underage individuals who cannot 
access other platforms tend to try to wager on Fanatics. However, he emphasized that in general, 
all their numbers regarding sign-ups were increasing due to further awareness in the industry. He 
added that all of the underage individuals who attempted to wager are suspended. Commissioner 
Skinner stated that if they gain additional insight into the increase, it should be included in the 
next quarterly report. Interim Chair Maynard shared Commissioner Skinner’s sentiment.   
 

V. FanDuel (1:19:47) 
 
VP of Regulatory Richard Cooper, Senior Director of DE&I Keita Young, and Senior Director of 
Responsible Gaming Ashley Cahill presented Fanduel’s Q2 2024 Sports Wagering Quarterly 
Report. The presentation included the following topics: revenue, compliance, diversity, equity, 
and inclusion strategies and their impacts, responsible gaming, their Kindbridge partnership 
expansion, and their ambassador program. Fanduel’s Q2 Report was included in the 
Commissioners’ Packet on pages 77 to 97. 
 
During the DEI portion of FanDuel’s presentation, Commissioner Skinner commended Senior 
Director Young for her efforts and dedication to DEI. A discussion ensued about the number of 
quantitative goals in their DEI efforts.  
 

https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=hmbdLxAmNhh-waHl&t=3817
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=NFYrsv_6mEixlSUB&t=4787
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During the presentation on FanDuel’s Responsible Gaming Tool Usage in Massachusetts, 
Commissioner Skinner asked Senior Director Cahill if she had any comparative statistics from 
last quarter to reflect the increase in tool usage. Senior Director Cahill stated that the numbers 
present on the slide were reflective of the increase and noted that it was a small increase.  
 

VI. Penn Sports Interactive (2:11:39) 
 
The Commission reconvened after a short break. A roll call was taken, and all four of the 
commissioners were present.  
 
HR Director Armina Hasan and VP of Talent Acquisition and People Jimmy Tristovski 
presented Penn Sports Interactive’s Q2 2024 Quarterly Report. The presentation included the 
following topics: revenue, workforce diversity, vendor and supplier diversity, compliance, 
responsible gaming, the lottery, and community, outreach and charity. Penn Sports Interactive’s 
Q2 Report was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 98 to 115. 
 
3. Investigations and Enforcement Bureau (2:22:30) 

 
a. Update on noncompliance matters related to Temporary Category 3 Sports Wagering 

Licensee BetMGM, LLC (“BetMGM”), and discussion regarding next steps. Update 
involves results of GLI Audit of Historical Wagering Data.  

 
Enforcement Counsel Nathaniel Kennedy presented a series of noncompliance matters by 
BetMGM, LLC (“BetMGM”). He reminded the Commission that in February 2024, the IEB 
presented two matters, one involving improper wagers on player propositions in NCAA football 
and a non-compliance event involving penalty cards placed in soccer markets. Both matters were 
sent to the IEB for a full investigation and an adjudicatory hearing. After the IEB’s investigation, 
BetMGM hired Gaming Labs International (“GLI”) to conduct a full audit of their platform to 
determine if there were any other impermissible markets being offered. As a result of this audit, 
the IEB received information in June 2024 that BetMGM did offer wagers on Belarusian 
leagues. This information was presented to the Commission on August 1, 2024. Mr. Kennedy 
explained that in August 2024, the IEB was made aware of three additional noncompliance 
events.  
 
Commissioner Skinner asked if the three additional noncompliance matters were discovered 
outside of the GLI audit process. Mr. Kennedy stated that these matters were self-reported by 
BetMGM as a part of the ongoing audit on BetMGM’s platform.  
 
Mr. Kennedy presented the new noncompliance matters. The first matter involved an additional 
41 wagers on NCAA football player propositions, which brought the total amount of wagers to 
15,480. The next noncompliance matter consisted of 13 player proposition wagers on the NCAA 
Men’s basketball’s National Invitation Tournament. Mr. Kennedy stated the next noncompliance 
matter involved 12 player proposition wagers on two NCAA Women’s Elite 8 basketball games. 

https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=iruYkQumZNcDFjZP&t=7899
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=cgoj2xez5GVgEvku&t=8550
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The last matter involved 106 wagers placed on Glory Kickboxing events. He stated that the IEB 
was looking for guidance from the Commission on these matters and if they would like them to 
be included in the existing investigation into the original noncompliance matters.  
 
Commissioner Hill stated he would be fine adding the new matters into the existing 
investigation. Interim Chair Maynard, Commissioner Skinner, and Commissioner O’Brien 
shared this sentiment.  
 
The Commission reconvened after a short break. A roll call was taken, and all four of the 
commissioners were present.  
 
4. Security at the Casino Facilities (2:36:59) 

 
a. Executive Session  

 
Interim Chair Maynard read the following into the record: “The Commission anticipates that it 
will meet in executive session in accordance with G.L. c.30A, §21(a)(4), G.L. c.30A, §21(a)(7), 
and G.L. c. 23K, §21(a)(7) and 205 CMR 139.02 to discuss the use and deployment of security 
personnel or devices, or strategies with respect thereto, specifically with regard to firearms 
security at Encore Boston Harbor and Plainridge Park Casino; and to discuss the response to the 
Commission’s internal control related directive submitted by Encore Boston Harbor and 
Plainridge Park Casino, related to the same subject matter. The public session of the Commission 
meeting will not be reconvened at the conclusion of the executive session.” 
 
Commissioner Hill moved to enter an executive session on the matter and for the reasons 
articulated by the Interim Chair. Commissioner Skinner seconded this motion.  
 

Roll call vote:   
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.   
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.   
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.   
Interim Chair Maynard: Aye.   
The motion passed unanimously, 4-0.  

 
5. Commissioner Updates (2:37:08) 
 
The Commissioners had no updates to share.   
 
6. Other Business (2:37:21) 
 
Seeing and hearing no other business, the Commission entered the executive session. 
 
Transcriber’s Note: The Commission did not reconvene the public meeting session. 

https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=13rGQWfmes_n7SV5&t=9419
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=zkT7asjdizychffq&t=9428
https://www.youtube.com/live/CneqhzSiSpU?si=CzJ2to2pR3QFalhz&t=9441
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List of Documents and Other Items Used  

  
1. Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated September 30, 2024 
2. Commissioners’ Packet from October 2, 2024, meeting (posted on massgaming.com)  

  
 

https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Notification-and-Agenda-10.2.24-OPEN.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-10.2.24-OPEN.pdf
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Date/Time: July 31, 2025, 10:00 a.m.  
Place:   Massachusetts Gaming Commission   
VIA CONFERENCE CALL NUMBER: 1-646-741-5292 

PARTICIPANT CODE: 111 747 5882 
  

The Commission conducted this public meeting remotely utilizing collaboration technology. Use 
of this technology was intended to ensure an adequate, alternative means of public access to the 
Commission’s deliberations for any interested member of the public.  
  
Commissioners Present:   
  
Chair Jordan Maynard 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien   
Commissioner Bradford Hill  
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner  
Commissioner Paul Brodeur 

  
1. Call to Order (00:00) 

 
Chair Maynard called to order the 560th Public Meeting of the Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission (“Commission”). Roll call attendance was conducted, and all five commissioners 
were present for the meeting.  
 
2. Meeting Minutes  (01:12) 

 
The January 20, 2023, July 1, 2024, July 24, 2024, and July 15, 2025 public meeting minutes 
were included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 4 through 29. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur moved that the Commission approve the January 20, 2023, July 1, 2024, 
and July 24, 2024 public meeting minutes as included in the Commissioners’ packet and 
discussed here today. Commissioner Hill seconded the motion. 
 
Deputy General Counsel Jenna Hentoff noted that Commissioner Brodeur did not include 
language regarding corrections for typographical errors or other non-material matters.  

https://youtube.com/live/AkLr4C0XS4Q?feature=share
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=72
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Commissioner Brodeur moved to reconsider and offer a new motion to include the language 
stated by Deputy General Counsel Hentoff. Commissioner Hill seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur: Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 
Commissioner Brodeur moved that the Commission approve the January 20, 2023, July 1, 2024, 
and July 24, 2024 public meeting minutes as included in the Commissioners’ packet, subject to 
any necessary corrections for typographical errors or other non-material matters. Commissioner 
Hill seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Abstain. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 4-0, with one abstention.  
 
Commissioner Brodeur moved that the Commission approve the July 15, 2025 public meeting 
minutes as included in the Commissioners’ packet, subject to any necessary corrections for 
typographical errors or other non-material matters.  
 
Commissioner Skinner noted that she had proposed edits as the full extent of her comments from 
the July 15, 2025 meeting were not fully captured in the minutes. She stated that she had made 
comments regarding Encore Boston Harbor’s (“EBH”) request for a permanent waiver from the 
letter of credit requirement, where she had expressed concern regarding the ability to access the 
funds. She stated that she wanted to also include comments clarifying her statements as to why 
she believed language in 205 CMR 115.04(2) was superfluous. Commissioner Brodeur accepted 
Commissioner Skinner’s proposed amendments to the July 15, 2025 minutes. Commissioner 
O’Brien seconded Commissioner Brodeur’s motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur: Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
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3. Research and Responsible Gaming (10:34) 
 
Research Manager Dr. Bonnie Andrews explained that there was a statutory requirement to 
create an annual research agenda regarding the social and economic impacts of gambling and 
sports wagering in Massachusetts. She explained that the Social and Economic Impacts of 
Gambling in Massachusetts (“SEIGMA”) team would present two reports in this meeting. 
 

a. Presentation of report, “Sports Betting in Massachusetts: 2023 Economic Impacts 
Report”  (12:46) 
 

Thomas Peake, Research Manager of Economic and Public Policy Research from the UMass 
Donahue Institute, presented the Sports Betting in Massachusetts: 2023 Economic Impacts 
Report. Topics in the report included the following: sports wagering timeline, data sources, 
modeling strategies, in-state presence, vendor spending concentration, sports wagering’s effect 
on casino revenue, spending reallocation, job growth, and economic output. The report and 
presentation were included in the Commissioners’ packet on pages 31 through 117. 
 
Commissioner Hill noted that there was one larger operator that was headquartered in the 
Commonwealth. He asked if the 12% of sports wagering operator employees who are 
Massachusetts residents would be lowered significantly if that company moved to another state. 
Dr. Peake stated that would be correct. 
 
Chair Maynard asked if the shift in patron expenditures was coming from their entertainment 
budgets. Dr. Peake stated that was likely correct. He stated that the research used a modelling 
approach to calculate the statistics and then applied it to an economic impact model to make 
assumptions about how spending worked. He stated that most patrons were shifting spending 
from other forms of discretionary spending towards sports wagering. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur inquired about how sports wagering affected the building trades such as 
construction. Dr. Peake stated that there was not high demand on the construction industry as the 
mobile operators did not have a physical location. He stated that any change in demand to the 
construction industry would likely be due to demand leading to the construction of a new data 
center. 
 
Director of the Research and Responsible Gaming Division Mark Vander Linden stated that it 
was still the early days of sports wagering and that it was important to monitor all potential 
social and economic impacts. 
 

b. Presentation of report, “Current Trends in Gambling, Sports Betting and Problem 
Gambling in Massachusetts, 2022-2024” (42:57) 
 

Dr. Rachel Volberg, Research Professor at the University of Massachusetts Amherst and 
Principal Investigator with SEIGMA, presented the Current Trends in Gambling, Sports Betting 
and Problem Gambling in Massachusetts, 2022-2024 Report. Topics in the report included the 
following: panel survey methods, attitudes about gambling, gambling behavior, demographics of 
gamblers and sports bettors, gambling problems and harms, future directions, and 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=634
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=766
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=766
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=2577
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=2577
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recommendations. The report and presentation were included in the Commissioners’ packet on 
pages 118 through 180. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur asked how the researchers ask respondents about behaviors that are 
illegal in Massachusetts. Dr. Volberg explained that the researchers did not ask if the respondents 
were doing something illegal as that would skew data. She stated that SEIGMA checked the 
respondents’ answers against known illegal activities in Massachusetts.  
 
Commissioner Brodeur asked if there was any information regarding the lottery included in the 
research. Dr. Volberg stated that the research included multiple lottery types and scratch tickets. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur asked if the potential legalization of iGaming being considered by the 
Massachusetts Legislature would exacerbate the issues identified with online sports wagering. 
Dr. Volberg stated that there was evidence from other jurisdictions that introducing iGaming 
leads to increases in gambling problems. Director Vander Linden stated that there was an 
upcoming study on the potential social impacts of iGaming if it is legalized in Massachusetts. 
 
Director Vander Linden stated that researching new forms of gambling helped to establish a 
baseline and monitor gambling behaviors. He stated that this early insight informed policy and 
where to direct resources. 
 
4. Sports Wagering Division (1:16:36) 

 
 a. House Rules Update  

 
I. Fanatics  

 
Sports Wagering Compliance and Operations Manager Andrew Steffen presented proposed 
amendments to Fanatics’ House Rules. The proposed amendments to Fanatics’ House Rules 
were included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 181 through 182. 
 
Operations Manager Steffen stated that the sports wagering division had no issues with the 
proposed changes and recommended approval of the house rules. 
 
Commissioner Hill moved that the Commission approve the update to Fanatics’ House Rules as 
included in the Commissioners’ Packet and discussed here today. Commissioner Brodeur 
seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=4596
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5. Legal (1:20:11) 
 

a. 205 CMR 239.07: Audit of Operator Operations by Commission – Discussion and 
Review of Regulation Amendment and Small Business Impact Statement for 
authorization to begin the promulgation process by Commission (1:20:14) 
 

Interim General Counsel Justin Stempeck presented proposed amendments to 205 CMR 239.07. 
A memorandum, redline of 205 CMR 239.07, and Small Business Impact Statement were 
included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 183 through 187.  
 
Chief of Sports Wagering Carrie Torrisi stated that the amended regulation would give the 
Commission discretion as to what the audit would look like each year. Commissioner Hill stated 
that this change made sense. Chair Maynard stated that the change would give the Commission 
latitude in deciding how it wanted to perform the audit. Commissioner Brodeur stated that the 
Commission would be able to use this discretion to drill down into areas of need identified by the 
staff. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur moved that the Commission approve the Small Business Impact 
Statement and the draft of 205 CMR 239.07 included in the Commissioners’ Packet and 
discussed here today, and further, that staff be authorized to take the steps necessary to file the 
required documentation with the Secretary of the Commonwealth to begin the regulation 
promulgation process. Commissioner Hill seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 

b. 205 CMR 3.11: General Rules & 205 CMR 3.14: Licenses, Registrations and Fees for 
Participants in Racing – Discussion and Review of Regulation Amendments and Small 
Business Impact Statement for authorization to begin the promulgation process by 
Commission (1:24:52) 

 
Associate General Counsel Judith Young presented proposed amendments to 205 CMR 3.11 and 
205 CMR 3.14. A memorandum, redlines of 205 CMR 3.11 and 3.14, and Small Business Impact 
Statement were included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 188 through 194. 
 
Counsel Young stated that, if approved to begin the promulgation process by the Commission, 
the regulation would have to go to the Massachusetts Legislature for 60 days and would not take 
effect until after the close of the 2025 racing season. She stated that the amended regulations 
would go into effect for the 2026 racing season. 
 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=4811
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=4814
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=4814
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=4814
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5092
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5092
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5092
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5092
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Commissioner Hill moved that the Commission approve the Small Business Impact Statement 
and the drafts of 205 CMR 3.11 & 205 CMR 3.14 included in the Commissioners’ Packet and 
discussed here today, and further, that staff be authorized to take the steps necessary to file the 
required documentation with the Legislature and Secretary of the Commonwealth to begin the 
regulation promulgation process. Commissioner Skinner seconded the motion 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 

c. 205 CMR 248.12: Account Withdrawals – Discussion and Review of Regulation 
Amendment and Small Business Impact Statement for authorization to begin the 
promulgation process by Commission (1:28:11) 

 
Staff Attorney Autumn Birarelli presented proposed amendments to 205 CMR 248.12. A 
memorandum, redline of 205 CMR 248.12, and Small Business Impact Statement were included 
in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 195 through 206. 
 
Commissioner Hill asked if this regulation was before the Commission for a vote for initial 
promulgation. Attorney Birarelli stated that was correct. 
 
Commissioner Skinner moved that the Commission approve the Small Business Impact 
Statement and the draft of 205 CMR 248.12 included in the Commissioners’ Packet and 
discussed here today, and further, that staff be authorized to take the steps necessary to file the 
required documentation with the Secretary of the Commonwealth to begin the regulation 
promulgation process. Commissioner Hill seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 

6. Community Affairs Division (1:42:46) 
 

a. Modifications to CMF Grants (1:42:51) 
 

I. City of Springfield Parking Authority 2020 Grant  
 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5291
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5291
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=5291
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=6166
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=6171
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Chief of the Community Affairs Division Joe Delaney presented a proposed modification of the 
City of Springfield’s Parking Authority Grant from 2020. A memorandum regarding the 
modification to the City of Springfield Parking Authority 2020 Grant was included in the 
Commissioners’ Packet on pages 210 through 211. 
 
Commissioner Hill moved that the Commission approve a modification of the FY 2020 
Community Mitigation Fund grant to the City of Springfield by authorizing the reallocation of 
$300,000 towards funding for capital improvement costs associated with the Columbus Center 
parking garage as included in the Commissioners’ Packet and discussed here today. 
Commissioner Brodeur seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 

II. Town of Saugus 2022 Public Safety Grant (1:47:24) 
 
Chief Delaney presented a proposed modification to the Town of Saugus’s 2022 Public Safety 
Grant. A memorandum regarding the modification to the Town of Saugus 2022 Public Safety 
Grant was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on page 209. He noted that while the costs 
associated with the new project were estimated to be $107,400, the review team recommended 
reallocating the total amount of $187,000 to allow for any unanticipated expenses. 
 
Commissioner Skinner expressed concern that the project costs were only $107,000 and that the 
additional $80,000 cushion in the reallocation might be excessive. Chief Delaney noted that 
these funds are not awarded up front and that they are paid out as reimbursements. 
Commissioner Hill stated that in reviewing local construction costs, he had seen several projects 
coming as much as $60,000 over budget. He stated that he shared Commissioner Skinner’s 
concerns but that he did not want to have the Town of Saugus have to return repeatedly to 
request that more funds be allocated. 
 
Commissioner Hill moved that the Commission approve a modification of the FY 2022 
Community Mitigation Fund grant to the Town of Saugus by authorizing the reallocation of 
$187,000 towards funding for public safety costs associated with crosswalk beacons along the 
Northern Strand Community Trail as included in the Commissioners’ Packet and discussed here 
today. Commissioner O’Brien seconded the motion 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=6444
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Chair Maynard:  Aye. 
The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  

 
III. Attorney General’s Office FY2026 Grant (1:53:20) 

 
Chief Delaney presented the proposed grant modification to the Attorney General’s Office 
FY2026 Grant. A memorandum regarding the modification of the Attorney General’s Office 
FY2026 Grant was included in the Commissioners’ Packet on pages 207 through 208. 
 
Commissioner Hill moved that the Commission approve a modification of the FY 2026 
Community Mitigation Fund grant to the Attorney General’s Office by authorizing an increase in 
the grant amount from $259,800 to a total of $280,400 to allow for funding for indirect costs 
associated with the Federal Grant Administrative costs as included in the Commissioners’ Packet 
and discussed here today. Commissioner Skinner seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye.  
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  
 
Commissioner Maynard stated that the next agenda items was to be held in executive session and 
that the Commission did not anticipate returning to the public meeting. He stated that he would 
take the agenda items out of order to discuss Commissioner updates and other business before 
entering the executive session. 
 

7. Executive Session Minutes (1:58:43) 
 
Chair Maynard stated that the Commission anticipated that it would meet in executive session to 
review minutes from previous executive sessions as their discussion at an open meeting may 
frustrate the intended purpose for which the executive session was convened, pursuant to G.L. c. 
30A, § 21(a)(4) and (7) and c. 4, § 7(26)(n): September 18, 2023; and G.L. c. 30A, § 21(a)(7) 
and c. 4, § 7(26)(n): February 7, 2024. 
 
Commissioner Brodeur moved that the Commission enter executive session on the matter and for 
the reasons just articulated by the Chair. Commissioner Skinner seconded the motion. 
 

Roll call vote:  
Commissioner O’Brien: Aye.  
Commissioner Hill:  Aye. 
Commissioner Skinner: Aye.  
Commissioner Brodeur:         Aye. 
Chair Maynard:  Aye. 

The motion passed unanimously 5-0.  

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=6800
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=7123
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Chair Maynard reiterated that the meeting would end in executive session and that the 
Commission would not return for the public meeting session.  
 

8. Commissioner Updates (1:57:32) 
 
Chair Maynard stated that himself, Executive Director Dean Serpa, and Commissioner Brodeur 
had gone to the Revere Beach International Sand Sculpting Festival. He explained that some 
grant funds were allocated towards public safety for that event. He expressed that it was amazing 
to see how the funds were spent and that the communities were always creative in developing 
ways to use the funds. 
 
There were no further Commissioner updates. 
 

9. Other Business (1:58:34) 
 

Hearing no further business, the Commission entered the executive session. 
 
Transcriber’s Note: The Commission entered the executive session at 12:07 PM and did not 
reconvene the public meeting session. 
 

List of Documents and Other Items Used  
  

1. Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated July 29, 2025 
2. Commissioners’ Packet from the July 31, 2025, meeting (posted on massgaming.com)  

 

https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=7052
https://youtu.be/AkLr4C0XS4Q?t=7114
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Notice-and-Agenda-7.31.25-OPEN.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-7.31.25-OPEN.pdf


 
 

 
 

 

TO: Chair Maynard, Commissioners O’Brien, Hill, Skinner, and Brodeur  

FROM: Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and Responsible Gaming,                
Bonnie Andrews, Deputy Director of Research and Responsible Gaming 

 

CC: Dean Serpa, Executive Director  

DATE: September 4, 2025  

RE: Sports Betting Among Young Adults in Massachusetts 

The Expanded Gaming Act enshrines the role of research in understanding the social and economic 
effects and mitigating the negative consequences of casino gambling in Massachusetts. To this end, with 
the advice of the Gaming Policy Advisory Committee, the Commission is charged with carrying out an 
annual research agenda to comprehensively assess the impacts of casino gambling in Massachusetts.  
Specifically, M.G.L. Chapter 23K §71 directs the research agenda to examine the social and economic 
effects of expanded gambling and to obtain scientific information relative to the neuroscience, 
psychology, sociology, epidemiology, and etiology of gambling.  M.G.L. Chapter 23N §23 further expands 
this research agenda to encompass sports wagering. 

To fulfill this broad statutory mandate, the Commission identified eight key areas of research: social, 
economic, public safety, the Massachusetts Gambling Impact Cohort study, data sharing, sports 
wagering, responsible gaming program evaluation, and community-engaged research. The objective of 
community-engaged research is to understand and address the impact of casino gambling and sports 
wagering in Massachusetts communities. The specific research topic or question is developed by the 
community through a community-driven process.   

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission funded NORC at the University of Chicago, in partnership with 
Gemini Research, in 2023 to increase understanding of sports betting among young adults in 
Massachusetts. The study used a community-engaged research approach to understand the social and 
public health impacts of legalized sports betting among young adults ages 18 to 25 in Massachusetts. 

Attached are the brief report and the presentation.  

 
 



Sports Betting among Young Adults in 
Massachusetts: 

Views, Behaviors, Impacts, and Recommendations

Research Methods 

This study is funded by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, an organization 
that funds studies to assess the impact of gambling in Massachusetts. 

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
(MGC) funded NORC at the University of 
Chicago (NORC), in partnership with 
Gemini Research, in 2023 to increase 
understanding of sports betting among 
young adults in Massachusetts.

The study used a community-engaged 
research approach to understand the 
social and public health impacts of 
legalized sports betting among young 
adults, ages 18 to 25, in Massachusetts. 

Overview Research Questions

What are the social, economic, and 
health impacts of the legalization of 
sports betting on young adults in 
Massachusetts? 

How has legalized sports betting 
affected young adults’ awareness, 
attitudes, and perceptions of gambling? 

What policies or programs may mitigate 
negative effects and/or support the well-
being of young adults who sports bet? 

Community engagement:
• Engaged young adults, advocates, and 

others to serve as collaborators as part 
of a Community Advisory Board (CAB). 

• Trained two young adults from the 
community to serve as interviewers.

• Collaborated with CAB members and 
community interviewers to interpret and 
validate key findings.

Qualitative Data Collection (2024-
2025):
• 12 interviews with experts
• 39 interviews with young adults

Of the 39 young adults who 
participated in interviews:

• 69% previously bet on sports.

• 51% ages 21-25; 49% 18-20.

• 56% identify as female, 41% 
as male, 3% preferred not to 
answer.

• 62% identify as White, 18% as 
Asian, 8% as Black or African 
American, 8% as Hispanic or 
Latino, 5% as multiracial.



Sports Betting among Young Adults in 
Massachusetts

Young Adult Sports Betting Views and Behaviors

This study is funded by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, an organization 
that funds studies to assess the impact of gambling in Massachusetts. 

Sports betting is okay in moderation.

✓ Increases social connectedness
✓ Increases engagement with sports 
✓ Can generate income

Sports betting is harmful in excess.

x Promotes addiction 
x Can lead to mental health challenges 
x Can cause financial loss 

Young adults hold both positive and negative views on sports betting, 
depending on the circumstance.  

Most bet casually.

• From “every few months” to 1x/year.
• Standard bets range from $0.50 - $10. 
• Only during championship games.

A few bet frequently. 

• From every day to at least 1x/week.
• Standard bets range from $50 - $100. 

“Right now, it's slowed down, but once 
March Madness starts…the bigger 
events, around those times, you tend 
to bet more.”  

Some bet more often based on sport seasons.

• More consistently during the NFL and NBA.
• More frequent betting was not tied to 

increases in the amount they bet. 

“It's sinking a lot more money into a black hole than [young adults] would normally… that 
being said, it definitely does offer some interesting entertainment and social 
interactions, especially around watch parties for sports games.” 

• Most use DraftKings, FanDuel, and 
BetMGM. 

• Many choose apps based on promotions 
and usability.

• Some use bookies or informal channels via 
third parties, including “informal bets” with 
friends and families.

Many participants believe that sports betting attracts individuals who identify 
as male, young adults, college students, and college athletes. 

Most participants engage in sports betting infrequently, wagering less than 
$10. A few engage more frequently and wager large amounts.

The majority of young adults who bet on sports use online platforms and bet 
on a range of sports, most commonly football and basketball. 
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Sports Betting among Young Adults in 
Massachusetts

Young Adult Sports Betting Impacts and Recommendations

This study is funded by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, an organization 
that funds studies to assess the impact of gambling in Massachusetts. 

Young Adult and Expert Recommendations

Launch public educational 
campaigns to increase awareness 
of problem gambling.

Restrict or regulate vendor 
advertisements that promote 
sports betting. 

Increase number and promotion of 
resources to support sports 
betters and young adults 
experiencing problem gambling. 

Advertising targets young adults primarily through social media, mobile 
app, podcasts, and streaming services.

• All participants suggested ads target young adults, “sports enthusiasts,” and men.
• Campus “culture” and word of mouth facilitate betting on university campuses. 
• “Free money,” bonus bets promotions, and incorporating gambling into watching sports 

has “normalized” gambling and betting on sports.
• Mobile apps make it “easy to gamble.”

Legalization of sports betting and advertisements have increased young 
adult awareness, access, and participation in sports betting.

• Changed engagement and social interaction around sports through legal channels.
• Increased risk of problem gambling and young adult financial risk.
• Enhanced state revenue from taxable gambling. 

Awareness of efforts to address the negative effects of sports betting are 
limited to the Massachusetts Problem Gambling Helpline and disclaimers.

• Vendor initiatives and changes to sports betting policies and regulations are needed to 
protect people from sports betting harms.

Implement responsible gambling 
initiatives tailored to young adults 
to shift conversations towards 
responsible sports betting.
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4BACKGROUND  :  SPORTS BETTING

Background on Sports Betting in 
Massachusetts

• Sports betting was legalized in Massachusetts in August 2022, 
effective March 2023, for adults 21 and older

• $772 million was spent on sports wagering in Massachusetts as 
of March 2025, with $52 million in taxable gaming revenue 

– Online wagering accounted for nearly 99% of the total spent on sports 
wagering

• While a 2023 national NCAA study found that 58% of 18–22-year-
olds have engaged in sports betting, there is limited data on sports 
betting among young adults in Massachusetts 

– On college campuses, 70% of students reported placing bets

References: https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MGC-Revenue-Report-March-2025.pdf; 
https://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/research/wagering/Apr2023NCAA_WageringKeyFindings.pdf; 

https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MGC-Revenue-Report-March-2025.pdf
https://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/research/wagering/Apr2023NCAA_WageringKeyFindings.pdf


5BACKGROUND  :  STUDY OVERVIEW

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission  
(MGC) funded NORC to conduct a community-
engaged research study to assess:

• The social, economic, and health impacts of the legalization of sports 
betting on young adults in Massachusetts

• How legalized sports betting affects sports betting among young adults, 
including their attitudes about gambling and its effects on public health, 
well-being, comorbidity with problem gambling, social inclusion, and 
financial impact 

• What policies or programs may mitigate negative effects and/or support 
the well-being of young adults participating in sports betting

References: https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MGC-Revenue-Report-January-2025.pdf ; 
https://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/research/wagering/Apr2023NCAA_WageringKeyFindings.pdf; 

https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MGC-Revenue-Report-January-2025.pdf
https://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/research/wagering/Apr2023NCAA_WageringKeyFindings.pdf


6BACKGROUND  :  PRIOR MGC-FUNDED STUDIES

This study builds on prior MGC-funded studies 

• The Social and Economic Impacts of Gambling in 
Massachusetts (SEIGMA) study has documented the social and 
economic impacts of casino gambling at the regional and state 
levels, including changes in gambling behavior, attitudes, and 
problem gambling prevalence.  

• A separate SEIGMA report found that sports bettors in 
Massachusetts were more likely than non-sports gamblers to be 
male, under the age of 35, white, have a Bachelor’s degree or 
higher, and to be employed.

• The Encore Community Perspectives Study examined the effects 
of casino gambling on communities near the Casino and found 
that casinos may have disproportionate effects on their 
surrounding communities. 

https://www.umass.edu/seigma/
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/SEIGMA-Sports-Betting-Impacts-Report-9.8.22-1.pdf
https://massgaming.com/research/community-perspectives-on-encore-boston-harbor-casino/
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8METHODS  :  COMMUNITY-ENGAGED RESEARCH

The study’s approach is based on NORC’s Community-Engaged 
Research Framework

Community engaged-research approach:

• Co-developed research questions,  study design, and study 
materials with a Community Advisory Board (CAB)

• Recruited ant trained 2 young adult community interviewers to 
facilitate peer-to-peer discussion and make it more comfortable 
for participants to share about a commonly stigmatized topic.

• Conducted participatory analysis with the CAB and community 
interviewers

Benefits of a community-engaged research approach: 

Enhances capacity for research; ensures research is culturally and 
logistically appropriate; improves validity, relevance, interpretability, 
and contextualization of findings; and enhances the use of the data 
to create behavioral, social, services, or policy change.​



9METHODS  :  CAB

CAB members are young adults and/or individuals engaged with 
the topic area in Massachusetts. They bring mixed perspectives, 
experiences, and attitudes about sports betting.

25%

33%

50%

50%

50%

67%

75%

92%

42%

42%

17%

17%

42%

25%

17%

33%

25%

33%

33%

8%

8%

8%

8%

Increase drug use

Increase unhealthy alcohol use

Increase illegal sports betting

Increase sense of community

Increase social inequities

Increase overall stress levels

Worsen mental health

Increase problem gambling

CAB Perspectives and Attitudes on Sports Betting (n=13)*

Agree Neutral Disagree

*Data collected via a survey to 13 CAB members on their agreement with 
statements about how the legalization of sports betting in Massachusetts 
affects young adults.



10METHODS  :  DATA COLLECTION

Interviews with key informants and community-led 
interviews young adults.

Formative Key Informant Interviews

• Engaged sports betting vendors and subject matter experts

• Provided context on young adult sports betting in Massachusetts

Young Adult Semi-Structured Interviews

• Provided an in-depth and contextualized understanding of the 
social, economic, and public health impacts of legalized sports 
betting among young adults in Massachusetts

• 39 participants: 19 recruited via the CAB and social media 
outreach and 20 via a market research company

• Eligibility: Age 18 to 25 and live or study in MA 



11METHODS  : STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS

Strengths and Limitations of the Study

Strengths

• Offers an in-depth and contextualized 
understanding of the impacts of the 
legalization of sports betting on young 
adults in Massachusetts

• Provides broader perspectives and 
deeper understanding about the 
implications, patterns, unintended 
consequences, and how they interact 
with the community

Limitations

• The perspectives on the legalization of 
sports betting in Massachusetts would 
not necessarily generalize to other 
contexts or at different moments in time 
nor are they representative of the general 
population of young adults 

• There may be unique resources, 
community features, or local policies that 
influence the impacts of legalization of 
sports betting on young adults. 

margin
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14FINDINGS  :  STUDY PARTICIPANTS

Key informant interviews included 13 vendors 
and subject matter experts.

Interviewees

• 8 MA-licensed sports betting vendor (online and/or in-person) staff 

• 5 subject matter experts (e.g., researchers, staff at organizations 
with a gambling focus, young adult serving clinicians, etc.)

Mix of local and national expertise

• 5 were Massachusetts-specific, meaning the focus of their work 
was concentrated in Massachusetts 

• 8 remaining operate within a national or international perspective



15FINDINGS  :  STUDY PARTICIPANTS

Bet on sports

• 31% do not bet on 
sports

Are ages 21-25

• 49% are ages 18-
20

Identify as White

• 18% as Asian

• 8% as Black or African 
American

• 8% as Hispanic/ Latino

• 5% as 2+ races

Identify as female

• 41% identify as 
male

• 3% prefer not to 
answer

Community interviews included 39 young adults.

69% 51% 62% 56%



16FINDINGS  :  STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The 39 young adult participants live throughout the state of 
Massachusetts. 

Participants by Region 
(39 total)

Boston 
Burlington
Cambridge
Chelmsford
Danvers
Framingham
Gloucester
Grafton
Medford 
New Bedford
Newton

North Attleboro
North Reading 
Northborough 
Peabody
Saugus
Somerville
South Hadley
Walpole
Waltham
Williamsburg
Wilmington

22 cities represented, including:



17FINDINGS  :  STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The content presented in this slide deck are preliminary findings based on 
an analysis of the 13 key informant interviews and 39 interviews with 
young adults 

margin

When describing findings based on the interviews with 39 young adults, we specify that those views are 
from young adults and use the following descriptive language to provide a sense of the approximate 
number of young adult participants with the relevant perspectives and themes in our findings: 

Descriptor Approximate Number of Participants Approximate Percentage of Participants

Few <6 0-15%

Several 7-12 18%-33%

Some 14-24 36%-62%

Many 25-34 65%-88%

Most 35+ 89% - 100%



Young Adult Views on Sports Betting and 
Betting Behaviors



19KEY FINDINGS  :  VIEWS ON SPORTS BETTING

Young adult views on sports betting were mixed; many held both positive 
and negative viewpoints depending on the circumstances.

Sports betting is okay in moderation

• Bolsters social connectedness

• Increases engagement with sporting events

• Can generate income

Sports betting is harmful in excess 

• Promotes addiction

• Can lead to mental health challenges

• Can cause financial loss

A few were neutral

“It's sinking a lot more money into a black hole than they would normally be…that being said, it 
definitely does offer…some interesting entertainment and social interactions, especially 
around watch parties for sports games.”  



20KEY FINDINGS  :  SPORTS BETTING BEHAVIORS

Most young adults engage in sports betting infrequently, wagering less 
than $10. A few engage more frequently and wager large amounts.

Most engage in sports betting casually

• From “every few months” to once a year 

• Standard bets range from $0.50 - $10 

• Only during championship games (e.g., 
Superbowl, March Madness)

• Engagement is motivated by friends, family

Some bet more frequently during specific 
seasons 

• More consist during NFL and NBA seasons 

• They do not increase the amount they bet 

A few bet at least once per week and wager 
more than $50 

• From every day to at least once per week

• Standard bets range from $50 - $100 
“Right now, it's slowed down, but once 
March Madness starts…the bigger events, 
around those times, you tend to bet more.”  
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The majority of young adults who bet on sports use online platforms and   
bet on a range of sports, but most primarily bet on football and basketball. 

Primarily through online/mobile platforms 
and peer-to-peer

• Most frequently DraftKings, FanDuel, BetMGM, 
and PrizePicks

• Choose apps based on promotions, usability 

• A few use “informal” bets with friends 

• Some use bookies

Young adults bet on a range of sports 

• Mainly football and basketball

– Other sports include baseball, hockey, MMA, 
UFC, soccer, tennis, golf, and Formula 1

• Betting behavior varies by season and event 
(e.g., Olympics, World Cup)

“Recently, DraftKings and FanDuel have made [sports betting] a lot more easily accessible. At 
big sports games...people will have their phones open and will be watching their parlays...and 
keeping track of that during the game.”  
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Young adults also 
engage in other 
gambling-related or 
gateway activities.

Prior to sports betting, young adults were engaging in online 
poker 

Other popular activities include fantasy sports

• Fantasy football growing due to lower barriers to entry and less 
regulation.

“We go to Casino on special 
occasions, if it's someone's birthday…  
we don't go… on a regular basis.”

“If it's my birthday, I do a scratch 
ticket, or if somebody gifts me a 
scratch ticket for a special occasion, 
I'll do it… I've gone to the casino...but 
nothing on a regular basis.”

More Frequent Less Frequent 

“All my guy friends pretty much 
take part in fantasy football and 
then gambling pretty often. We 
have Encore, which is the closest 
casino, and so they go there 
maybe once every two weeks. I 
think gambling is a big thing. Even 
on random nights, we'll play poker 
and put in some money.” 
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Many participants believe that sports betting attracts individuals who 
identify as male, young adults, college students, and college athletes.

Perceptions that:

• Individuals who identify as male are “more into sports” 

• Targeted ads resonate most closely with young adults

• Sports betting more prevalent on campus, among college athletes 

Young adults were sports betting prior to its legalization

• 18-to-20-year-olds are sports betting despite age restrictions

• Loopholes when it is not legal or underage:

– Traveling to other states where sports betting is legal

– Using parents’ names, fake IDs, or VPNs

– Offshore website or bookies

Among our young adult 
study participants:*

• 100% of male-identifying 
(n=16/16) participants 
reported they have 
previously bet on sports, 
compared to 50% (n=11/22) 
of female-identifying 
participants#

• 68% of underage (18-20) 
young adult participants 
noted they have previously 
bet on sports

*  From Eligibility Screener; #1 individual responded “prefer not to answer” in the screener question about their gender



Advertisements
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Sports betting 
advertising is targeting 
young adults primarily 
through social media 
platforms, mobile 
apps, podcasts, and 
streaming services.

Commonly reported advertisement mediums include:

• TV ads, especially while watching sports

• Social media (e.g., Instagram, X, TikTok, YouTube)

• Non-sports betting apps

• Subway ads (“redline”) and billboards

• Podcasts

• “Online promotion” (e.g., memes)

• Bars that show sports

“If you're watching any game on ESPN, I could be watching the NBA, there's just FanDuel 
things, promotions on the bottom, or it's even Sunday Night Football on NBC, they have on the 
sides, their picks for the day on sponsored by DraftKings.” 
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Both male and female participants suggested ads target young 
adults, “sports enthusiasts,” and men. 

Ads target young people and men

• Men are “majority… who watch sports”

• Ads are “masculine,” “bolder colors,” and “darker, black-green vibe”

• People in ads are usually young men

• Ads use celebrities and influencers to promote sports betting

• Vendor street teams go to major sporting events, festivals, colleges 
to encourage people to sign up in person 

• KII participants split on whether communications focus on young 
adults as an audience

“I think it tends to be more 
masculine appearing, the 
advertisements, with bolder 
colors and visuals and 
stuff... Also, I never really 
see any ads for betting on 
women's sports.” 
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Campus “culture” and 
word of mouth 
facilitate betting on 
college campuses. 

Direct ads on campus are not prevalent but word of mouth 
and peers make betting part of campus culture

• Direct advertising on campuses is not prevalent

• Word of mouth between friends or peers is prevalent

• Exposure is higher at college/since starting college

• “Prevalent on online platforms that exist within college campus 
culture”

• One student from a D-1 school talked about athletic events 
sponsored by sports betting companies

“You're bound… to have at least one friend that gambles… because a lot of times these kids or 
college students, they only talk about how much they've won and not how much they've lost. 
So, you only hear the good parts of it and that hooks you in, and you want to gamble, too. I 
think in college students, it's mainly word of mouth and seeing your friends also gamble.”  
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“Free money” and 
bonus bets promotions 
and incorporating 
gambling into 
watching sports has 
“normalized” gambling, 
apps make it “easy to 
gamble.”

Promotions encourage first-time users to create accounts 

• These promotions feel like lower stake bets that target 
“vulnerable” people

• Some apps (e.g., Fliff) give you a free dollar a day (in “coins”)

– People under 21 using it as entry to gambling

Sports betting on phone apps makes it easier to gamble

Algorithms and viral posts also promote sports betting 

• More advertising when game days are coming

• Viral posts that are undisclosed “gambling ads” (e.g., Stake) 

“I don't know if you're familiar with bonus bets but it's not your money. You can [bet] it on only 
things that they want you to put it on so it's almost just like, ‘Hey, we'll give you this $200, but 
you're probably not going to actually get $200. You're just going to make an account with us.’”



Impacts
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Legalization of sports betting may increase awareness about, access 
to, and participation in sports betting, including among young adults.

Increases awareness

• There was awareness prior to legalization, but 
legalization has increased awareness due to 
advertisements and word of mouth

• Young adults have mixed levels of awareness 
of age restrictions; among those who were not 
aware are a mix of bettors and non-bettors

Increases access and participation

• More young people, athletes, young men 
engaging in sports betting

• Phone apps/online betting increase the 
accessibility and frequency of sports betting

• Normalizes sports betting because people are 
exposed to and talking about it more

“I personally wouldn't have even thought to [bet on sports] if it wasn't legalized in Mass… But, 
because it's easily accessible on my phone and someone who's already done it before showed 
me how to use it, I felt more comfortable doing it.”
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Positive impacts: 
Legalization of sports 
betting increases 
engagement with 
sports, social 
interaction, state 
revenue, and regulation 
of the market. 

Increases sports engagement and brings people together

• Having a stake in the outcome increases engagement

• Promotes “bonding” and “connecting” over watching sports

Provides state with revenue to reinvest in the local economy

Steers people away from the sports betting “black market” 
due to regulation and protections through legal avenues

Technology facilitates evaluation of gambling habits

Normalization reduces stigma, provides opportunities for 
conversations around responsible gambling

“I never had an interest in sports until I started betting on sports... but if you have money in it, 
you're going to be paying attention to the game, you're going to be a lot more interested... I 
tend to pay attention more. My friends tend to pay attention more.” 
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Negative impacts: Normalization of sports betting results in young 
adults wasting money and increases the risk of problem gambling. 

Young adults believe they are “wasting 
money,” but not to financial ruin

• “Easier” to accrue debt: electronic payment 
options mean many use lines of credit 

• Instant and constant nature of online betting 
allows for rapid and high-volume bet 
placement

– Frequency and speed of online betting may appeal 
to the underdeveloped pre-frontal cortex of young 
adults, which manages impulse control functions

• Money loss can increase disappointment, 
anger, frustration, stress

Young adults recognize the risk for 
problem gambling but believe they and 
their friends gamble responsibly

• Some have family or friends who have 
experienced problem gambling, financial loss, 
and/or loss of relationships

• Relative newness of online betting means 
limited infrastructure exists to detect problem 
betting or “younger” bettors

• Normalization of sports betting can increase 
risk of problem gambling
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Awareness among 
young adults of 
programs mitigating 
potential harms of 
sports betting are 
limited to hot lines and 
disclaimers.

Some young adults split were aware of available resources 
or programs, while some were not aware

• Reported awareness is limited to disclaimers and helplines, and 
some questioned their effectiveness

Most young adults believe that responsibility for mitigating 
harms lie with multiple entities

• Government and vendors were commonly cited as key entities, 
followed by communities, colleges, and individuals

Vendors Government/ 
Policymakers

IndividualsCommunity Colleges/ 
Universities

“Start at the source with the sports betting platforms. I think, 
while it is beneficial for them to have more customers and to 
have people get really excited and place larger bets, I think 
that is kind of irresponsible, and there's a need for them to 
promote safety and mindfulness when you're sports betting.” 
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Participants recommended that vendor initiatives and changes to sports 
betting policies and regulations could protect people from sports betting 
harms. More specific participant recommendations include: 

Vendor initiatives

• Apps/vendors should include disclaimers, 
warnings, and other features that limit losses 
and provide resources

• Online betting platforms’ offer potential to 
investigate and document how young adults 
engage with apps to help develop tailored and 
responsive responsible gaming initiatives 

Policies and regulations

• Regulations and protections oversight beyond 
betting vendors themselves are needed 

– Lack of federal regulations and/or oversight defaults 
to state policy, which is variable

• Some young adults recommended banning 
sports betting overall, banning online sports 
betting, and/or increasing age requirements

“[Sports betting apps] should have some notification if and when you are down on a lot of 
money, I'd say it has to set some limit… I see a lot of sports betting apps that will limit you if 
you've won a lot, which is part of their model, but there has to be something on the other end 
where it's limiting you because of how much you're losing. I feel like that's fair.” 
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Participants 
recommended that 
responsible gaming 
initiatives targeted at 
young adults could be 
implemented to shift 
sports betting 
conversations towards 
help-seeking and 
harms of gambling.

Increase number and promotion of resources to support 
sports bettors and people experiencing problem gambling

• Resources should be available everywhere, including on sports 
betting apps, college campuses, and government websites

Launch public educational initiatives to increase awareness 
and education around sports betting and how to gamble 
responsibly

• Initiatives could include public educational announcements 
(PSAs), similar to anti-smoking campaigns

• Increase education and awareness around financial literacy, 
sports betting, and potential risks and negative effects

Responsible gaming initiatives through Prevention, 
Education, Treatment, Enforcement, Research

Restrict or regulate vendor ads on sports betting
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Young adults are engaging in sports betting and it is becoming increasingly 
normalized. More interventions are needed to address potential harms. 

Concerns about the frequency of betting, 
speed of plays, types of bets, bet sizes

• Access is 24/7 on online platforms

• Anything that can be measured or monitored 
about performance can be monetized 

Sports betting is fast-paced and ever-
evolving, making it difficult to evaluate

• But technology/online platforms can 
potentially provide rich sources of data for 
evaluation and to design interventions

Young adults do not seem to view sports 
betting as gambling

• Need for sports betting-specific resources 

• Strengthen/identify its connection to gambling

Advertising is prevalent, and seems to 
focus on males and young adults

• Policies/regulations needed around ads

Initiatives should focus on Prevention, 
Education, Treatment, Enforcement, and 
Research



39DISCUSSION  :  NEXT STEPS

Next Steps: Study Activities

• Continued CAB and community engagement, including participatory analysis of additional 
data collection findings

• Data collection

• In-depth interviews with adult mentors 

• Focus groups with young adults ages 18 to 25. Potential options (pending CAB feedback) include 
focus groups with: young adults who frequently engage in sports betting; college athletes who 
frequently engage in sports betting; underage sports bettors (ages 18 to 20)

• Deliverables

• Final report summarizing findings across years and including recommendations

• Updated plain-language snapshot of findings

• Updated PowerPoint Presentation
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TO: Chair Maynard, Commissioners O’Brien, Hill, Skinner, and Brodeur  

FROM: Mark Vander Linden, Director of Research and Responsible Gaming,                
Bonnie Andrews, Deputy Director of Research and Responsible Gaming 

 

CC: Dean Serpa, Executive Director  

DATE: September 4, 2025  

RE: Social and Economic Research Deliverables for the FY26 Research Agenda 

The FY26 research agenda was approved by the Commission during a public meeting on June 17, 2025. 
As the MGC was engaged in a re-procurement of the social and economic research services at that time, 
the specific topics of study in these areas were not yet finalized. Following a competitive procurement 
process, on August 5, 2025, an Intent to Award letter for social and economic research was issued to the 
Boston University School of Public Health. The Commission is currently in contract negotiations with this 
apparent successful bidder, pending the Commission’s approval of a final list of FY26 deliverables. 

The design for the proposed social and economic research includes six aims. Aims 1-3 focus on the 
overall and social impacts of sports and casino gambling on individuals, families, and communities in 
Massachusetts, and Aims 4-6 focus on the economic impacts of sports wagering and casinos.  

• Aim 1 proposes to conduct a state-representative survey of Massachusetts residents to assess 
gambling attitudes, gambling behavior, problem gambling in the Commonwealth, and how these 
attitudes and behaviors have changed over time. Building on prior MGC-funded surveys, topics 
will be added such as sports wagering and AI.  

• Aim 2 proposes to conduct and analyze large-scale survey data from a key, high-risk 
demographic: MA college and university students. Data will be collected through the annually-
conducted Healthy Minds Study, to assess gambling behaviors and attitudes in a critical 
vulnerable population. The large-scale survey data will be used to understand the distribution of 
gambling behaviors and attitudes within the MA college student population. Newly added items 
on sports wagering and problem gambling will be examined as key predictors of social outcomes 
collected as part of the annual Healthy Minds Study, such as depression, anxiety, loneliness, 
academic performance, and intention to persist to graduation.  

• Aim 3 will measure gambling advertising exposure and assess its effect on problem gambling 
behavior. An objective and personalized Gambling Advertising Media Exposure (GAME) Index 
will be created by merging and analyzing MediaRadar data on gambling advertising instances on 
television with gambling behavior from the state-representative survey from Aim 1.  

• Aim 4 proposes to conduct surveillance of economic outcomes related to casino and sports 
wagering building on prior MGC-funded research. This will involve tracking trends in 
employment, income, spending, and other measures over time. Differences by geographic area 
will be assessed, where appropriate, including by city and county and for casino host cities and 



 
 

 
 

surrounding communities. Predictors of variability in these measures will be identified and key 
economic ratios over time will be estimated, such as casino employment as a share of local 
employment, wage differentials between casino and regional sectors, and the proportion of 
spending on gambling relative to total discretionary expenditures.  

• Aim 5 assesses the causal impacts of casinos on county-level employment and wages and 
municipal-level government expenditures and revenue in Massachusetts. This aim evaluates 
how casinos have shaped the local and state economy, including county-level labor markets, 
sector-specific employment trends, and municipal finances. This aim extends the surveillance in 
Aim 4 to using state-of-the-art quasi-experimental methods, such as time-varying difference-in-
differences (DiD) for estimating effects of casino openings and operation on these economic 
outcomes.  

• Aim 6 proposes to estimate the association of sports wagering with financial well-being and 
social needs using the state-representative survey of MA residents in Aim 1. Analyses will 
include comparisons across gambling categories (non-gamblers, recreational gamblers, at-risk 
gamblers, and problem gamblers), analyses examining the relationship between sports wagering 
frequency and financial/social outcomes, and assessing whether and how different gambling 
behaviors predict variation in financial well-being scores and prevalence of unmet social needs. 

Below are the proposed deliverables for the FY26 social and economic research for each study aim. 
Please note that the budget approved for the FY26 research agenda included funding for social and 
economic research and therefore remains unchanged. 

Proposed FY2026 Gaming Research Agenda: Social Research 

Study Aim Year 1 Deliverables 
Aim 1: Conduct a state-representative survey 
of Massachusetts residents to assess gambling 
attitudes, gambling behavior, problem 
gambling, and how these attitudes and 
behaviors have changed over time. 

Finalized survey with Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) approval programmed for administration, 
including multiple languages 

Aim 2: Conduct and analyze large-scale survey 
data from Massachusetts college and university 
students to assess gambling behaviors and 
attitudes and understand relationships with 
other key factors. 

Analysis of existing large-scale sports betting 
data from the most recent year of Healthy 
Minds Survey (HMS) data collection (2024-2025) 
and determination of items to include in the 
Year 2 questionnaire of HMS. 

Aim 3: Measure gambling advertising exposure 
and assess its effect on problem gambling 
behavior. 

Collection of advertising data from the 
MediaRadar database to assemble the GAME 
Index, as well as finalized list of survey items. 

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 

Proposed FY2026 Gaming Research Agenda: Economic Research 

Study Aim Year 1 Deliverable 
Aim 4: Conduct surveillance of economic 
outcomes related to casino and sports 
wagering. 

Finalized survey and economic indicators, final 
data sharing agreements, IRB approval, and 
collection of survey data 

Aim 5: Assess the impacts of casinos on county-
level employment and wages and municipal-
level government expenditures and revenue in 
Massachusetts. 

Analysis of county-level employment, 
employment composition, and wages, including 
accommodation and hospitality employment 
and wages 

Aim 6: Estimate the association of sports 
wagering with financial well-being and social 
needs using a state-representative survey of 
Massachusetts residents. 

Finalized survey with Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) approval programmed for administration, 
including multiple languages 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Chair Jordan Maynard 
  Commissioner Eileen O’Brien  
  Commissioner Bradford Hill  
  Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
  Commissioner Paul Brodeur  
 
FROM:   Diandra Franks, Enforcement Counsel, IEB  
 
CC:  Caitlin Monahan, Director, IEB 
 Kathleen Kramer, Chief Enforcement Counsel/Asst. Director, IEB 

Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel 
 

DATE:    August 28, 2025 

RE:   Sports Wagering Noncompliance Matters   

 At the September 4, 2025, Public Meeting, the IEB will be presenting the following Sports 
Wagering Noncompliance matter to the Commission: 
 

1. Caesars Sportsbook, Category 3 Sports Wagering Operator, 2025-SWN-103: This 
matter relates to Caesars offering wagering on the Maharlika Pilipinas Basketball 
League, which is an unapproved event in contravention of 205 CMR 247.01(1), 205 
CMR 247.01(2)(i) and the Massachusetts Sports Wagering Catalog.  Caesars accepted 
wagers on the Maharlika Pilipinas Basketball League from March 2, 2023, through 
March 21, 2025.  During this timeframe, Caesars accepted 1,897 wagers for total 
stakes of $307,359.71.  
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TO: Jordan Maynard, Chair 
Eileen O’Brien, Commissioner 
Brad Hill, Commissioner 
Nakisha Skinner, Commissioner 
Paul Brodeur, Commissioner 

FROM:     Carrie Torrisi, Chief of Sports Wagering Division 

DATE:      September 4, 2025 

RE:       Quarterly Reports Schedule – Possible Updates 

Commissioner Hill asked the Sports Wagering Division to provide a possible amended schedule 
for the sports wagering operators’ presentation of their quarterly reports. Please see on page two 
one possible outline of topics to be included in each quarter’s presentation. Please note that an 
asterisk indicates a new item that is not currently included in quarterly presentations.  

This is just one option, and the Sports Wagering Division will, of course, adjust the schedule and 
any aspects of the operators’ presentations in whatever way the Commission might request. 

Please note, as well, that Q2 presentations are currently scheduled for September 9th, so any 
changes made as a result of the Commission’s discussion will not be reflected in the Q2 
presentations but will be implemented for Q3. 



PLAINRIDGE PARK 
Q2 2025 REPORT



RETAIL SPORTS WAGERING REVENUE AND TAXES
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In addition to the Retail Sportsbook, Plainridge Park has 20 sports wagering kiosks.

Year Quarter

Net Sports 

Wagering Revenue

Sports Wagering 

Taxes

Q1 $1,026,537 $153,981 

Q2 $84,399 $40,705 

Q3 $938,110 $140,717 

Q4 $198,812 $60,055 

Total $2,247,858 $395,458 

Q1 $575,358 $86,304 

Q2 $1,670,953 $96,248 

Q3

Q4

Total $2,246,311 $182,552 

2024

2025



GAMING REVENUE AND TAXES

Year Quarter Net Slot Revenue State Taxes Race Horse Taxes Total Taxes

2024

Q1 $40,478,391 $16,191,357 $3,643,055 $19,834,412

Q2 $42,015,386 $16,806,154 $3,781,385 $20,587,539

Q3 $42,539,918 $17,015,967 $3,828,593 $20,844,560

Q4 $43,493,668 $17,397,467 $3,914,430 $21,311,898

Total $168,527,363 $67,410,945 $15,167,463 $82,578,409

2025

Q1 $43,494,439 $17,397,776 $3,914,500 $21,312,275

Q2 $46,342,475 $18,536,990 $4,170,823 $22,707,813

Q3

Q4

Total $89,836,914 $35,934,766 $8,085,323 $44,020,088

3



LOTTERY SALES
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Quarter 2025 2024 $ Difference % Difference

Q1 $644,925 $618,943 $25,982 4.20%

Q2 $615,801 $628,352 ($12,551) -2.00%

Q3

Q4

Total $1,260,726 $1,247,295 $13,431 1.08%



SPEND BY STATE
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$879,216   58%

$261,873 17%

$83,939 6%

$83,564 6%

$83,053 5%

$79,284 5%

$52,245 3%

$643,958   42%

Q2 2025 Total Qualified Spend By State

MASSACHUSETTS

OTHER

COLORADO

OHIO

CALIFORNIA

PENNSYLVANIA

TEXAS



LOCAL SPEND
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$812,676   93%

$54,823 6%

$10,872 1%

$399 0%
$446 0%

66539.84   7%

Q2 2025 Massachusetts vs Host & Surrounding Community Qualified Spend

MASSACHUSETTS

WRENTHAM

FOXBORO

PLAINVILLE

MANSFIELD

N. ATTLEBORO



VENDOR DIVERSITY
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21%

12%

6%

3%

24%

12%

6% 6%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

Total Diversity Spend WBE Spend MBE Spend VBE Spend

Q2 2025 vs Goal

Goal Q2 2025 Spend



DIVERSE SPEND
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Category1 Q2 2025 Q1 2025 $ Difference % Difference

WBE $190,128 $185,093 $5,035 2.72%

MBE $85,044 $86,721 ($1,677) (1.93%)

VBE $87,642 $83,407 $4,235 5.08%

Total Diverse Spend $362,815 $355,221 $7,594 2.14%

Qualified Spend $1,523,174 $1,443,960 $79,213 5.49%

1 Includes vendors that are certified in multiple diversity categories.  Spend is reported in all qualified categories.



COMPLIANCE
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Month
Prevented from Entering 

Gaming Establishment

Expired, 

Invalid, 

No ID

Fake 
ID

Weapons 

Detected

Minors 

and 

Underage 

Escorted 

from the 

Gaming 

Area

Minors and 

Underage 

found 

Gaming at 

Slot 

Machines

Minors 

and 

Underage 

Escorted 

from the 

Sports 

Wagering

Minors and 

Underage 

found 

Sports 

Wagering

Minors and 

Underage 

Consuming 

Alcoholic 

Beverages

Total
Minors

1

Underage
2

April 33 3 4 25 0 1 2 0 0 0 0

May 46 6 0 31 0 9 0 0 0 0 0

June 49 17 10 18 0 4 0 0 0 0 0

Total 128 26 14 74 0 14 2 0 0 0 0

1 Person under 18 years of age
2 Person 18-21 years of age



EMPLOYMENT1 :  ALL EMPLOYEES2
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Employee Category Percentage  Goal

Total # of 

Employees in 

Category

Q2-25 Actual 

Percentage of 

Total Employees

Q1-25 Actual 

Percentage of 

Total Employees

Diversity 15% 146 32% 31%

Veterans 2% 16 4% 4%

Women 50% 207 45% 43%

Local3 35% 141 31% 33%

MA Employees 262 58% 57%

1 All employees referenced in this slide were current as of Q2 2025
2 Total number of employees Q2 2025: 455
3 Local includes Attleboro, Foxboro, Mansfield, North Attleboro, Plainville & Wrentham

Employees Full-Time Part-Time Seasonal

Total 455 296 159 0

% of Total 100% 65% 35% 0%



EMPLOYMENT1 :  SPORTSBOOK2

11

Employee Category

Total # of 

Employees in 

Category

Actual Percentage 

of 

Total  Employees

Diversity 2 13%

Veterans 0 0%

Women 5 33%

Local3 4 27%

Full-Time 8 53%

1 All employees referenced in this slide were current as of Q2 2025
2  Total number of Sportsbook employees (does not include Sports restaurant employees) Q2 2025: 15
3 Local includes Attleboro, Foxboro, Mansfield, North Attleboro, Plainville & Wrentham



EMPLOYMENT1 :  SUPERVISOR AND ABOVE2
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Employee Category

Total # of 

Employees in 

Category

Actual Percentage 

of 

Total  Employees

Diversity 18 21%

Veterans 3 4%

Women 26 31%

1 All employees referenced in this slide were current as of Q2 2025
2  Total number of Supervisor and Above Q2 2025: 85



13





15



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chair Jordan Maynard 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien  
Commissioner Bradford Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Commissioner Paul Brodeur   

FROM:  Nathaniel Kennedy, Enforcement Counsel, IEB 

CC: Caitlin Monahan, Director, IEB 
Kathleen Kramer, Chief Enforcement Counsel/ Asst. Director, IEB 
Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel 

DATE:   August 28, 2025 

RE: Sports Wagering Noncompliance Matter 

At the September 4, 2025 Public Meeting, the IEB will be presenting the following 
Sports Wagering Noncompliance matters to the Commission:   

1. FBG Enterprises Opco, LLC, d/b/a Fanatics Betting and Gaming (“Fanatics”),
Category 3 Sports Wagering Operator, 2025-SWN-032: This matter relates to
Fanatics offering wagering on the Petr Yan versus Marcus McGhee UFC fight in
contravention of 205 CMR 247.01(1), 205 CMR 247.01(2)(i), 205 CMR 247.03(11)
and the Massachusetts Gaming Commissions Sports Wagering Catalog prohibition on
wagers placed on an individual known to represent or promote Russia. Fanatics
accepted wagers between July 4, 2025 and July 24, 2025. During this timeframe,
Fanatics accepted 154 wagers for a total stake of $1,806.76.
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TO: Chair Jordan Maynard 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Bradford Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Commissioner Paul Brodeur 

FROM:    Tom Lam – Operations & Compliance Manager, Sports Wagering 

MEMO MEETING 
DATE:      8/18/2025 DATE:     9/4/2025 

RE: Update to Caesars Sportsbook House Rules 

REGULATION BACKGROUND: 

Pursuant to 205 CMR 247.02(4), a Sports Wagering Operator shall not change or modify the 
House Rules without prior written approval of the Commission.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Caesars Sportsbook has requested changes to their Massachusetts online house rules. A full 
detailed summary of the latest updates and additions can be found in the attached redlined 
exhibit.  

The summary of changes is as follows: 

1. General Betting Rules: Added a market feature called Close Call Cash Back, allowing
patrons to have their stake refunded if their wager does not win but places in either the
top 2, top 3 or top 4 of the relevant market.

2. Football: Added 12 additional football markets, updated rules to address a change in
venue for events and submitted minor wager settlement updates in 4 markets.

3. Caesar Squares: Minor grammatical change from Final Game Score market to Full
Game Score market.

CONCLUDING STATEMENT: 

The Sports Wagering Division confirms all requirements have been met under 205 CMR 247.02 
and recommends approving these changes. 



Exhibit 

Additions and Revisions: 

CLOSE CALL CASH BACK  
 Close Call Cash Back Is a market feature that allows you to place a bet on a player to 

achieve specific acƟon (at a reduced price). If your selected player does not win but 
meets the specified subsequent condiƟon, your wager will be refunded. The available 
opƟons may include but are not limited to:  

o Close Call Cash Back for 2nd: If your selected player is the second to complete the 
specific acƟon in the relevant first / next market (e.g., second to score a 
touchdown, on a first touchdown specific Close Call Cash Back Market), your stake 
will be refunded.  

o Close Call Cash Back for Top 3: If your selected player is second or third to 
complete the specific acƟon in the relevant market, your stake will be refunded.    

o Close Call Cash Back for Top 4: If your selected player is second, third, or fourth to 
complete the specific acƟon in the relevant market, your stake will be refunded.    

 This feature is available on eligible U.S. and internaƟonal sporƟng events, including but 
not limited to NFL, MLB, NBA, NHL, and major soccer leagues, as indicated by the Close 
Call Cash Back tag (“CCCB”) in the market name.    

 Outside of the Close Call Cash Back payouts, standard rules for the selected market 
apply.     

 In the event of a Ɵe, dead heat rules may apply in accordance with standard beƫng 
rules.    

 Cash Out and other promoƟonal items may not be eligible to be used in conjuncƟon with 
Close Call Cash Back.   

 

FOOTBALL 

 

General Rules 

 If there is a change of venue for an event, for any reason, wagers placed on this event 
prior to the locaƟon change announcement will be void. 

 If there is a change of venue for an event, for any reason, wagers placed on this event prior to the 
location change announcement will stand as long as the designated home team remains the 
same and the game is not being played in the designated away team's venue. 

 
Score All Quarter  

 Predict whether a team will score in all quarters of the game.  

 Overtime does not count towards the settlement of this market. 
 

Opening Kickoff Be A Touchback  
 Predict whether the opening kickoff is a touchback. 

 
 



Total Kickoffs In Game  

 Predict the number of kickoffs in the game. 
 
First Interception, Sack, Defensive Tackle  

 All bets are considered action for the first defensive action markets. 

 
 
AnyƟme Player to Score a Touchdown Scorer 

 Predict whether the specified player will score a touchdown in the game. 

 If no touchdowns are scored, the wager will be lost. 

 The player who crosses the goal line with the football or catches the ball in the end zone 
is considered the touchdown scorer. 

 
Total Field Goals 

 Predict the total number of field goals, or team field goals, made in the game. 
 
Total Game/Half Punts 

 Predict the total number of punts, or team punts, in the half/game is over or under the 
specified number. 

 
Total Game/Team Sacks  

 Predict the number of sacks, or team sacks in the game. 

 
Game Tied AŌer 0‐0 

 Predict whether the games will be tied again after the first score occurs. 

 Predict whether the score will be Ɵed aŌer 0‐0. 

 Extra points and two‐point conversions must be completed before determining the score. 
 
Three/Four Unanswered Scores In Game  

 Predict whether a team scores three/four times in a row in the game. 
 
Player Yards Of First Touchdown Pass  

 In the event that a player does not complete a touchdown pass, the under will be graded as the 
winning selection. 

 
Team/Game Defensive Tackles  

 Assisted/Combined/Special team tackles do not count toward the Team/Game defensive 
tackle total. 

 
Longest RecepƟon  

 In the event of a lateral, the players yards gained from the lateral will count towards their 
longest recepƟon and receiving yards. 

 
 



Total Team/Game Passing + Rushing Yards in the Match 

 Predict the number of gross passing yards and rushing yards in the match. 

 Sack yards lost will be included in the team/game passing yards and will be resulted using 
NFL.com. 

 
Total Team/Game Rushing+Receiving Yards in the Match  

 Predict the number of receiving yards and rushing yards in the match. 
 
Total Offensive Yards in the Match  

 Predict the number of gross passing yards and rushing yards in the match. 

 Sack yards lost will be included in the team/game passing yards and will be resulted using 
NFL.com. 

 

Caesars Squares 
 
Finalull Game Score Squares 

 The listed digit reflects the last digit of each teams’ finalull game score. 
 



 
 
TO:   Chair Jordan Maynard 
        Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
        Commissioner Bradford Hill 
        Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
        Commissioner Paul Brodeur 
 
FROM: Andrew Steffen – Compliance Operations Manager, Sports Wagering 
 
MEMO:  8/25/2025 
MEETING:  9/4/2025 
 
RE:   Update to Fanatics Betting & Gaming House Rules 
 
 
 
REGULATION BACKGROUND: 
 
Pursuant to 205 CMR 247.02(4), a Sports Wagering Operator shall not change or modify the 
House Rules without prior written approval of the Commission.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Fanatics Betting & Gaming (Fanatics) has requested changes to their Massachusetts online house 
rules. A full detailed summary of changes can be found in the attached redline exhibit.  
 
The summary of changes is as follows: 
 

1. General Rules: Additional clarification and example for Odds Boosts settlement.   
 

2. Football: Settlement clarification for ‘Kickoff to be a Touchback’ and ‘Touchdown 
Scorer’ markets. Expanded example for Daily/Weekly/Team Specials.     
 

3. Basketball: Expanded example for Daily/Team Specials.     
 

4. Baseball: Additional clarification for ‘Highest Scoring Inning’ market. Expanded 
example for Daily/Team Specials. Additional rule set for the MLB All-Star Game.      
 

5. Ice Hockey: Expanded example for Daily/Team Specials. 
 

https://www.mass.gov/doc/205-cmr-247-uniform-standards-of-sports-wagering/download


 
6. Tennis: Additional clarification for wager settlement in the event of a player retirement.  

 
7. Soccer: Expanded example for Daily Specials. 

 
8. Motorsports: Additional clarification for Formula One events on which bets are 

considered to be action. 
 

9. Cricket: Additional markets and rule sets for Top Batsman, Top Bowler, Total Ducks, 
Wides, and Extras.  

 
 
CONCLUDING STATEMENT: 
 
The Sports Wagering Division confirms all requirements have been met under 205 CMR 
247.02 and recommends approving these changes. 



Rules for Fanatics Sportsbook 

General Betting Rules 

Odds Boosts 

Odds Boosts are offered as a promotional bet on specific selections or markets. Odds 
Boosts can be offered as a single wager or as a packaged parlay consisting of two or more 
selections. 

If any selection within an Odds Boost is void under our Sportsbook House Rules or Sport-
Specific Rules, the entire Odds Boost will be settled as Void, unless the market has already 
been unequivocally determined. 

EX: Either Kyle Schwarber or Shohei Ohtani to hit a home run. If Schwarber has already hit a 
home run, and Ohtani is inactive in a later game, Odds Boost will settle as a win. If one 
player is deemed inactive before either player has participated, Odds Boost will settle as a 
Void. 

 

Football Market Rules 

Opening/Next/Xth Kickoff to be a Touchback 

A 2-way market offering the option to bet on whether the nominated kickoff will result in a 
touchback. Competition specific rules vary for which actions result in a touchback, and 
customers should refer to these rules before placing a bet in the event of uncertainty. 

● If any post-kick penalty is called on the play the market will be voided. 

● In the event of an onside kick taking place, the market will be voidedAn onside kick 
resulting in a recovery in the field of play by either team will be deemed to be not a 
touchback and bets placed on ‘No’ will be settled as winners. 

 

Football Player Market Rules 

1st/Last/Next/Xth Touchdown Scorer  

A market offering the chance to bet on the chosen player to score a touchdown subject to 
the criteria specified in the market name. 

● Where the option of ‘No Touchdown Scorer’ is included in markets, this selection 
will be the winner if no player satisfies the criteria specified in the market name. If 
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such selection is not included in the market then bets will be settled as a loss if no 
player satisfies the criteria specified in the market name. 

● Where the option of ‘No Touchdown Scorer’ is included in markets, this selection 
will be the winner if no player satisfies the criteria specified in the market name. If 
such selection is not included in the market then bets will be made void if no player 
satisfies the criteria specified in the market name. 

 

 

Daily/Weekly Cross Match Player Props/Team Specials 

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not start the entire 
selection will be made void, unless the market has already been unequivocally 
determined 

EX: Either Saquon Barkley or Justin Jefferson to score 1+ Touchdowns. If Barkley has 
already scored a TD, and Jefferson is inactive in a later game, bet will settle as a win. If one 
player is deemed inactive before either player has participated, bet will settle as a Void. 

1. For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet is inactive or does not 
play the entire selection will be made void. 

 

Basketball Market Rules 

Daily Cross Match Player Props/Team Specials 

A variety of special markets offered on events to occur across the daily slate of games 
within a specified competition. These may include (but are not limited to) player prop 
parlays across multiple games, or combined totals of points, wins etc by various 
combinations of named teams and/or players.  

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not receive at least 
1 second of playing time the entire selection will be made void, unless the market 
has already been unequivocally determined. 

● EX: Either LeBron James or Kevin Durant to make 2+ 3-point shots. If Durant has 
already accomplished this, and James is inactive in a later game, bet will settle as a 
win. If one player is deemed inactive before either player has participated, bet will 
settle as a Void. 
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Baseball 

Baseball Market Rules 

Highest Scoring Inning/Group of Innings 

These markets offer customers the opportunity to bet on which Inning (or group of innings) 
will see the highest total number of runs scored. Dead heat rules apply where there are 
multiple winners. If the highest scoring inning is an extra inning of play markets will be 
made void. 

● Where the highest innings scored are tied in a market with no “Ties/Draw” selection, 
dead heat rules will apply. However, in a market with “Tie/Draw” selection, bets will 
be settled in full with the ‘Tie/Draw’ selection being settled as the winner. 

 

Daily Cross Match Player Props/Team Specials 

A variety of special markets offered on events to occur across the daily slate of games 
within a specified competition. These may include (but are not limited to) player prop 
parlays across multiple games, or combined totals of runs, wins etc by various 
combinations of named teams, games, and/or players.  

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not start the entire 
selection will be made void, unless the market has already been unequivocally 
determined 

EX: Either Kyle Schwarber or Shohei Ohtani to hit a home run. If Schwarber has already hit a 
home run, and Ohtani is inactive in a later game, bet will settle as a win. If one player is 
deemed inactive before either player has participated, bet will settle as a Void. 

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not start the entire 
selection will be made void. 

 

MLB All-Star Game 

 
Any player statistic (e.g., Home Runs, Total Bases, RBI’s, Runs Scored, etc.) accumulated 
during a potential Home Run Derby tiebreaker scenario will not be considered for 
settlement, unless specifically stated otherwise. All game markets will be settled after 9 
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innings of play, apart from the Moneyline market and those markets that specifically 
address events in a potential tiebreaker scenario. 

• MLB All Star MVP: For bets to have action, players must record at least one plate 
appearance and pitchers must face at least one hitter within the All-Star game. 

• Reserve Batter Statistics may be offered for the All-Star game. Bets will stand if the 
listed batter records a plate appearance at any point during the game. 

• Reserve Pitcher Statistics may be offered for the All-Star game. Bets will stand if 
the listed pitcher throws a pitch at any point during the game. 

 

 

Ice Hockey Player Market Rules 

Daily Cross Match Player Props/Team Specials 

A variety of special markets offered on events to occur across the daily slate of games 
within a specified competition. These may include (but are not limited to) player prop 
parlays across multiple games, or combined totals of goals, wins etc by various 
combinations of named teams and/or players.  

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not play for at least 
one second the selection will be made void, unless the market has already been 
unequivocally determined. 

● EX: Either Connor McDavid or Nathan McKinnon to score 1+ Goals. If McDavid has 
already scored a goal, and McKinnon is inactive in a later game, bet will settle as a 
win. If one player is deemed inactive before either player has participated, bet will 
settle as a Void.. 

 

Tennis 

General Tennis Rules 

• In the event of retirement, all total games/handicap games related bets will be void 
unless the match has reached an unconditional conclusion whereby if the match 
was completed in its entirety, the outcome of the relevant bet would have been 
guaranteed. 
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○o Example: If a customer places a bet on Over 18.5 Total Match games and a 
retirement occurs with the score line 7-6 5-0, this bet will be deemed a 
Winner as should the match have reached its natural conclusion, it was 
guaranteed to reach at least 19 total match games. Conversely, all bets on 
Under 18.5 Total Match games will be deemed a Loser. Bets whereby the 
outcome is not guaranteed (eg. Over & Under 19.5 Total Match Games) will 
be void.  

 

 

Tennis Market Rules 

Set/Games Handicap/Spread (Includes Set Specific Game Handicap such as ‘2nd Set 
Handicap’) 

● In the event of retirement, all handicap spread related markets will be void unless 
the match has reached an unconditional conclusion whereby if the match was 
completed in its entirety, the outcome of the relevant bet would have been 
guaranteed. 

○ Example: If a customer places a bet on Player A -1.5 sets and a retirement 
occurs and Player A has already lost the first set, this bet will be deemed a 
Loss as should the match have reached its natural conclusion, as it was 
guaranteed that Player A could only win the match by 1 set. Conversely, all 
bets on Player B +1.5 sets will be deemed a Winner. Bets whereby the 
outcome is not guaranteed will be void.  

 

 

Soccer Same Game Parlay Specific Rules 

Soccer Daily Specials 

● For player specific markets, if any player named in the bet does not play for at least 
one second the selection will be made void, unless the market has already been 
unequivocally determined 

EX: Either Harry Kane or Kylian Mbappe to score 1+ Goals. If Kane has already scored a 
goal, and Mbappe is inactive in a later game, bet will settle as a win. If one player is deemed 
inactive before either player has participated, bet will settle as a Void. 
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● “Either Player” Daily Specials- If either player does not participate/play 1 second of 
the match, the market will be voided regardless of if the other player achieves the 
stated accomplishment. 

 

 

Motor Sport Settlement Rules 

Formula One - All markets will be settled on the official classification from the Federation 
Internationale de l'Automobile (FIA) at the time of the podium presentation. Retirement and 
classification, which is determined by the FIA rule stating: any car that completes 90% or 
more of the number of laps covered by the winner are to be recorded as a classified 
finisher. The start of the race is deemed to be the beginning of the formation lap. Therefore, 
all bets are considered to be action if a driver starts the formation lap. Any driver who does 
not start the warm-up lap prior to the race will be deemed as a non-runner and bets on that 
particular driver will be settled as void. 

 

 

Cricket Market Rules 

Top Batsman   

• The result of this market is determined on the batter with the highest individual 
score in the match. 

• In limited overs matches, bets will be void if it has not been possible to complete at 
least 50% of the overs scheduled to be bowled in either innings at the time the bet 
was placed due to external factors, including bad weather. 

• Top batsman bets for First Class matches apply only to the first innings of each 
team, and will be void if fewer than 200 overs have been bowled, unless settlement 
of the bet has already been determined. If a player was named at the toss, but later 
is removed as a concussion sub, that player will still be counted, as will the 
replacement player. 

• If a batter does not bat, but was named in the starting lineup, bets on that batter will 
stand. 
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• If a batter is substituted in after the in-play market has been offered, the original 
market will be removed and settled as normal even if the substitute scores the 
highest individual score. A new market with updated selections may be offered. 

 

Top Bowler 

• The result of this market is determined on the bowler with the most wickets in the 
match. 

• In limited overs matches, bets will be void if it has not been possible to complete at 
least 50% of the overs scheduled to be bowled in either innings at the time the bet 
was placed due to external factors, including bad weather. 

• Top bowler bets for First Class matches apply only to the first innings of each team, 
and will be void if fewer than 200 overs have been bowled, unless settlement of the 
bet has already been determined. If a player was named at the toss, but later is 
removed as a concussion sub, that player will still be counted, as will the 
replacement player. 

 

Match/Team X Ducks (Total Ducks) 

 

• In limited overs matches, bets will be void if it has not been possible to complete at 
least 80% of the overs scheduled to be bowled due to external factors, including 
bad weather, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined before the 
reduction. In drawn First Class matches, bets will be void if fewer than 200 overs 
have been bowled, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined. 

• A duck is classed as someone being dismissed for zero runs. Retired hurt does not 
count as a dismissal. 

• Ducks in a super over do not count. 

• In First Class matches where the result will solely be based on the first innings of 
each team. 

 

Match/Team X Wides (Total Wides) 
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• In limited overs matches, bets will be void if it has not been possible to complete at 
least 80% of the overs scheduled to be bowled due to external factors, including 
bad weather, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined before the 
reduction. 

• In drawn First Class matches, bets will be void if fewer than 200 overs have been 
bowled, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined. 

• Any runs resulting from a wide delivery, except penalty runs, will count towards the 
final total. 

• Wides in a super over do not count. 

• In First Class matches where the result will solely be based on the first innings of 
each team. 

 

Match/Team X  Extras (Total Extras) 

 

• In limited overs matches, bets will be void if it has not been possible to complete at 
least 80% of the overs scheduled to be bowled due to external factors, including 
bad weather, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined before the 
reduction. In drawn First Class matches, bets will be void if fewer than 200 overs 
have been bowled, unless settlement of the bet has already been determined. 

• All wide deliveries, no balls, byes, leg byes and penalty runs in the match count 
towards the final result. If there are runs off the bat as well as extras from the same 
delivery, the runs off the bat do not count towards the final total. 

• Extras in a super over do not count. 

• In First Class matches where the result will solely be based on the first innings of 
each team. 

 

Team X Wickets Lost/Fall 

 

• Full overs required only applies to when Team X are batting. 
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• In First Class matches where the result will solely be based on the first innings of 
each team. 

 

 



 
 
TO:   Chair Jordan Maynard 
        Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
        Commissioner Bradford Hill 
        Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
        Commissioner Paul Brodeur 
 
FROM: Andrew Steffen – Compliance Operations Manager, Sports Wagering 
 
MEMO:  8/25/2025 
MEETING:  9/4/2025 
 
RE:   Update to Penn Sports Interactive House Rules 
 
 
 
REGULATION BACKGROUND: 
 
Pursuant to 205 CMR 247.02(4), a Sports Wagering Operator shall not change or modify the 
House Rules without prior written approval of the Commission.  
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Penn Sports Interactive (PSI or ESPN Bet) has requested changes to their Massachusetts online 
house rules. A full detailed summary of changes can be found in the attached redline exhibit.  
 
The summary of changes is as follows: 
 

1. General Rules: Additional clarification for futures. Further clarification for grading, 
where PSI will refer to the relevant governing body when settling wagers.  
 

2. Baseball: Removal of Next Plate Appearance markets and slight clarification to Plate 
Appearance Result Exact markets.   
 

3. Basketball: Clarification to Regular Season markets and additional futures markets.  
 

4. Football: Clarification update on market for “Player to Score a Touchdown this Drive”. 
 

5. Cricket: Clarification for Top Batsman, Top Bowler, and Markets Involving ‘Fours’ and 
‘Sixes’ 

https://www.mass.gov/doc/205-cmr-247-uniform-standards-of-sports-wagering/download


 
 
 

CONCLUDING STATEMENT: 
 
The Sports Wagering Division confirms all requirements have been met under 205 CMR 247.02 
and recommends approving these changes. 



Section A: General Rules  
8. Futures 

8.4 All bets action unless otherwise indicated in the market or via additional House Rules 
specific to individual markets and/or sports. Therefore, all applicable bets will be settled 
regardless of the participants or outcome. Inactive participants and participants who do 
not qualify or advance after bet placement will not be voided. 

8.5 All markets designated to include Listed Players Only within our House Rules will be 
graded based on the selections offered only. 

Example: Most Passing Yards In Week 10 (NFL): The player amongst those listed who 
records the most passing yards will be deemed the winner. Unlisted players who record 
more passing yards than all listed players will not have any influence on the grading 
outcome. 

 
11. Grading 

11.1 We will refer to the relevant governing body when settling wagers. This includes all 
terms and definitions, and the use of official results, box scores, and team/player 
statistics. This includes (but is not limited to) the following leagues: NFL, NBA, MLB, NHL, 
WNBA, and all NCAA competitions.  

When official results are delayed, we reserve the right to delay the grading of wagers or to 
use alternative sources if the outcome is clear and unambiguous. With the exception of the 
correction of clear errors, any changes to results after events have concluded and results 
have been announced will not be recognized and wagers will not be regraded.We will use 
the official results from the relevant governing body when settling wagers. When official 
results are delayed, we reserve the right to delay the grading of wagers or to use alternative 
sources if the outcome is clear and unambiguous. With the exception of the correction of 
clear errors, any changes to results after events have concluded and results have been 
announced will not be recognized and wagers will not be regraded. 

 

15. Dead-Heat Rules 

15.1 For outright markets, in cases where there are ties in the results between winning 
selections, then the dead heat rule will apply. The payout will be determined by dividing the 
amount wagered by the number of selections that tied in the case where there is only one 
expected winner of the wager. 



For example, you wager $5 on a golfer to have the best score among a group of 3 at +150 
odds (2.5 decimal odds). The event ends with two golfers tying for the best score in the 
group. As a result, the original stake ($5) is divided by the number of participants who tied 
(2), resulting in a reduced stake of $2.50. Therefore, your payout would be $6.25 ($5/2) x 2.5 
= $6.25.For outright markets, in cases where there are ties in the results between winning 
selections, then the dead heat rule will apply. The payout will be determined by dividing the 
amount wagered by the number of selections that tied in the case where there is only one 
expected winner of the wager. 

For example, you wager $5 on a golfer to have the best score among a group of 3 at +150 
odds (2.5 decimal odds). The event ends with two golfers tying for the best score in the 
group. As a result, the original odds (+150) are divided by the number of participants who 
tied (2) resulting in reduced odds (Decimal odds calculation: Original odds (2.5) divided by 
2 equals 1.25). Therefore, your payout would be $6.25 ($5 x 1.25 (–400) = $6.25) 

 

25. General Market Rules 

25.33 Player Stat changes: 

Where player stat changes occur during live events which directly affect betting markets 
offered, wagers placed after the initial crediting of the stat on affected markets will be 
deemed no action and stakes refunded. Any additional stats recorded after the stat change 
will be graded normally. 

Example: A goal is initially awarded to Player A, but is later changed to Player B. All wagers 
on Player B goalscorer markets placed between the initial and incorrect stat accreditation 
and the stat correction will be no action. If Player B scores another goal within the same 
event after the stat correction has been applied, wagers will be graded as a win. 

 

Baseball 

In-play 

BS.7.10 Next Plate Appearance markets: 

The official ruling made by MLB on what constitutes a plate appearance for a given player 
will be used for grading purposes when determining whether the plate appearance was 
recorded. 



Intentional walks will void the batter’s Plate Appearance, Pitch Result, and Pitch Count 
markets. 

BS.7.101 

Plate Appearance Result Exact markets: 

Any option not clearly listed will result in 'any other' being graded as the winner. Batter and 
pitcher must be as indicated, or market is no action.Plate Appearance Result Exact 
markets: 

“Reach on Error” includes: on error, failed fielder’s choice, and catcher interference. 

“Inplay Out” includes fielder’s choice 

 

Basketball 

Futures 

BB.4.8 Regular Season player props markets, player to record X statistic, will be graded on 
the official result from the competition's governing body. The statistics from the NBA Cup 
Final and the WNBA Commissioner's Cup Final do not count towards grading these 
markets unless otherwise stated. Minimum 1 game played for bets to be action.Season 
player props markets will be graded on the official result from the competition governing 
body. The in-season final does not count towards grading these markets. 

BB.4.10 Regular Season League Leaders Markets are graded based on rules as per the NBA 
(Link) and WNBA (Link) websites. Min Games Played To Qualify.Regular Season League 
Leaders are graded based on rules as per the NBA/WNBA websites. 

BB.4.11 Player markets encompassing a single Series or Round: Minimum 1 game played 
for bets to be action. This includes player averages, head-to-head markets and single-
game benchmarks (Player To Score x+ Points In Any Game In The Series). 

Each Series Game minimums (Player To Score x+ Points In Each Game In The Series) are 
minimum 1 game played for bets to be action. Only games played will count towards 
grading; inactive games will be excluded if 1 game minimum is met. 

Example: Player To Score 25+ Points In Each Game In The Series 

0 Games Played: No Action 

1-7 Games Played & 25+ Points In Each Game Played: Win 

https://www.nba.com/stats/help/statminimums
https://stats.wnba.com/help/statminimums/


1-7 Games Played & Less Than 25 Points In Any Game Played: Loss 

BB.4.12 Player Most Total Points/Rebounds/Assists/3-Pointers Made/Blocks/Steals In The 
Series/Round/Playoffs: 

Minimum 1 game played for bets to be action. 

 

Specific market rules 

BB.6.7 The “Halftime/Fulltime” or “double result” market excludes overtime. 

BB.6.78 “Buzzer Beater” is defined as a legal shot that scores when 0:00 seconds remains 
on the game clock which results in that team winning the game. Foul shots are excluded for 
this market.  

BB.6.9 The "Total Points Range" market excludes Overtime. 

BB.6.9 Player To Record X Stat In Each Quarter: 

All Bets Action if the player takes the court at any point in the game, irrespective if they 
played in each quarter. 

 

Football 

In-play 

FO.7.6 Player to Score a Touchdown This Drive: The market will grade as the player who is 
credited with the touchdown according to official statistics. For example, on a receiving 
touchdown, the winning selection will be the player who caught the pass, rather than the 
passing player. All bets are action regardless of if player takes the field during the 
drive.Player to Score a Touchdown This Drive: The market will grade as the player who is 
credited with the touchdown according to official statistics. For example, on a receiving 
touchdown, the winning selection will be the player who caught the pass, rather than the 
passing player 

 

Cricket 

Specific market rules 

CR.4.3 Top Batsman: 



 

For Limited overs matches at least 40% of the originally allotted overs in that team's innings 
must be bowled for bets to stand unless a team is all out or has reached its target before 
reaching this amount, or bets will be void. Players must be in the starting XI, or come on as 
a concussion replacement, or bets on that selection will be voided. Players need not bat for 
bets on that selection to stand. In the case of two or more batsmen winning with the same 
total then Dead Heat rules will apply. For First Class or Test Matches bets stand for the 1st 
innings of the match only, unless expressly stated and a minimum of 60 overs must be 
bowled in the innings unless the team is all out or declares. Bets stand on impact players 
who replace a player in the named starting XI if it was possible for them to bat after they got 
subbed in. 

If a batsman retires and does not resume his innings, his score will stand. Runs scored in 
Super Overs, or similar, do not count for grading of Top Batsman markets.Top Batsman: 

Grading is determined by the batsman with the highest individual score in the specified 
innings. 

If a batsman retires and does not resume his innings, his score will stand. 

Wagers placed on any player who is not named in the starting eleven will be deemed no 
action and voided. 

Wagers placed on any player in the starting eleven stand, whether they bat or not. 

A minimum of 90% of the entire overs allocated for the innings at the time that the wager 
was accepted must be played for wagers to be deemed to have action unless the innings 
reaches a natural conclusion in which case wagers will be deemed to have action. 

If two or more players tie as Top Batsman, Dead Heat rules apply. 

Runs scored in Super Overs, or similar, do not count for grading of Top Batsman markets. 

CR.4.4 Top Bowler: 

For Limited overs matches at least 40% of the originally allotted overs in that team's innings 
must be bowled for bets to stand unless a team is all out or has reached its target before 
reaching this amount, or bets will be void. Players must be in the starting XI, or come on as 
a concussion replacement, or bets on that selection will be voided. Players need not bowl 
for bets on that selection to stand. If two or more bowlers have taken the same number of 
wickets, the bowler who has conceded the fewest runs will be the winner. If there are two 
or more bowlers with the same wickets taken and runs conceded, dead heat rules will 
apply. If there are no wickets assigned to any bowlers, this market will be void. For First 



Class or Test Matches bets stand for the 1st innings of the match only, unless expressly 
stated and a minimum of 60 overs must be bowled in the innings unless the team is all out 
or declares. Bets stand on impact players who replace a player in the named starting XI if it 
was possible for them to bowl after they got subbed in. 

Wickets taken in Super Overs, or similar, do not count for grading of Top Bowler markets.Top 
Bowler: 

Grading is determined by the bowler with the highest number of wickets taken in the 
specified innings. Note, the number of runs conceded by each bowler is not considered for 
grading purposes. 

If two or more players tie as Top Bowler, Dead Heat rules apply. 

Wagers placed on any player who is not named in the starting eleven will be deemed no 
action and voided. 

Wagers placed on any player in the starting eleven stand, whether they bowl or not. 

A minimum of 90% of the entire overs allocated for the innings at the time that the wager 
was accepted must be played for wagers to be deemed to have action unless the innings 
reaches a natural conclusion in which case wagers will be deemed to have action. 

Wickets taken in Super Overs, or similar, do not count for grading of Top Bowler markets. 

CR.4.5 Markets involving 'Fours' and 'Sixes': 

Only fours and sixes scored from the bat will count towards grading. Overthrows, all run 
fours or sixes and extras do not count. Fours and sixes scored in a super over do not count. 
In First Class games and Test Matches, only the first innings' fours and sixes will count. If 
there is no more play after the bet is struck then bets are void.Team To Hit The Most 4s / 6s: 

In limited overs matches, bets will be void if 90% of the overs scheduled to be bowled in 
either innings due to external factors are not complete, including bad weather, unless 
settlement of the bet has already been determined. 

CR.4.6 Xth Innings Team Next Delivery Total Runs O/U: Over 0.5 Runs Off Deliver 

Only runs accredited to the named delivery count, legal or otherwise. An illegal ball, such 
as a wide ball, counts as a delivery in its own right. Therefore, an over with 2 wides will have 
8 deliveries as opposed to 6 legal balls. Should a wide be bowled, then followed by a four, 
this will be two separate delivery markets, the first being resulted as 1 and the second as 4. 
In the event a delivery does not take place for whatever reason, bets on that delivery will be 
no action. 
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TO: Chair Jordan Maynard 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Bradford Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Commissioner Paul Brodeur 

FROM:   Andrew Steffen – Compliance Operations Manager, Sports Wagering 
Tom Lam – Compliance Operations Manager, Sports Wagering 
Carrie Torrisi – Chief, Sports Wagering 

MEMO:  08/25/2025 

MEETING: 09/4/2025 

RE: NCAA Catalog Language Update 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Sports Wagering Division (SWD) is recommending an update to the Massachusetts Sports 
Wagering Event Catalog to clarify the scope of permissible wagering on NCAA sporting events, 
particularly those involving NCAA-member institutions, but not directly governed by the 
NCAA.  

This update would ensure consistent interpretation and application by sports wagering operators, 
while allowing appropriate wagering opportunities that align with the Commission’s intent.  

DISCUSSION: 

In March 2025, the SWD began receiving inquiries from sports wagering operators regarding the 
permissibility of offering wagers on certain postseason college basketball tournaments, including 
The Crown and the College Basketball Invitational (CBI). These events feature Division I 
NCAA-member institutions but are not governed by the NCAA itself[1][2]. 

In response, the SWD held meetings over the past several months with NCAA representatives 
and conducted internal research to understand the NCAA’s role in relation to these types of  

1 The Crown is overseen by Fox Sports and Anschutz Entertainment Group (AEG) 
2 The CBI is overseen by the Gazelle Group 

https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/MA-Sports-Wagering-Catalog-5-5-25.xlsx
https://www.foxsports.com/presspass/blog/2024/04/03/fox-sports-aeg-launch-the-college-basketball-crown-a-reimagined-postseason-college-hoops-tournament/
https://www.gazellegroup.com/main/our-events/
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events. Unlike other sports governing bodies (NFL, NBA, FIFA, etc.), the NCAA does not 
govern all events in which its member institutions participate. Rather, certain postseason 
competitions are organized by third parties and fall outside of the NCAA’s direct control; yet 
they still involve teams from NCAA Division I schools. 
 
Currently, the Event Catalog states that matches are permitted provided the league and bet type is 
approved. Within the Event Catalog, the NCAA is listed as the approved Governing Body and 
the approved League for various sports. G.L. c. 23N, § 3 defines “sports governing body” as “an 
organization that is headquartered in the United States and prescribes final rules and enforces 
codes of conduct with respect to a sporting event and participants therein.”  
 
While the NCAA does prescribe final rules and enforce its own code of conduct for events 
involving NCAA athletes, the NCAA does not oversee all events that involve NCAA athletes 
and there may be instances where the event itself, such as The Crown, may prescribe additional 
final rules related to the event or enforce additional rules related to conduct. As such, certain 
events involving Division I NCAA-member institutions may not be authorized under the current 
Event Catalog despite the Commission’s intent to authorize all events for approved sports 
involving Division I NCAA-member institutions.  
 
Where the NCAA does not fit neatly into the statutory definition of the Commission’s 
established framework for the Event Catalog, SWD is proposing a language update to Section 1 
of the Guidelines within the Event Catalog to clarify which NCAA events are authorized for 
wagering in Massachusetts.  
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This change would encompass events like The Crown and the CBI post-season basketball 
tournaments. Lastly, this change would also include every NCAA sport that is currently 
approved within the Event Catalog. 
 
 
CONCLUDING STATEMENT: 
 
The SWD recommends the Commission approve an update to Section 1 of the Event Catalog 
Guidelines to clarify that wagering may be permitted on NCAA events involving Division I 
NCAA-member institutions, even when those events are not directly governed by the NCAA.  
 
This clarification will ensure consistent application of the Event Catalog, reduce ambiguity for 
operators, and support the inclusion of legitimate postseason competitions. 



 
 

 
 

 

Memorandum 
   
To: Jordan Maynard, Chair  
      Commissioner Eileen O’Brien  
      Commissioner Bradford Hill  
      Commissioner Nakisha Skinner  
      Commissioner Paul Brodeur  
  
From: Autumn Birarelli, Staff Attorney   
Cc:  Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel  
Re: Proposed Amendment to 205 CMR 238.48(3) 
Date: August 28, 2025 
   
   
205 CMR 238.48 regulates the expiration of sports wagering tickets and vouchers. If the 
winnings from a sports wagering ticket or voucher go unclaimed for more than one year, the 
ticket or voucher expires and the involved funds must be transferred to the Sports Wagering 
Control Fund in accordance with M.G.L. c. 23N, § 1. Currently 205 CMR 238.48(3) only 
permits payment to the sports wagering control fund via checks. The proposed changes align 
with the Commission staff’s current practices and would allow payments to be made via wire 
transfer.  
    
 
   
In sum, we are seeking a vote of authorization to begin the promulgation process for this 
regulation, and approval of the included small business impact statement.    
  
 
 



205 CMR 238.00: ADDITIONAL UNIFORM STANDARDS OF ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES 
AND INTERNAL CONTROLS FOR SPORTS WAGERING 

 
Section 
 
238.48 : Expiration of Sports Wagering Tickets and Vouchers; Payment to the Sports Wagering Control Fund 

 
(1) The system of Internal Controls submitted by a Sports Wagering Operator in accordance with 

205 CMR 238.02 shall include provisions governing the expiration of winning Sports 
Wagering tickets and vouchers that provide, at a minimum, that: 

(a) Any money that is owed to a patron by a Sports Wagering Operator as a result of a winning 
Sports Wagering ticket or voucher must be claimed within one year of the date of the 
Sporting Event for which the Wager was won or the obligation of the Sports Wagering 
Operator to pay the patron will expire. Upon expiration of the obligation, the involved funds 
must be transferred to the Sports Wagering Control Fund in accordance with M.G.L. c. 23N, 
§ 13(h). In calculating the one year period referenced in 205 CMR 238.48(1)(a) and in 
M.G.L. c. 23N, § 13(h), any period of time for which the Gaming Establishment or Sports 
Wagering facility was not in operation shall be excluded; and 

(b) A Sports Wagering Operator shall maintain a record of all unclaimed winning Sports 
Wagering tickets and vouchers that have expired. 

 
(2) Before the end of each calendar month, the Sports Wagering Operator shall report the total value 

of winning Sports Wagering tickets and vouchers owed to its patrons that expired during the 
preceding calendar month in a format prescribed by the Commission. 

 
(3) Each Sports Wagering Operator shall submit a wire transfer or a check with its monthly report 

payable to the Sports Wagering Control Fund in accordance with M.G.L. c. 23N, § 13(h) in the 
amount of the winning Sports Wagering tickets and vouchers owed to its patrons that expired 
during the preceding month as stated in the report. 

 
(4) Upon the payment of the expired debt, the Sports Wagering Operator shall post the payment and 

remove the amount from its records as an outstanding debt. 
 

(5) Failure to make the payment to the Sports Wagering Control Fund by the due date shall result 
in the imposition of penalties and interest as prescribed by 205 CMR. 

 
(6) Nothing in 205 CMR 238.648 shall preclude the Sports Wagering Operator from, in its 

discretion, issuing cash or other form of complimentary to a patron to compensate the patron for 
a winning Sports Wagering ticket or voucher that has expired. 

 



 

 
 

 

 
SMALL BUSINESS IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (“Commission”) hereby files this Small 
Business Impact Statement in accordance with G.L. c. 30A, §2, relative to the proposed adoption 
of 205 CMR 238, Additional Uniform Standards of Accounting Procedures and Internal 
Controls for Sports Wagering. 

 
This regulation is being promulgated as part of the process of updating regulations 

governing internal controls for sports wagering operators before the Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission.  It sets forth the method of transferring funds from expired wagers to the sports 
wagering control fund.  

 
The proposed 205 CMR 238.48 applies to sports wagering operators licensed by the 

Commission under G.L. c. 23N.  Accordingly, this regulation is unlikely to have an impact on 
small businesses.  Under G.L. c.30A, §2, the Commission offers the following responses to the 
statutory questions: 
 

1. Estimate of the number of small businesses subject to the proposed regulation: 
  
Small businesses are unlikely to be subject to this regulation. 
 

2. State the projected reporting, recordkeeping, and other administrative costs required for 
compliance with the proposed regulation: 
  
There are no projected reporting, recordkeeping, or other administrative costs required 
for small businesses to comply with this regulation.   
 

3. State the appropriateness of performance standards versus design standards:  
 
The standards set forth are design standards.  
   

4. Identify regulations of the promulgating agency, or of another agency or department of 
the Commonwealth, which may duplicate or conflict with the proposed regulation: 
 

 There are no conflicting regulations in 205 CMR, and the Commission is unaware of any  
 conflicting or duplicating regulations of any other agency or department of the   
 Commonwealth.   
 

5. State whether the proposed regulation is likely to deter or encourage the formation of new 
businesses in the Commonwealth: 
  



 

 
 

This amendment is unlikely to have any impact on the formation of new businesses in the 
Commonwealth. 

 
 
      Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
      By: 
 
       
      ___/s/ Autumn Birarelli___________ 

Autumn Birarelli, Staff Attorney 
       

 
Dated:  August 28, 2025 
 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 

TO: Jordan Maynard, Chair  
Eileen O’Brien, Commissioner 
Bradford Hill, Commissioner 
Nakisha Skinner, Commissioner 
Paul Brodeur, Commissioner 

 

 

FROM:  Judith A. Young, Associate General Counsel 
Burke Cain, Chief of the Gaming Agents Division  
Dave Diorio, Casino Compliance Coord. / Asst. Chief of the Gaming Agents Div.   

 

RE: Update to 205 CMR 146.13: Blackjack Table; Card Reader Device; Physical 
Characteristics; Inspections 

 

DATE: September 4, 2025  
 
Overview: 
 
Code of Massachusetts Regulations (“CMR”) Chapter 146.00: Gaming Equipment, sets forth the 
equipment necessary to conduct table games at the two gaming establishments within the 
Commonwealth. Sections of the regulation prescribe the requisite chips, dice, displays 
(placards), shufflers, and physical layouts for common table games and game variations 
including but not limited to, Blackjack, Roulette, Poker and Baccarat. 

Titles of the specific sections within 205 CMR 146.00, which may have been misnumbered or 
not fully listed, have been updated and corrected for clarity. 205 CMR 146.13: Blackjack Table; 
Card Reader Device; Physical Characteristics, has been amended in sections to increase clarity.  

Proposed Amendments: 
 
The Legal Division, in conjunction with the IEB's Gaming Agent’s Division are seeking 
authorization to amend portions of 205 CMR 146.13. 
 
First, 205 CMR 146.13(3)(b) sets out the required inscriptions that must appear on a blackjack 
layout and prescribes two sets of rules pertaining to how the dealer draws cards. A slight 
correction is being made in this subsection to remove the “or” from 3(b)(2) so that (c) is not 
mistakenly conditional. The “or” has been moved to the proper position between the two draw 
rules in 3(b)(1) and (2) as follows: 
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(3) The following inscriptions shall appear on the blackjack layout: 
(a) Blackjack pays 3 to 2 or 6 to 5; 
(b) The draw rules of one of the following options: 

1. Dealer must draw to 16 and stand on all 17s; or 
2. Dealer must hit on soft 17s; or  

(c) Insurance pays 2 to 1.  
 
Next, 205 CMR 146.13(15) is being amended to increase clarity for casino patrons. This section 
authorizes an alternate inscription on blackjack game variants that require a dealer to draw 
additional cards on a soft 171 and stand on hard 17’s2 and all 18’s.  Casino staff have informed 
the IEB that patrons are confused by the layout’s references to 18, as it is not a commonly seen 
inscription in most major gaming jurisdictions. Accordingly, the following change has been 
proposed:  
 

(15) If a gaming licensee offers the option set forth in the authorized Rules of the Game 
of blackjack that requires the dealer to draw additional cards on a soft 17, the blackjack 
layout shall have imprinted on it, at a minimum, the following inscription instead of the 
inscription set forth in 205 CMR 146.13(3)(b): "Dealer must draw to 16 and soft 17 and 
stand on hard 17's and above. all 18's." 

 
This change increases clarity and remains consistent with the Authorized Rules of the Game of 
Blackjack.  
 
If approved by the Commission, this regulation would be promulgated in the regular course; with 
opportunities for public comment, a public hearing and final presentation before the Commission 
at a meeting in November.  

 
1A “soft 17” is a hand in blackjack that consists of an Ace and any combination of cards that totals 17, where the 
Ace can be counted as either 1 or 11. The most common example of a soft 17 is an Ace and a 6. The term "soft" 
indicates that the hand has flexibility; if a patron/ dealer draws another card, they cannot bust immediately because 
the Ace can be adjusted to count as 1 instead of 11 if needed.  
 
 
2 A “hard 17” is a hand that totals 17 without an Ace card, meaning it can either be a 10 and a 7, or an 8 and a 9.  

https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Rules-Blackjack-10-08-2020.pdf
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Rules-Blackjack-10-08-2020.pdf


205 CMR:  MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION 
 

 

205 CMR 146.00: GAMING EQUIPMENT 

Section 

146.01 :  Gaming Chips and Plaques (General Rules) 
146.02 Receipt of Gaming Chips or Plaques from Manufacturer or Distributor; Inventory, Security, 

Storage and Destruction of Chips and Plaques 
146.03 : Value Gaming Chips 
146.04: Non-value Gaming Chips 
146.05: Non-value Chips; Permitted Uses; Inventory and Impressment 
146.06: Tournament Chips 
146.07:  Poker Rake Chips 
146.08: Gaming Plaques; Issuance and Use; Denominations; Physical Characteristics 
146.09: Exchange and Redemption of Gaming Chips, Plaques and Coupons 
146.10 : Roulette Wheel and Table; Physical Characteristics; Double Zero Roulette Wheel Used as a 

Single Roulette Wheel 
146.11 :  Roulette Balls 
146.12 : Roulette; Inspection Procedures; Security Procedures 
146.13 : Blackjack Table; Card Reader Device; Physical Characteristics; Inspections 
146.14 : Three-card Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.15 :  Spanish 21 Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.16 : Blackjack Switch Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.17 :  Craps and Mini-craps Tables; Physical Characteristics 
146.18 : Baccarat, Midi-baccarat, Mini-baccarat, and Baccarat-chemin de Fer Tables; Physical 

Characteristics 
146.19 : Big Six Wheel and Layout; Physical Characteristics 
146.20: Sic Bo Table; Sic Bo Shaker; Physical Characteristics 
146.21 : Pai Gow Poker Table; Pai Gow Poker Shaker; Physical Characteristics; Computerized 

Random Number Generator 
146.22 :  Pai Gow Table; Pai Gow Shaker; Physical Characteristics 
146.23 :  Chase the Flush Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.24 : Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.25 :  Double Down Stud Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.26 :  Caribbean Stud Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.27 : Let It Ride Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.27146.28 Pontoon 21 Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.29: Fast Action Hold’em Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.30: Casino War Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.31 : Colorado Hold’em Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.32 :  Boston 5 Stud Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.33 : Double Cross Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.34 :  Double Attack Blackjack Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.35 : Four-card Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.36 : Texas Hold’em Bonus Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.37 :  Flop Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.38 : Two-card Joker Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.39 : Asia Poker Table, Asia Poker Shaker; Physical Characteristics; Computerized Random 

Number Generator 
146.40 :  Ultimate Texas Hold’em Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.41 : Winner’s Pot Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.42 : Supreme Pai Gow Table; Pai Gow Poker Shaker; Physical Characteristics; Computerized 

Random Number Generator 
146.43 :  Mississippi Stud; Physical Characteristics 
146.44 :  Red Dog Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.45 :  Dice; Physical Characteristics 
146.46 :  Dice; Receipt; Storage; Inspections; and Removal From Use 
146.47 :  Manual and Automated Dice Shakers; Security Procedures 
146.48 : Cards; Physical Characteristics 
146.49 : Cards; Receipt, Storage, Inspections and Removal From Use 
146.50: Pre-shuffled and Pre-inspected Cards 
146.51 :  Dealing Shoes; Automated Shuffling Devices 
146.52 :  Pai Gow Tiles; Physical Characteristics 
146.53 :  Pai Gow Tiles; Receipt; Storage; Inspections and Removal From Use 
146.54 :  Inspection and Approval of Gaming Equipment and Related Devices and Software 
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Section:  continued 
 

146.55 :  Approval of Gaming Equipment/Approval of New Gaming Equipment 
146.56 :  Security of Gaming Equipment 
146.58 :  Crazy 4 Poker Table; Physical Characteristics 
146.59 : Criss-cross Poker Table Physical Characteristics 
146.60: Free Bet Blackjack; Physical Characteristics 
146.61 :  Heads Up Hold’em ; Physical Characteristics 
146.62 :  High Card Flush; Physical Characteristics 
146.63 :  Table Game Progressive Wager Equipment 

 
 

146.13 :  Blackjack Table; Card Reader Device; Physical Characteristics; Inspections 
 

(1) Blackjack shall be played at a table having on one side places for the players and on the 
opposite side a place for the dealer. A true-to-scale rendering and a color photograph of the 
layout(s) shall be submitted to the Bureau prior to utilizing the layout design. 

 
(2) The layout for a blackjack table shall contain, at a minimum: 

(a) The name or trade name of the gaming licensee offering the game; and 
(b) Specific areas designated for the placement of wagers, which betting areas shall not 
exceed seven in number. 

 
(3) The following inscriptions shall appear on the blackjack layout: 

(a) Blackjack pays 3 to 2 or 6 to 5; 
(b) The draw rules of one of the following options: 

1. Dealer must draw to 16 and stand on all 17s; or 
2. Dealer must hit on soft 17s; or 

(c) Insurance pays 2 to 1. 
 

(4) If a gaming licensee offers blackjack rule variations, the blackjack layout shall have 
imprinted on it the appropriate rules or payout odds observed for the particular version of 
blackjack being offered, which may include: 

(a) Blackjack pays 1 to 1; 
(b) Dealer must draw to 16 and stand on all 17s or Dealer must hit on soft 17s; 
(c) Dealer's hole card dealt face up; or 
(d) Other similar language approved by the Assistant Director of the IEB. 

 
(5) Each blackjack table shall have a drop box and a tip box attached to it with the location of 
said boxes on the same side of the gaming table, but on opposite sides of the dealer, or an area 
approved by the Assistant Director of the IEB. 

 
(6) If a gaming licensee offers one of the permissible additional wagers pursuant to the 
authorized Rules of the Game of blackjack, the blackjack layout shall have designated areas for 
the placement of the additional wager and shall have the payout odds for the additional wager 
imprinted on the layout or a separate sign located at the table containing the payout odds for the 
additional wager. 

 
(7) A blackjack table may have attached to it an approved card reader device which permits the 
dealer to read their hole card in order to determine if the dealer has a blackjack in accordance 
with the authorized Rules of the Game of blackjack. If a blackjack table has an approved card 
reader device attached to it, the floorperson assigned to the table shall inspect the card reader 
device at the beginning of each gaming day to insure that there has been no tampering with the 
device and that it is in proper working order. A card reader device may not be used on a 
blackjack table offering a progressive blackjack wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of the 
Game of blackjack. 

 
(8) Notwithstanding the requirements of 205 CMR 146.13(2), if a gaming licensee offers 
multiple action blackjack in accordance with the authorized Rules of the Game of blackjack, the 
blackjack layout shall contain, at a minimum: 

(a) Three separate designated betting areas for each player position at the table with each 
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separate betting area being numbered one through three; provided, however, that the number 
of player positions at each table shall not exceed six; 
(b) A separate designated area on the layout for each player position for the placement of 
insurance wagers; 
(c) A separate designated area on the layout for each player position for the placement of 
double down wagers; 
(d) A separate designated area on the layout for each player position for the placement of 
split pair wagers; and 
(e) Three separate areas designated for the placement of the dealer's original face up card 
with each separate area being numbered one through three. 

(9) In order to collect the cards at the conclusion of a round of play as required by the 
authorized Rules of the Game of blackjack and at such other times as provided in 205 CMR 
146.49, each blackjack table shall have a discard rack securely attached to the top of the dealer's 
side of the table. The height of each discard rack shall equal the height of the cards, stacked one 
on top of the other, contained in the total number of decks that are to be used to play the game 
at that table; provided, however, that a taller discard rack may be used if such rack has a distinct 
and clearly visible mark on its side to show the exact height for a stack of cards equal to the total 
number of cards contained in the number of decks to be used to play the game at that table. 
Whenever a double shoe is used at a blackjack table, the same number of decks shall be used in 
each side of the double shoe, and the height and marking requirements for that table's discard 
rack shall be determined from the number of decks used in one side of the shoe. 

 
(10) If a gaming licensee offers a progressive blackjack wager pursuant to the authorized Rules 
of the Game of blackjack, the blackjack layout shall have designated areas for the placement of 
the progressive blackjack wager and shall contain the following equipment: 

(a) A separate acceptor device for the placement of a progressive wager. Each acceptor 
device shall have a light which shall illuminate upon placement and acceptance of a gaming 
chip; 
(b) A method to ensure that only one progressive blackjack wager is made per spot, per 
round of play; 
(c) A device or method to indicate that a progressive blackjack wager has been won; 
(d) A sign describing the winning wagers and the payouts to be awarded on winning 
progressive blackjack wagers at a location near or on the table; 
(e) A table controller panel which shall be equipped with a "lock-out" button which, once 
activated by the dealer, will prevent any player's gaming chip from being recognized in the 
acceptor device; and 
(f) A mechanical, electrical or electronic table inventory return device which shall permit 
all gaming chips deposited into the acceptor devices to be collected and immediately returned 
to a designated area within the table inventory container prior to the dealing of a hand. The 
table inventory return device shall be designed and constructed to contain any feature the 
Bureau may require to maintain the security and integrity of the game. The procedures for 
the operation of all functions of the table inventory return device shall be submitted to the 
Bureau. 

 
(11) If a gaming licensee offers a blackjack bonus wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of 
the Game of blackjack, the blackjack layout shall have designated areas for the placement of the 
blackjack bonus wager, and shall contain the following equipment: 

(a) A table controller located in an area of the table or the pit which area shall be secured 
by dual locking mechanisms, which are unique from one another. One locking mechanism 
shall be maintained and controlled by a gaming establishment security supervisor, and the 
second locking mechanism shall be maintained and controlled by a table games supervisor; 

1. One table controller shall control no more than four blackjack tables. Procedures for 
the operation, security and control of the table controller shall be submitted to the Bureau 
prior to implementation; 
2. Whenever it is required that a table controller or any device connected thereto which 
may affect the operation of the blackjack bonus system be accessed or opened, certain 
information shall be recorded on a form entitled "Controller Access Authorization Log", 
which shall include, at a minimum, the date, time, purpose of accessing or opening the 
controller or device, and the signature of the authorized employee accessing or opening 
the machine or device. The Controller Access Authorization Log shall be maintained in 
the same secured location as the table controller, and shall have recorded thereon a 
sequential number and the manufacturer's serial number or the asset number of the 
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controller; 
(b) A blackjack bonus button, which shall be located at the table by the dealer, and used by 
each player with a winning blackjack bonus wager to generate a bonus amount to be won by 
that player. The blackjack bonus button shall be attached to the table in a manner that will 
enable the dealer to place the blackjack bonus button directly in front of each winning player; 
(c) A blackjack bonus display, which shall be located at the table and shall display the 
amount of the winning blackjack bonus on both sides of the device, so that the amount is 
visible to all players, the dealer and supervisory personnel; and 
(d) A sign containing the amount of the blackjack bonus wager, as well as the minimum and 
maximum possible blackjack bonus amounts to be awarded, pursuant to 205 CMR 147.03: 
Notice and Patron Access. 

 
(12) If a gaming licensee offers a streak wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of the Game 
of blackjack, the blackjack table shall also contain: 

(a) A layout which shall include, at a minimum: 
1. Four additional separate designated betting areas for each of the player positions at 
the table, which areas shall be numbered "2" through "5"; and 
2. The inscriptions "Two consecutive wins pays 3 to 1", "Three consecutive wins pays 
7 to 1", "Four consecutive wins pays 17 to 1", and "Five consecutive wins pays 37 to 1"; 
and 

(b) The following equipment: 
1. Marker buttons ("lammers") with the gaming licensee's name or logo, to indicate how 
many consecutive blackjack hands a patron has won or another device or method 
approved by the Bureau; and 
2. A sign containing the permissible amount of the streak wager, posted pursuant to 
205 CMR 147.03: Notice and Patron Access. 
 

(13) If a gaming licensee offers a Match-the-dealer wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of 
the Game of blackjack, the blackjack table shall contain: 

(a) A layout which shall include, at a minimum, an additional designated betting area 
bearing the inscription "Match-the-dealer" at each of the player positions at the table; and 
(b) A layout inscription or sign posted at the blackjack table indicating the payout odds for 
the Match-the-dealer wager. 

 
(14) If a gaming licensee offers the 20-point bonus wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of 
the Game of blackjack, the layout otherwise required by 205 CMR 146.13 shall also include, at 
a minimum, an additional designated betting area for the 20-point bonus wager at each of the 
player positions at the table. The blackjack table shall also contain a sign setting forth the payout 
odds for the 20-point bonus wager. 

 
(15) If a gaming licensee offers the option set forth in the authorized Rules of the Game of 
blackjack that requires the dealer to draw additional cards on a soft 17, the blackjack layout shall 
have imprinted on it, at a minimum, the following inscription instead of the inscription set forth 
in 205 CMR 146.13(3)(b): "Dealer must draw to 16 and soft 17 and stand on hard 17's and 
above. all 18's." 

 
(16) If a gaming licensee offers the optional bonus wager pursuant to the authorized Rules of 
the Game of blackjack, the layout otherwise required by 205 CMR 146.13 shall include, at a 
minimum, an additional designated betting area for such wager at each of the player positions 
at the table. In addition, payout odds for the optional bonus wager shall be inscribed on the 
layout or posted on a sign at each such blackjack table. 

 
(17) If a gaming licensee requires a hand fee, the approved layout otherwise required by 205 
CMR 146.13 shall include, at a minimum, an additional designated area at each player position 
for the placement of the hand fee. 

 
 
REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
 

205 CMR 146.00: M.G.L. c. 23K, §§ 2, 4(37), and 5. 



 
 

 
 

 

 
SMALL BUSINESS IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
 The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (“Commission”) hereby files this Small 
Business Impact Statement in accordance with G.L. c.30A, §2 relative to the proposed 
amendment to 205 CMR 146.00: Gaming Equipment, specifically section 13: Blackjack Table; 
Card Reader Device; Physical Characteristics; Inspections. 
 

This regulation was developed as part of promulgating regulations governing the 
operation of gaming establishments in the Commonwealth and is primarily governed by G.L. c. 
23K, §§ 2, 4(37) and 5.  The proposed amendments to 205 CMR 146.13 clarifies the Blackjack 
table layout inscriptions. 

 
 This regulation applies directly to gaming licensees, equipment manufacturers, and 
Blackjack dealers; however, the proposed amendment will not impact small businesses.  Under 
G.L. c.30A, §2, the Commission offers the following responses: 
 
1. Estimate of the number of small businesses subject to the proposed amendments to this 

regulation: 
 

As the amendment applies to the licensees and equipment manufacturers, no small business 
will be subject to any impact. 

 
2. State the projected reporting, recordkeeping, and other administrative costs required for 

compliance with the proposed amendments to this regulation: 
  

There are no further projected reporting, recordkeeping, or administrative costs created by 
these amendments that would affect small businesses.    

 
3. State the appropriateness of performance standards versus design standards:  

   
This amendment imposes a performance standard, as it prescribes alteration of Blackjack 
tables in casinos to provide clarity for guests and to be consistent with the Commission’s 
approved rules of the game of Blackjack. 

  
4. Identify regulations of the promulgating agency, or of another agency or department of the 

Commonwealth, which may duplicate or conflict with the proposed amendments to this 
regulation:  

 



 
 

 
 

There are no conflicting regulations in 205 CMR, and the Commission is unaware of any 
conflicting or duplicating regulations of any other agency or department of the 
Commonwealth.   

 
5. State whether the proposed amendments to this regulation are likely to deter or encourage the 

formation of new businesses in the Commonwealth:   
  
As the proposed amendment clarifies the appropriate rules and inscriptions for the 
particular version of blackjack being offered, it will neither deter nor encourage the 
formation of new businesses in the Commonwealth.  

 
  
  
       Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
      By:  
 
 
      _s/____________________________ 
      Judith A. Young 
      Associate General Counsel  
       
 
 
Dated: September 4, 2025 
 
 



GAMESENSE LICENSING AGREEMENT MASSACHUSETTS 

THIS AGREEMENT is effective upon the execution of this Agreement by the parties. 

BETWEEN 

BRITISH COLUMBIA LOTTERY CORPORATION, a Crown corporation continued under 
the Gaming Control Act (British Columbia) having an address at 74 West Seymour Street, 
Kamloops, British Columbia, V2C 1E2 (“BCLC”), 

AND 

MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION, an independent regulatory agency, with a 
5-member commission, formed under the laws of Massachusetts General Laws Chapter.
23K, and Chapter 23N, having an address at 101 Federal Street, 12th Floor, Boston,
Massachusetts 02110 (the “Commission”).

(each a “Party” and collectively the “Parties”)BACKGROUND: 

A. BCLC is the developer of the responsible gambling program and its brand known as ‘GameSense’ 
including the content, programming, artwork, advertising and marketing materials associated
therewith, and training materials including but not limited to presentations and videos (collectively,
“GameSense”).

B. Commission derives its authority to regulate and oversee gaming, sports wagering and horse racing 
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts from Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 23K, Chapter 
23N and Chapter 128A and 128C.

C. BCLC and Commission wishwishes to terminate the GameSense License Agreement, dated
January 21, 2015, (the “Prior Agreement”) and agree to replace the Prior Agreement in its entirety
with this Agreement.

D. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Commission wishes to license from BCLC,
and BCLC wishes to grant to Commission a license to make the Program available in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (“Jurisdiction”) for the purpose of promoting and facilitating
responsible gambling. 

E. BCLC wishes to license the GameSense program to the Commission for use in the Jurisdiction in
accordance with the terms and conditions contained in this Agreement.

F. Commission wishes to provide portions of the GameSense program, subject to restrictions and
conditions stated herein to its gamingiGaming, horse racing, and sports wagering licensees, who
are licensed to conduct casino gaming, horse racing, or sports wagering pursuant to Massachusetts
General Laws Chapter 23K, Chapter 23N and Chapters 128A and C, and its corresponding
regulations under 205 CMR, respectively. The Commission’s licensees are collectively referred to
as “Licensed Operators.”

IN CONSIDERATION of the foregoing and the mutual covenants and agreements contained in this 
Agreement, the parties covenant and agree as follows: 
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ARTICLE 1- PROGRAM, PROPRIETARY RIGHTS AND LICENSES 

1.1 Provision of the Program  

BCLC will make the GameSense program, including the GameSense Program Materials 
referenced in Schedule A to this Agreement (collectively, the “Program”), excluding Third 
Party Services (as defined herein) available to Commission via an instance of BCLC’s 
GameSense asset library through an online site (the “Template Site”). For clarity, the 
Program includes the Template Site and the Trademark License (as defined herein). 

1.2 License Grant to Commission 

(a) Subject to Commission’s compliance with this Agreement, BCLC hereby grants 
Commission a limited, revocable, non-exclusive, non-transferable and  non-sub-licensable 
(except as set out in section 1.2 (c)), non-assignable  license to use and make the Program, 
including Assigned Content (as defined herein), as applicable, available in the Jurisdiction 
to Licensed Operators, as defined in Schedule F, solely  in association with Commission’s 
responsible gambling initiatives, and programming for statutorily permitted gambling 
products in Commission’s regulationregulated of gambling, sports wagering and horse 
racing operations, which include Licensed Operators’ land based casinos and Licensed 
Operators’ online sports wagering sites and mobile applications made available through 
Licensed Operators, as defined below  within the territorial boundaries of the Jurisdiction 
and in compliance with all applicable laws of the Jurisdiction. Commission’s license grant 
under this section shall also allowallows Commission to provide the Assigned Content to 
entities or agencies operating under the oversight of the Commission who are also 
committed to promoting and facilitating responsible gaming within Massachusetts, said 
entities to include, but not be limited to, charitable foundations, and colleges/universities., 
and all such entities are included in the definition of “Licensed Operators”. Commission 
will at all times maintain control and oversight of the use of the GameSense brand in 
Massachusetts. and the Commission must ensure that all third parties to whom the 
Commission provides the Program, abide by this Agreement, not assign their rights 
hereunder or grant any licensing rights to such third parties and ensure the third parties 
strictly adhere to the provisions of Schedule C. For clarity, the Program may not be used 
for any purpose outside the Jurisdiction, without BCLC prior written consent, which consent 
shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, any operators who provide online sports wagering sites 
and/or mobile applications (“iGaming Operators”) must not at any time have any direct 
access to the Program, Trademarks, Template Site or any portion of the Program, and 
shall only have  indirect, limited and restricted access in accordance with the terms and 
conditions as stated in Schedule D, herein referred to as the “Limited Use”. In the event 
iGaming Operators obtain access to or use the Program, Trademarks, or Template Site 
outside of what is in the Limited Use, this shall be deemed an uncurable material breach 
of this Agreement.  

(b) Commission may update the Program with Commission’s own branding, including its 
trademarks, logos, and trade names (“Commission Marks”). Commission shall not 
remove from the Program any BCLC Trademarks (as defined in Article 2.1), logos and 
trade names that are required to be attached to or displayed in association with the 
Program by applicable law or by this Agreement. For clarity, neither the Program, Template 
Site nor any of the Intellectual Property (as defined in Article 3.2 herein) made available 
via the Template Site is a “work made for hire” and Commission or Licensed Operators 
shall have no ownership rights therein, but BCLC grants Commission a limited, non-
exclusive, non-transferable right to use, modify, enhance, update, adapt, or expand on the 
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Program available on the Template Site, but only to the extent required to make the 
Program available in the Commission’s Jurisdiction for  gambling, horse racing and sports 
wagering purposes as statutorily permitted or to comply with applicable law, if any, and, in 
any case, solely in accordance with this Agreement. BCLC reserves the right to alter the 
manner in which it delivers the Program at any time and in its sole discretion. 

(c) Commission will have aCommission’s limited right to sublicense the rights granted under 
section 1.2 (a) to other parties for noLicensed Operators do not incur any additional fee to 
BCLC.  

The Commission shall through written notice to its Licensed Operators restrict all 
Licensed Operators from granting any third party any other rights or to grant any further 
sublicenses to a third party as a sub-sublicensee(s). In addition to obtaining written 
confirmation from Licenced Operators that they do not have the right to assign or 
sublicence the Program,  Commission shall take reasonable efforts to ensure that 
Licensed Operators shall remain aware that they do not have the right to assign, license 
or otherwise transfer their use of the Program to any other third parties. 

 

1.3 Payment of Fee 

Commission will upon receipt of an invoice from BCLC, pay BCLC an annual licensing fee of Five Thousand 
Dollars USD ($5,000.00 USD) (the “Licensing Fee”) to offset any BCLC disbursements relating to 
Commission’s access to the Program. The Licensing Fee is a special concession and not a market related 
fee for the Program, provided by BCLC to the Commission as part of BCLC’s social purpose to prevent 
harm to gamblers inside and outside of British Columbia.    

1.4 Research and Development Commitment 

(a) During the Term of this Agreement, the Commission commits annuallyagrees to 
supportingspend a lineminimum of $[XXXX.XX] USD on research and/or development 
activities (the “R&D Contribution”) directly related to furtherGameSense, player health 
and/or responsible gaming knowledge and evidence. gambling initiatives (the “R&D 
Activities”). The Commission will seekmust obtain BCLC’s prior written approval of all 
R&D Activities, which may be withheld and without justification, prior to collaborate with the 
Commission commencing any such R&D Activities. In addition to the requirements as 
stated in Schedule E and any other requirements communicated by BCLC on certainto 
Commission  during the Term, the R&D Contribution must be applied towards one or more 
of the following R&D Activities: 

i. Internal research initiatives and findings and shareand evaluation work related to 
GameSense and the Commission’s use of GameSense (“Internal Research and 
Evaluation Projects”), including but not limited to Program evaluations, customer 
and employee surveys, and/or other research to advance each party’sactivities 
with regard to the implementation of the Program within the Licensee’s jurisdiction. 

ii. External research and work related to GameSense, responsible gaming 
programs.. gambling, and/or player health initiatives (“External Research 
Projects”). This may be executed indirectly with or through strategic alliances, joint 
ventures, and other entities, including without limitation application of matching 
funds or grants provided by governmental or quasi-governmental agencies or not-
for-profit entities. 

iii. Development of GameSense assets ("GS Asset Development”), subject to the 
terms and conditions of this Agreement, which may be utilized by BCLC, other 
licensees, and any BCLC partners.   
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For clarity purposes, the Commission shall not be entitled to, unless otherwise permitted in this Agreement, 
receive any remuneration including but not limited to royalty fees, service fees or licensee fees, or any 
reimbursement of cost, expenses, or fees from BCLC for any of the R&D activities.  

(b) The Commission acknowledges and agrees that Internal Research and Evaluation 
Projects and External Research Projects support and contribute to the ongoing 
improvement of the Program, therefore, the Commission: 

i. shall grant BCLC a non-exclusive, royalty-free, sub-licensable, 
transferable, assignable, irrevocable, perpetual, worldwide, and 
unrestricted license to all research, reports and data, including but 
not limited to, articles, results, studies, content, findings, evaluation, 
analysis, investigations and/or testing derived from the Internal 
Research and Evaluation Projects and/or External Research 
Projects (the “Project Results”) for any and all purposes, and which 
may or may not be published and/or publicly available. The 
Commission and/or a third-party organization shall retain all 
ownership and proprietary rights in the Project Results; 

ii. shall obtain all rights, permissions, notices and consents from the 
applicable third-party organization or any other person(s) or 
entity(ies) to permit the sublicensing of the Project Results to BCLC 
in accordance with the above section 1.4 (b) (i) and to allow BCLC 
to incorporate the final Projects Results into the Program; 

iii. shall promptly provide BCLC a copy of the final Projects Results 
upon such Project Results becoming available; and 

iv. understands and agrees that BCLC and/ or its licensees, may, at 
their sole discretion, use and incorporate in whole or in part, the 
Project Results, within the Program. BCLC shall not be required to 
(x) consult with Licensee and/or any applicable third-party 
organization, person(s) or any other entity(ies) with regards to 
BCLC’s use of the Project Results, and/or (y) incorporate any part of 
the Project Results within the Program. 

(c) In receipt of such Project Results from the Commission, BCLC: 

i. agrees to acknowledge and give credit to the Commission and/or an applicable third-
party organization should BCLC incorporate the Project Results, in whole or in part, 
within the Program; and 

ii. shall not be required, at any time, to pay any fees, including but not limited to license 
fees, sublicense fees, services fees or royalties to the Commission and/or any third-
party organization for BCLC’s use of any Project Results. 

(d) In accordance with Article 3 in this Agreement, BCLC shall own all rights, title and interest 
in the GS Asset Development, and shall permit the Commission use of the GS Asset 
Development under the terms and conditions of this Agreement.  

(e) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, and without prejudice to any 
other rights, in the event that BCLC becomes aware of a fact or circumstance relating to 
the R&D Activities, the R&D  Contribution, or any external third party entity that may be 
supporting or working with the Commission on the R&D Activities or receiving the R&D  
Contribution which, in the opinion of BCLC, acting reasonably, reflects unfavourably upon 
the business or reputation of BCLC (including any affiliates), then BCLC shall have the 
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right at any time during the Term, pursuant to this Agreement or otherwise,  upon providing 
written notice to the Commission, require the Commission terminate those R&D Activities 
and apply the R&D Contribution to new R&D Activities as approved by BCLC. 

 

1.5 Commission Content 

(a) Submission  

Commission is responsible for (a) all content, including feedback, information and other content, submitted 
by the Commission or Sublicensee(s) in respect to the Program or otherwise provided to BCLC by 
Commission, or Representatives (as defined herein) or Sublicensee(s); and (b) any materials provided by 
or belonging to Commission or Representatives used in the delivery or provisioning of the Program, or any 
portion thereof (collectively, “Commission Content”). Commission hereby waives, or confirms that 
Commission, and Representatives and any Sublicensee(s) have waived all moral rights, rights of attribution 
and equivalent rights in the Commission Content. BCLC may, in its sole and absolute discretion, incorporate 
any or all of the Commission Content in the Program. BCLC reserves the right to use and disclose any 
Commission Content as required or permitted by applicable law.  

(b) Assignment to BCLC 

Commission irrevocably assigns to BCLC, without any compensation, any and all previous, current and 
future suggestions, improvements, modifications, adaptations, and derivative works of any Commission 
Content provided to or made accessible in any manner to, BCLC, in whole or in part, for any purpose 
whatsoever (the “Assigned Content”). Commission hereby waives, or confirms that Commission, 
Representatives, and any Sublicensees have waived all moral rights, attribution rights and equivalent rights 
in the Assigned Content.  Furthermore, Commission will take all commercially reasonable steps necessary, 
as requested by BCLC, to register, maintain, protect and enforce BCLC’s rights in the Assigned Content. 

 

1.6 Account Registration 

Commission may only permit up to five (5) of its employees, contractors, agents, or other persons otherwise 
acting on Commission’s behalf for Commission’s own internal purposes at any given time (collectively, 
“Representatives”) to use the Template Site solely for the purposes set out in this Article 1.6. For purposes 
of clarity, Sublicensees shallmust not havebe given access to the Template Site at any time. 

All Representatives accessing or using the Template Site must do so via a BCLC account (“Account”). 
Upon executing this Agreement, Commission will provide to BCLC the name and email address of up to 
five (5) Representatives. BCLC may provide Representatives with access credentials such as a username 
and password (“Credentials”) for Accounts. Commission is responsible for the use of, and for maintaining 
the confidentiality of all Credentials. Commission will immediately notify BCLC of any unauthorized use of 
Credentials or any other breach of security relating to the Template Site suspected by or known to 
Commission. Commission is solely responsible for all activity undertaken, and use of the Template Site 
made, using the Credentials, regardless of the identity of the individual using such Credentials. BCLC shall 
have no responsibility or liability in connection with any unauthorized use of any Representatives’ 
Account(s) (or Credentials). Commission shall ensure that it keeps such passwords and all Credentials and 
all other Account login details secure. Commission shall: (i) notify BCLC immediately of any unauthorized 
use of any password or Account or any other known or suspected breach of security with respect to any 
Account; (ii) not impersonate another individual or provide false identity information to gain access to or 
use of the Template Site; (iii) promptly advise BCLC when an Account should be terminated; and (iv) 
promptly advise BCLC of any change in Representatives including the new Representative’s name and 
email address. In addition to its other remedies, BCLC may, in its sole discretion, immediately remove or 
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suspend any Account affected by the activities described in the foregoing (i) or (ii), or refuse access to or 
remove or suspend any individual from accessing or otherwise using the Template Site for any reason. 

Commission shall comply with, and shall be responsible for all Representatives’ compliance with, all 
applicable laws in connection with use of the Program.   

1.7 Commission Responsibilities 

The Commission shall make all reasonable efforts to adhere to the following responsibilities for the term of 
this agreement: 

(a) provide accurate and complete information when prompted to do so during the registration 
process; 

(b) maintain and update information of Commission and Representatives so that it remains 
accurate and complete; 

(c) be bound by this Agreement and any additional terms and conditions related to such 
registration, which are deemed to form part of this Agreement; 

(c)(d) adhere to the GameSense standards including with respect to branding (as amended by 
BCLC from time to time); including any approvals pursuant to Article 1.7(f) to the extent 
applicable; 

(d)(e) cooperate fully with BCLC’s GameSense brand usage and associated auditing initiatives, 
including, but not limited to audits of digital properties,  which may be exercised at BCLC’s 
sole discretion, not more frequently than twice per calendar year; 

(e)(f) provide an annual report (the “Report”) to BCLC, detailing GameSense related marketing 
materials created by Commission for use on websites, television, online video or marketing 
campaigns, including press releases, junkets or media outreach, costing more than 
$50,000.00 in the currency of the Jurisdiction or which alter or present in a materially 
different manner any Program content available through the Template Site; 

(f)(g) ensure that any and all use of the Program, the Template Site and Commission Content 
complies with this Agreement, applicable laws, and applicable terms and conditions of the 
Template Site;  

(g)(h) provide such information and assistance (if any) as may be reasonably requested by BCLC 
from time to time to enable BCLC to provide the Program and Commission access to the 
Template Site;  

(h)(i) comply, at Commission’s cost and expense, with all applicable laws and any third party 
terms of agreement (including any terms and conditions that are applicable to the template 
site) which may apply to Commission in connection with Commission’s use of the Template 
Site including all Third Party Services, if any;  

(i)(j) ensure that any and all use of the Template Site (including by Representatives) is in 
compliance with this Agreement and applicable laws;  

(j)(k) promptly report any known or suspected infringement of the Intellectual Property (as 
defined herein) rights, or Program to BCLC; and 

(k)(l) Commission will prepare an annual report, as detailed in 1.7(e), and provide it to BCLC 
within the first quarter following the end of the Commission’s fiscal year that will identify its 
use and distribution of the Program. The Report shall include: 
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(i) an outline of the status of the Commission’s implementation of the Program; 

(ii) the plans for the next twelve (12) month period with respect to the Program; and 

(iii) any related research or evaluation results, including campaign results, pertaining 
to the Program (or as reasonably required by BCLC);  

 

(l)(m) As it relates to sublicensing under section 1.2 (c), Commission shall provide its Licensed 
Operators with a sufficiently detailed Terms of Use or sublicense noting the relevant 
requirements of its use of the Program as detailed in this agreement and Schedule A - D, 
and also: 

(i) inform BCLC and obtain BCLC’s prior written consent, at lease thirty (30) days prior 
to entering into a sublicense agreement with a Licenced Operator, of Licensee’s 
intention to enter into such an agreement; 

(ii) execute a sublicense with each Licenced Operator with terms and conditions 
consistent of this Agreement, with the exception that a Licenced Operator will not 
have any rights to further sublicence the Program; 

(iii) not sublicense any component of the Program, in whole or in part, including any 
Trademarks or Marketing Materials, to any Licenced Operator(s) outside of the 
Jurisdiction;  

(iv) ensure that the Licenced Operator(s) have obtained all the required regulatory 
licenses, approvals, and/or consents from the applicable governmental body(ies) 
prior to executing a sublicense; 

(v) be fully liable and responsible for the acts or omissions of any Licenced 
Operator(s) as if the activities were directly those of the Commission. Any act or 
omission of a Licenced Operator(s) which would be a breach of this Agreement if 
performed by the Commission shall be deemed to be a breach by the Commission 
of this Agreement; 

(vi) ensure that the Licenced Operator(s) shall employ no less than reliable, industry-
standard geo-blocking/gating and age restriction measures to prevent 
unauthorized users from engaging in unlawful gambling. The Commission shall 
also compel the Licenced Operator(s) to demonstrate to the Commission how it 
will ring-fence online user access to limit access to those only within the 
Jurisdiction; 

(vii) retain control of the Program, inclusive all Marketing Materials and assets, within 
the Jurisdiction and shall not permit Licenced Operator(s) to make any alterations, 
additions, substitutions, modifications, replacements or changes (the 
“Modifications”) to the Trademarks, Program, Marketing Materials, and any BCLC 
assets. Any Modifications will be deemed an infringement of BCLC’s intellectual 
property rights in or to the Program or any part thereof, and may be subject to legal 
action; 

(viii) maintain a current and up-to-date list of Licenced Operators at all times, and 
provide such list upon request from BCLC; 

(ix) maintain active monitoring of Licenced Operators’ compliance with the terms of the 
Sublicense; 
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(x) terminate the Sublicense and require Licenced Operator to immediately remove 
any references or links to the Program in the event of  Licenced Operator:  

(a) utilizing or otherwise use any part of the Program in an unauthorized manner; 

(b) breaching any of terms or conditions of the Sublicense; 

(c) engaging in activities that are viewed in BCLC’s reasonable, good faith 
determination to be likely to have a material effect on the business, reputation or 
public perception of BCLC; 

(d) exploits use or otherwise commercially exploit, any rights granted under the 
Sublicense:  

1. in a negative manner,  
2. in a way that is contrary to public morals or has a deceptive or 

misleading effect; 
3. in a way that compromises or reflects unfavorably upon the good 

name, goodwill, reputation or image of BCLC or its affiliate; or  
4. in any manner that may result in the unauthorized use of any 

Trademarks; 

 (e) has any certifications, licensees and/or permissions are suspended, revoked 
or deemed by the applicable body to be false; 

 (f) becoming insolvent, or takes any action or has any action taken against or in 
respect of it in bankruptcy, insolvency, liquidation, dissolution, winding-up, 
reorganization, arrangement, protection, relief, compromise or composition of it or 
any of its property or debts- or seeking appointment of a receiver, trustee, 
manager, custodian, liquidator or any other persons with similar authority over 
Licenced Operator; or 

(xi) terminate any Sublicenses upon (i) this Agreement terminating, expiring or 
otherwise ending, (ii) the Commission receives a notice from BCLC pursuant to 
section 8.2 or (iii) expiration of the Pilot Period and the parties elect not to renew 
the Sublicense for any or no reason. 

 

1.8 Commission Restrictions 

Commission will not, and shall use commercially reasonable efforts to prevent any third party, including 
Licensed Operators, to, directly or indirectly: 

(a) store, copy or otherwise reproduce the Template Site or the Program, in whole or in part, 
except as expressly set out in this Agreement or incidental to normal use of the Template 
Site; 

(b) sublicense, distribute, transmit, publish, otherwise allow another person to access the 
Template Site or the Program, or otherwise commercially exploit the Template Site or the 
Program, in whole or in part; 

(c) modify, adapt, translate, decompile, disassemble, reverse engineer, attempt to derive the 
source code of, or create derivative works of the Template Site or the Program, in whole 
or in part; 
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(d) remove, obscure, or alter any proprietary rights notice contained in or on any part of the 
Template Site or the Program; 

(e) interfere with or disrupt the Template Site, servers or networks connected to the Template 
Site, or disobey any requirements, procedures, policies or regulations of networks 
connected to the Template Site; 

(f) attempt to circumvent any security device or feature of the Template Site;  

(g) use the Template Site to store or transmit any virus, worm, trap door, time bomb, Trojan 
horse or other harmful or malicious code, file, script, agent or program designed to permit 
unauthorized access to, or to erase or otherwise harm a party’s software, hardware, 
systems or data (“Malicious Code”); 

(h) stalk, harass or harm anyone or threaten any individual in any manner whatsoever; or 

(i) violate this Agreement or any applicable law.  

1.9 Third Party Services 

The Template Site is currently made available via a site that is provided by a third-party provider (the “Third 
Party Service”) that is provided “AS IS” by BCLC to Commission and BCLC retains the right to terminate 
and appoint providers for the Third Party Service at any time and at its sole discretion, including providing 
such services by BCLC.  

1.10 Disclaimer  

BCLC cannot predict and does not guarantee, warrant or promise that Commission will attain a 
particular result by using the Program, and Commission accepts and understands that results may differ 
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Commission fully agrees that there are no guarantees as to the 
specific outcome or results that Commission can expect from using the Program or Program information 
that Commission may receive from BCLC in Commission’s Jurisdiction or with respect to all applicable laws 
therein. 

2.1 Trademark Definitions 

For purposes of this Agreement, the following defined terms have the meanings ascribed to each of the 
following: 

“Trademarks” means the trademarks, registrations, and logos as set out in Schedule B and such other 
registered and unregistered Program-related trademarks that are designated by BCLC for use with the 
Program from time to time. 

“GameSense Graphics Standards Manual” means BCLC’s manual relating to the branding identity and 
branding standards for the Program as well as the methods, practices, implementation specifications, 
performance, and operation of the Program, including any updates to the manual or replacement manuals, 
as may be issued by BCLC from time to time, which may be provided to Commission electronically, 
including by email; the current version of which as of the Effective Date is attached as Schedule C. 

2.2 Trademark License  

BCLC hereby grants Commission a non-exclusivenonexclusive non-sub-licensable (except as set out in 
section 1.2 (c)), non-transferable and non-assignable limited license to use the Trademarks in connection 
with the promotion and use of the Program as permitted under this Agreement in the Jurisdiction (the 
“Trademark License”). In connection therewith: 
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(a) Commission hereby acknowledges and agrees that BCLC, or its licensor(s), owns the 
Trademarks and any goodwill derived from the use of the Trademarks enure solely to 
BCLC or its licensor(s); 

(b) Commission is hereby licensed to use the Trademarks, which may be amended as BCLC 
in its sole discretion shall decide, in association with the Program and such other services 
as may be designated or approved from time to time by BCLC for use by Commission in 
association with the Trademarks; 

(c) Commission will utilize the Program as stipulated by the GameSense Graphics Standards 
Manual set out in Schedule C and in compliance with law, rules and regulations applicable 
in the Jurisdiction;  

(d) Commission will comply with BCLC’s Trademark usage guidelines and the GameSense 
Graphics Standards Manual regarding usage of the Trademarks and in respect of the 
character or quality of the products and services used in association with the Trademarks  

(e) Commission may continue the use of the Trademarks so long as the use by the 
Commission is in accordance with the instructions, standards of quality and trademark 
specifications set by and approved by BCLC from time to time; 

(f) As part of the requirements of Section 1.7(e), Commission will annually, at its own cost 
and expense verify to BCLC in writing: 

(i) the Commission’s extent of usage of the GameSense program over the past 12 
months; and  

(ii) that such usage was in compliance with BCLC’s Trademark usage guidelines and 
the GameSense Graphics Standards ManualManual.  

(g) Commission will promptly rectify all material defaults in compliance with the provisions of 
Article 2.2(f)(ii) when it becomes aware of such non-compliance, or within ten (10) business 
days upon receipt of written notice of non-compliance from BCLC. If there is a dispute as 
to whether Commission’s materials are non-compliant, parties agree to utilize the dispute 
resolution methods referenced within Section 9 of this agreement. BCLC’s assessment will 
prevail; 

(h) Commission will use appropriate Trademark notice symbols (i.e., for registered marks: ®, 
and for unregistered marks: ™) and when feasible, give public attribution of the fact that its 
use of the Trademarks is a licensed use as are necessary under trademark law to 
accomplish such purposes and as may be prescribed by BCLC and communicated to 
Commission from time to time, including, but not limited to Commission’s website, media 
releases, printed and electronic media, which includes email. (Example: “[Trademark] is a 
[registered] trade-mark trademark of British Columbia Lottery Corporation, used under 
license by [Insert Commission’s full name];Massachusetts Gaming Commission); 

(i) Commission hereby agrees not to act or assist others to impair the ownership, validity or 
goodwill of the Trademarks; 

(j) Commission will not adopt, use or register any corporate name, trade name, trademark, 
service mark, certification mark, trade dress, logo or other designation confusingly similar 
to or containing in whole or in part any Trademark or the Program without BCLC’s prior 
written consent, which may not be arbitrarilyreasonably withheld, and Commission will not 
challenge the validity or ownership of any Trademark; 
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(k) Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as an assignment or grant to the Commission 
of any right, title or interest in or to the Trademarks other than by way of licence; 

(l) The Commission agrees that if any right, title or interest in or to the Trademarks or 
confusingly similar trademarks, trade-names or domain names has been or becomes 
vested in the Commission by operation of law or otherwise, the Commission holds the 
same in trust for BCLC and shall, at the request of BCLC, forfeit or assign unconditionally 
any such right, title or interest to BCLC. 

(m) The Commission shallmust make commercially reasonable efforts during the term of this 
Agreement for activities which may, in the opinion of the Commission, violate the rights of 
BCLC with respect to the Trademarks.  Upon discovery of any such violation, suspected, 
threatened or actual, the Commission shallmust promptly deliver to BCLC notice in writing 
of events known to the Commission and upon which the Commission bases its opinion of 
suspected, threatened or actual infringement. 

(n) upon termination or expiration of this Agreement, Commission will discontinue all use of 
the Trademarks within 180 days from the date of termination; and 

(o) BCLC may terminate the Trademark License by written notice upon Commission’s breach 
of any material terms of the Trademark License in this Article 2.2, or upon the expiration or 
termination of Commission’s license to the Program, or upon Commission abandoning or 
ceasing use of the Trademarks or changing its use of the Trademarks in a manner not 
contemplated hereby. 

2.3 CommissionCommissionCommissionReservationReservation of Rights 

Except as expressly provided herein, each Party will retain all right, title and interest in and to its respective 
trademarks worldwide. Each Party must obtain the prior written approval of the other Party to use the other 
Party’s trademarks if such use is not expressly provided for herein. 

ARTICLE 3- PROPRIETARY RIGHTS 

3.1 Program Ownership  

Commission understands and agrees that the Program, the Intellectual Property, and the Trademarks are 
solely owned by BCLC or its licensor(s). 

3.2 BCLC Ownership Rights 
 
Subject to the limited rights expressly granted herein, (a) no other rights are granted to Commission 
hereunder and the Commission acknowledges and agrees that BCLC owns, retains and reserves all right, 
title and interest (including, but not limited to, all copyright, patent, Trademarks, trademarks, trade secrets 
and other intellectual property rights, whether registered or unregistered) in the Program, the Assigned 
Content, and the Commission Content and to any Program content, concepts, methodology, templates or 
other materials developed or created by BCLC and made accessible to Commission via the Template Site 
or otherwise, including all modifications, improvements, developments, enhancements and derivative works 
howsoever created, even if unauthorized or if created on the request of or based on any Commission 
Content or any suggestion, idea or feedback, from Commission or Representatives (as defined herein) 
(“Intellectual Property”); and (b) no express or implied license or right of any kind is granted to 
Commission, except as permitted under section 1.2 (c) regarding the Program or the Template Site, or any 
part thereof, except as clearly stated to the contrary in this Agreement.  
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3.3 Injunctive Relief 

The parties agree that if Commission utilizes or otherwise uses any of the Program in an unauthorized 
manner, or breach any terms or conditions of this Agreement, that such use or breach maywould  have a 
devastating and serious impact on BCLC's, and the Program’s reputation and maywould, therefore, result 
in immediate and irreparable injury, loss, or damage to BCLC. The parties agree that in such event, in 
addition to BCLC's right to recover damages for a breach of this Agreement, BCLC maywould  be entitled 
to obtain a temporary restraining order or a preliminary injunction from a court of competent jurisdiction to 
prevent the Commission, its Licensed Operators’ employees, agents, consultants, or independent 
contractors from engaging in any further use of the Program or the continued breach of this Agreement and 
to recover the costs relating thereto from the Commission.   

ARTICLE 4- CONFIDENTIALITY AND PERSONAL INFORMATION 

4.1 Confidentiality 

During the Term, each partyParty (the “Disclosing Party”) may provide the other partyParty (the 
“Receiving Party”) non-public technical, business, marketing, proprietary, trade secret, personal or other 
information in any form relating to the Disclosing Party’s business designated or reasonably understood to 
be confidential (“Confidential Information”). The Receiving Party agrees that it will take reasonable 
precautions to protect the Confidential Information and will not use, or disclose it to any third party, except 
as expressly permitted in this Agreement and to the extent permissible under the Massachusetts Public 
Record Law. Access to Confidential Information will be limited to those of the Receiving Party’s employees 
and contractors who need such access for purposes consistent with the Agreement and who owe the 
Receiving Party an obligation of confidentiality with terms consistent with this Agreement. Confidential 
Information excludes information that the Receiving Party can establish: (a) was known to it prior to 
receiving the same from the Disclosing Party, free of any restrictions; (b) is independently developed by the 
Receiving Party without reference to the Disclosing Party’s Confidential Information; (c) is acquired from 
another source without restriction as to use or disclosure or (d) is or becomes part of the public domain 
through no fault or action of the Receiving Party. The Receiving Party may disclose the Disclosing Party’s 
Confidential Information to the extent that such disclosure is necessary to enforce its rights under the 
Agreement or is required by law or pursuant to a court or regulatory order, provided that (if permitted by 
law) the Receiving Party promptly notifies the Disclosing Party in writing of such required disclosure and 
cooperates with the Disclosing Party if the Disclosing Party seeks a protective order. 

4.2 Personal Information 

All information that BCLC may collect for the purpose of granting the Commission access to the Template 
Site is subject to the BCLC Privacy Statement, which is incorporated by reference into this Agreement and 
can be viewed at http://corporate.bclc.com/customer-support/privacy.html (as amended from time to time, 
the “Privacy Statement”). 

ARTICLE 5- REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES 

5.1 Representations and Warranties  

Commission represents and warrants to BCLC that: (a) it is a U.S. State Gaming Commission authorized 
by Commonwealth statutes to oversee and regulate gaming, horse racing, and sports wagering in the 
Jurisdiction; (b) it has the power and authority to enter into this Agreement; (c) the Commission Content 
shall not contain any Malicious Code; (d) the Commission owns the Commission Content and the 
Commission Content shall not infringe any copyright, Trademark, trademark or patent right or 
misappropriate any trade secret; (e) the Commission shall primarily utilize the Program for the benefit of 
persons in the Jurisdiction, subject to only the permissible uses stated in this agreement; and (f) it shall 
comply with applicable law in using the Program, including the use and disclosure of Commission Content 
in accordance with applicable law. 
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ARTICLE 6- DISCLAIMER 

6.1 Disclaimer 

Except as expressly provided in this agreement, the program is provided “as is,” and BCLC makes no (and 
hereby disclaims all) other representations, warranties and conditions, whether written, oral, express, 
implied or statutory, including, without limitation, any implied warranties of merchantability, non-
conformance with description, title, non infringement, accuracy, safety, reliability, completeness and fitness 
for a particular purpose or the results licensee or Licensed Operators may obtain by using the program or 
that the quality of the program will meet licensee’s  or Licensed Operators’ expectations or requirements. 
BCLC does not warrant that all errors can be corrected, or that operation of the program shall be 
uninterrupted or error-free or that it will correct all defects or prevent unauthorized access. BCLC does not 
warrant that the program will be compatible with Commission’s or Licensed Operators’ computer systems, 
mobile devices or any internet technology. BCLC disclaims all failures, delays and other problems inherent 
with the internet and is not responsible for any licensee content delayed, lost, altered, intercepted or stored 
during the transmission across networks not owned or controlled by BCLC.  

The program is provided to assist the Commission or Licensed Operators in making players aware of 
responsible gambling guidelines. BCLC does not represent nor guarantee that players will be made aware 
of or abide by responsible gambling guidelines or practices. BCLC does not represent nor guarantee that 
players’ access to or use of such guidelines or practices shall accomplish any result, including that any 
player shall constitute a responsible gambler. The program is not intended to facilitate online gambling, or 
to advertise or market lottery schemes outside of British Columbia, or to conduct, manage or operate any 
lottery schemes outside of British Columbia. Commission, on its own behalf and on behalf of the Licensed 
Operators is solely responsible to ensure that, if it uses the program, that the program, as applicable, and 
the associated content, is distributed and used in licensee’s jurisdiction solely in accordance with all 
applicable laws. For greater certainty, the program was developed for use in British Columbia and does not 
contemplate, address or comply with any regulations or specific or general local requirements in other 
jurisdictions.  For the purposes of this agreement “Lottery Schemes” include casino operations. 

Some jurisdictions do not allow the exclusion of implied warranties, so some of the above limitations may 
not apply to licensee. 

ARTICLE 7- INDEMNITIES 

7.1 Indemnification 

ARTICLE 8DUE TO THE FACT THAT THE COMMISSION IS PROHIBITED BY THE 
CONSTITUTION OF THE COMMONWEALTH  OF MASSACHUSETTS TO 

INDEMNIFY ANY PARTY, INCLUDING BCLC, THE COMMISSION AGREES TO 
ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY BREACH OF THIS AGREEMENT AND 

ASSOCIATED DAMAGES ATTRIBUTED TO IT BY A COURT OR OTHER ENTITY 
OF COMPETENT JURISDICTION; AND WILL DEFEND BCLC AGAINST ANY 

CLAIMS, CAUSES OF ACTION, AND  INVESTIGATIONS BY THIRD PARTIES OR 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES  RESULTING FROM DETERMINED TO BE SOLELY 

CAUSED BY THE COMMISSION’S USE,  OR LICENSING, OF THE PROGRAM AND 
WILL PAY THE RESULTING JUDGEMENTS IMPOSED BY SUCH  COURT OR 

ENTITY, FINES, SETTLEMENTS, COURT COSTS AND ATTORNEYSATTORNEYS’ 
FEES ON A SOLICITOR AND OWN CLIENT BASIS.- LIABILITY  

If the Program, or any part thereof, is or is likely to become subject to a claim of infringement or 
misappropriation, then BCLC may immediately upon written notice to the Commission, terminate 
Commission’s rights to use the infringing portions of the Program. Upon receipt of notice, Commission shall 
immediately notify any applicable Licensed Operator(s)(s). THE RIGHTS GRANTED TO COMMISSION 
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UNDER THIS ARTICLE 8.2 SHALL BE COMMISSION’S AND LICENSED OPERATOR’S SOLE AND 
EXCLUSIVE REMEDY FOR ANY ALLEGED INFRINGEMENT BY THE PROGRAM OF ANY PATENT, 
COPYRIGHT, TRADEMARK, OR OTHER PROPRIETARY RIGHT.  

ARTICLE 9 – DISPUTES  

9.1 Disputes 

In the event of a dispute between the parties to this Agreement, and prior to the commencement of 
any action, suit or proceeding (except as otherwise provided in Section 3.3 above), the parties 
agree to follow the following dispute resolution process relating to disputes that cannot be promptly 
resolved between BCLC and Commission: 

(a) Stage 1 (Account Managers) - BCLC’s Account Manager will attempt to resolve 
the dispute with the Commission’s Account Manager; 

(b) Stage 2 (Senior Directors) – The relevant BCLC Director will attempt to resolve 
the dispute with Commission’s Director of Research and Responsible Gaming, , 
overseeing the Program;  

(c) Stage 3 (Executive) - A member of BCLC’s executive will contact the 
Commission’s executive director  to attempt to resolve the dispute; 

(d) Stage 4 (Contract Termination) – BCLC provides Commission with a written 180-
day termination notice. 

9.2 Reservation of Termination Rights  

The dispute resolution process in Article 9.1 does not delay or deprive BCLC of its termination 
rights pursuant to Articles 8.2 or 10.2. 

 

ARTICLE 10- TERM 

10.1 Term 

(a) The term of the license granted under this Agreement shall commence upon written 
acceptance of the Agreement by BCLC and Commission and shall continue until 
terminated by mutual agreement, or in accordance with Article 10.2., or 10 years from the 
Effective Date whichever occurs first (the “Term”). This agreement may be renewed up to 
2 timestwice for a period of 3 years each. 

(b) The Commission acknowledges and agrees that the Licensing Fee and R&D Contribution 
will be subject to a price increase after the fifth year of the Term. For clarity purposes, at 
least one-hundred and twenty (120) days prior to end of year five (5), the Parties shall 
negotiate a new Licensing Fee and R&D Contribution for years six (6) to ten (10) of the 
Term and any renewal term.  Notwithstanding section 10.1(a), in the event that the Parties 
are unable to mutually agree upon a new Licensing Fee and R&D Contribution for years 
six (6) to ten (10) and any renewal term, this Agreement will terminate in accordance with 
section 10.2(a).  

Formatted: Num_A 3
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10.2 Termination and Procedure on Termination 

NOTWITHSTANDING ARTICLE 9.1, 

(a) Either Party may terminate this Agreement at any time upon giving the at least ninety (90) 
days’ notice of termination; or  

(b) Either Party may terminate this Agreement immediately at any time, upon providing 
Commissionthe other Party with written notice if: 

(i) either Party ceases to hold any required regulatory approvals in its jurisdiction; or  

(i)(ii) any administrative, judicial, legislative or regulatory authority passes, issues or 
orders any decision, policy or enactment that renders performance of this 
Agreement wholly or partially illegal.  

(c) Upon the termination of this Agreement, whether by BCLC, Commission, mutual 
agreement or by reason of default of a partyParty, Commission shall return to BCLC any 
copies of the GameSense materials developed by it or under its control and shall certify, 
upon request, under the hand of a duly authorized officer of Commission, that all records 
or copies of any GameSense materials in physical and electronic form have been 
destroyed, and that no copies, in any form, remain in the possession or control of 
Commission. 

Termination of this Agreement shall not affect any right of action of either partyParty arising from anything 
which was done or not done, as the case may be, prior to the termination taking effect.  Termination 
pursuant to Articles 8.2 and 10.2(b) shall not result in the repayment of prior fees imposed on the 
Commission pursuant to Article 1.3. Under no circumstances will BCLC be liable for a refund of the 
Research R&D Contribution made by the Commission pursuant to Article 1.4. Parties agree that termination 
pursuant to this agreement will not require payment of future fees described herein for the remainder of the 
Term described in Article 10.1. 

 

10.3 Modifications  

BCLC, in its discretion at any time and without notice, may modify, restrict, suspend, or discontinue the 
Program, in whole or in part, and may terminate (in accordance with Articles 8.2 or 10.2) this Agreement. If 
BCLC discontinues the Program or terminates this Agreement, Commission will cease all use of the 
Program, or any portion thereof, and any materials relating thereto, as applicable, and delete and destroy 
all copies of materials provided by, or derived from, BCLC or the Template Site, whether in printed or 
electronic form, within one hundred and eighty (180) days from such discontinuance or termination, as 
applicable. 

 

ARTICLE 11 – AUDITING 

11.1 Auditing Compliance  

(a) BCLC, in its direction at any time, with reasonable notice and at its own expense, verify and 
audit Commission’s compliance with this Agreement.  

(b) BCLC, in its direction at any time, with reasonable notice, may request Commission to audit 
Sublicensee’s compliance with the Sublicense, at Licensee’s own expense. Commission shall 
provide BCLC with the results of such audit in its annual report required within section 1.7(l). 
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Such audit shall be completed no later than the first quarter of the following fiscal year after 
the. request.   

ARTICLE 12- NOTICE 

12.1 Notice 

Notices to either partyParty shall be issued in writing by personal delivery, e-mail or registered mail (return 
receipt requested) by a reputable overnight delivery service addressed to, respectively: 

BCLC 
Attention: Legal Services,  

Address: 74 West Seymour Street, Kamloops, British Columbia, V2C 1E2, Canada;  

Email: LegalServices@bclc.com. 

 [NAME OFMASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION] 
Attention:  Director of Division of Research and Responsible Gaming, Massachusetts Gaming 
Commission 

Address: 101 Federal Street, Floor 12, Boston MA, 02110 

Email: mark.vanderlinden@massgaming.gov 

Further, if BCLC has to contact Commission, it will do so by electronic means (including by display on-
screen or by a link or URL) or by e-mail or post to any address Commission may have provided to BCLC. 

BCLC’s language for correspondence is English. 

ARTICLE 13- GENERAL 

13.1 Lottery Rules 

Commission acknowledges and agrees that BCLC is not making available any Lottery Schemes in 
Commission’s Jurisdiction by making the Program available to Commission. 

13.2 Entire Agreement  

This Agreement, including the recitals, contains the entire agreement of the parties with respect to its 
subject matter and supersedes any prior or contemporaneous understandings or communications (oral or 
written) regarding such subject matter.  

13.3 Remedies 

BCLC’s rights and remedies in this Agreement are cumulative and not exclusive, and will not be deemed 
or construed to affect any right or remedy which BCLC is entitled at law, in equity or otherwise. 

13.4 Waiver 

The failure of BCLC to enforce any provision of this Agreement will in no way be construed to be a waiver 
of such provision, nor in any way affect BCLC’s right to thereafter enforce any or all provisions. 
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13.5 Governing Law and Arbitration  

This Agreement will be governed by the laws of the Province of British Columbia and the federal laws of 
Canada applicable therein, without reference to any choice of law or conflict of law principles.  Any dispute 
or claim arising out of or in connection with this Agreement or the performance, breach or termination 
thereof, shall be finally settled by binding arbitration in Vancouver, British Columbia, and in accordance with 
Vancouver International Arbitration Centre’s (VANIOC) International Arbitration Rules and Procedures 
before a single VANOIC arbitrator.  Each Party may be represented by counsel in any such 
arbitration.  During the course of any arbitration hereunder, each Party will (i) bear its own costs and 
attorneys’ fees and any expert witness fees unless the arbitrator rules otherwise, and (ii) share equally the 
arbitrators’ fees and expenses, provided that the arbitrator may award to the prevailing Party all reasonable 
attorneys’ fees, expert witness fees, arbitrators’ fees and all other expenses resulting directly or indirectly 
from such arbitration. Any arbitration under this Agreement shall be confidential, and any Party may request 
that the arbitrator issue appropriate protective orders to safeguard a Party’s confidential information.  Any 
award rendered by the arbitrators shall be final, and judgment may be entered upon it in any court having 
jurisdiction. The arbitrator shall have the authority to award temporary, preliminary and permanent injunctive 
and equitable relief in the arbitration (in addition to any monetary relief); provided, however, that a Party 
may opt to seek equitable relief, including emergency injunctive relief, at any time, from the arbitrator or 
from a British Columbia court of competent jurisdiction. 

13.6 Assignment 

Commission is not permitted to assign its rights or obligations under this Agreement. BCLC reserves the 
right to assign its interest in this Agreement at its sole discretion and with notice to Commission.  

13.7 Severability  

If any provision in this Agreement is determined to be illegal or unenforceable by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, that provision will be severed from this Agreement and the remaining provisions will remain in 
full force and effect. 

 

13.8 Counterparts 

This Agreement may be executed and delivered in any number of counterparts with the same effect as if 
the parties had both signed and delivered the same document and all counterparts, including counterparts 
transmitted electronically, will be construed together to be an original and will constitute one and the same 
Agreement. 

13.9 Survival 

The provisions of this Agreement which expressly or by their nature extend beyond the termination of this 
Agreement will survive any termination of this Agreement including the provisions regarding ownership, 
disclaimers, limitation of liability and indemnity. 

12.10   Prior Agreement 
 
This Agreement shall be effective, and the Prior Agreement shall be terminated, upon the execution of 
this Agreement by the parties. Upon such execution, all provisions of the Prior Agreement are hereby 
superseded in their entirety and replaced herein and shall have no further force or effect. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date written below. 
 
British Columbia Lottery Corporation 
 

 Massachusetts Gaming Commission 

By:   By:  
     

Title:   Title:  
     

Date:   Date:  

 



SCHEDULE A 

CASINO GAMESENSE PROGRAM MATERIALS 
 
MARKETING 
GameSense Brand 
 GameSense trademark and logo 
 GameSense brand book, including brand strategy outline and guidelines   
 GameSense icons  
 GameSense font - Up to 1 font (GameSense Hand) included at no cost. Additional fonts (Fort Bold 

and Fort Light) are subject to additional fees. 
 
Casino Marketing Materials (in digital format) (English Language Only) (as available) 
 GameSense casino brochures 
 GameSense casino posters 
 GameSense casino digital content assets- including website, digital signage content and social media 

assets 
 GameSense casino advertising campaigns 

 
Sports Wagering Marketing Materials (in digital format) (English Language Only) (as available) 
 GameSense sports wagering brochures 
 GameSense sports wagering posters 
 GameSense sports wagering digital content assets- including website, digital signage content and 

social media assets 
 GameSense sports wagering advertising campaigns 

 
**As Sports Wagering Marketing Materials shall not be made available to Licensed Operators with online 
sports wagering sites and/or mobile applications and are restricted to the terms and conditions of  
Schedule D. 

 
** Third Party content or talent licensing and fees may apply, which Commission will be responsible to 
obtain and pay for directly with the applicable licensor, talent or agency.  Alternatively, subject to 
compliance with this Agreement, Commission may develop its own Commission Program Modifications 
using alternate content or talent. 
 
PROGRAMMING 
 
Onboarding and Training Materials (English Language Only) 
 How-to-launch GameSense guide 
 GameSense Essentials training materials (PPT and lesson guide) 
 GameSense Advanced training materials (PPT and lesson guide) 
 
Support 
 Quarterly marketing meetings (via teleconference) 
 Annual GameSense Summit (if required travel is not included)  
 
Excluded Assets 

1. Lottery marketing materials and assets 
2. Online gambling marketing materials and assets (Note: Online gambling refers to a transaction on 

a website not website materials/digital assets); 
3. Materials created by other GameSense Licensees 

 
Additionally, BCLC does not provide, and Commission is responsible for independently procuring at 
Commission’s cost, all non-content and non-brand components required to implement and utilize the 
Program including without limitation all of the following: 



 
 

 

 
 all materials and media for the production and reproduction of content; 
 all websites and domain names for website content hosted by Commission; 
 all building materials, signage, furniture, kiosks, accessories, terminals, touchscreen 

terminals, peripherals, devices, giveaways, takeaways, environment, premises, and 
construction of GameSense Info Centres;  

 all software, applications and computer programming to implement, use and display digital 
materials;  

 all hardware, equipment, racks, displays, systems, and communications links; and 
 all labor 



SCHEDULE B 
 

TRADEMARKS 
 

  
1. GameSense wordmark registered March 31, 2010 – Trademark Reg. No. TMA763228. 

 
2. GAMESENSE Stylized Oval Design, Formalized February 10, 2021– Application No. 

2083730. 
 

3. GameSense wordmark, Formalized February 23, 2021 - Application No. 1425652-01 
 

4. GameSense & Design, Formalized April 30, 2019 - Application No.1959347. 
 

5. GAMESENSE Stylized Oval Design, Formalized June 17, 2021 – Application No. 
2115122. 
 

6. GameSense stylized wordmark registered September 13, 2016 – U.S. Trademark Reg. 
No. 5,042,200. 
 

7. GameSense wordmark, filing April 15 2021 – U.S. Serial Number 90649004 
 

8. GAMESENSE Stylized Oval Design, filing April 15, 2021 - U.S. Serial Number, 
90648961 
 

9. GameSense Logo files (all available formats). 
 

10. GameSense Icon Illustration Bank (vector Files for 15 GameSense icons). 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SCHEDULE C  

GAMESENSE GRAPHICS STANDARDS MANUAL 

BCLC’s GameSense Graphics Standards Manual can be accessed at the following link: 
 
BCLC GameSense Graphics Standards Manual:  
https://www.bclc.biz/sites/CSR/gamesenselicensing/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?
RootFolder=%2Fsites%2FCSR%2Fgamesenselicensing%2FShared%20Documents%2F1%2E%20S
tart%20Here%2FBrand%20Guidelines&FolderCTID=0x012000832C761F9492A3408A2B4DDD7213C
558&View=%7B70D189B1%2D0C50%2D4036%2D95A5%2D717F84AA2898%7D 

BCLC’s GameSense Graphics Standards Manual can be accessed here 
 
 
 

 

A Password to access the link is required and can be obtained from BCLC GameSense team.  

BCLC reserves the right to: 

1. Update the GameSense Graphics Standards Manual from time to time without notice and 
thereafter, subject to the grace period referenced below,  Commission is required to adhere 
to the current version of the GameSense Graphics Standards Manual in effect; 

2. Make changes to the GameSense Graphics Standards Manual without compensating 
Commission for costs relating to adhering to  the changes to the GameSense Graphics 
Standards Manual; and 

3. Provide the Commission with an updated hyperlink to access the most current GameSense 
Graphics Standards Manual. 

Commission will be granted a six (6) month grace period after changes to the GameSense Graphics 
Standards Manual are made to comply with the new standards.  An exception will be made for physical 
signage (not including digital signage or printed materials), furniture and wall coverings located within 
GameSense Info Centres, whereby the grace period will be extended to 2 years.   
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SCHEDULE D 

LIMITED LICENSE 

PERMITTED USE FOR SUBLICENSE 
 
 

1. In accordance with section 1.2(c), Commission may permit through a Sublicense with approved 
Operator iGaming Operators (s), the incorporation of a GameSense hyperlink button within 
Operator’siGaming Operators’ application(s), acting as a signpost, (the “Signpost”), which would 
immediately redirect the player(s) in the Jurisdiction to Commission’s GameSense page, with 
access to a live GameSense Advisor chat feature. The Licensed Operators must not have any 
portion(s) of the Program or Trademark License on their site(s) or mobile applications(s) at any 
time and may not utilize any aspects of the Program, Trademarks, Template Site or any portion 
thereof on their websites.  

 
2. The Commission acknowledges and agrees that the Signpost shall not: 

i. contain any GameSense licensed or unlicensed Trademarks, including any word or 
design marks; 

ii. any words, phrases, slogans derived from or incorporated the Trademark License 
(“Words”); 

iii. any caricatures, graphics, images, designs and the like (“Graphics”) designed from 
the Trademark License or incorporating the Trademark License or any recognizable 
part thereof;  

iv. any colours derived from or incorporated the Trademark License or  
v. any BCLC licensed or unlicensed trademarks  

 
The following are approved Sports Wagering Establishments Outside Casinos (i.e. online/ 
mobile operators) but they are not Licensed Operators, and their use is limited to the uses set 
out in this Schedule D.    

 

 BetMGM 

 Caesars 

 Fanatics Betting & Gaming 

 Penn Sports Interactive 

 Bally Bet 

 DraftKings 

 FanDuel 
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SCHEDULE E 
 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES CRITERIA 
 
In accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, this Schedule E specifies the 
requirements that the Commission must adhere to as it relates to the R&D Activities and R&D 
Contribution. These requirements may change at the direction of BCLC at any time.  
 
1.  External Research Projects  
 

a) In the event that the Commission chooses to apply the R&D Contribution for External Research 
Projects, the Commission will:  

i. engage qualified external research organizations such as: 
 Any accredited post-secondary institution (accreditation must be from an 

organization that is recognized by the given jurisdiction’s government). In the 
case of Canadian institutions, a member institution of Universities Canada. 

 A recognized responsible or problem gambling association that conducts 
independent responsible or problem gambling research. 
(the “Qualifying Organizations”) 
 

ii. ensure that research work is focused on surveys, focus groups, interviews, 
ethnographies, case studies, literature reviews or secondary data analyses related to 
responsible gambling, positive play behavior and beliefs, and/or the impact of the 
Program or positive play on customers, business outcomes, or government policy 
goals; and any other topics as agreed by BCLC and Licensee. (“Qualifying 
Research Topics”). 

 
b) Qualifying expenses in which the R&D Contribution shall be applied to for this section 1(a) include 

sponsored research grant fees, or similarly titled expenses as defined by the Qualifying 
Organization’s policies. 

c) The Commission acknowledges and agrees that not more than fifteen percent (15%) of total 
expenses may be applied to “Indirect (facilities & administrative (F&A))” or “Overhead” costs at 
the Qualifying Organization(s) (the “F&A Costs”). F&A Costs means those costs incurred for a 
common or joint purpose benefitting more than one cost objective, and not readily assignable to 
the cost objectives specifically benefitted. These costs include general administration and general 
costs, operation, and maintenance expenses, building depreciation, equipment and capital 
improvement, research administration, library expenses, accounting, and purchasing. 

d) In accordance with section 1.5, as a condition to applying any expenses under this section 1 
against the Commission’s R&D Contribution, the Commission must provide BCLC with the 
Project Results and summary of findings of the research that is acceptable to BCLC. 

 
2.  Internal Research and Evaluation Projects 
 

a) In the event that the Commission chooses to apply the R&D Contribution to complete Internal 
Research and Evaluation Projects, the Commission will ensure that research and evaluation work 
is focused on: 

i. employee surveys, focus groups, interviews, or secondary data analysis related to 
Program awareness, positive play behavior and beliefs, and/or the impact of the Program 
or positive play on other employee key performance indicators (employee satisfaction, 
motivation, turnover, etc.); or 

ii. Customer surveys, focus groups, interviews, or secondary data analysis related to 
Program awareness/effectiveness, use of the Program products/services, positive play 
behavior and beliefs, and/or the impact of the Program or positive play on other customer 
key performance indicators (customer satisfaction, loyalty, purchase intentions, etc.); or 

iii. Other topics as agreed by BCLC and the Commission. 
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b) Qualifying expenses in which the R&D Contribution shall be applied to for this section include: 
i. Commission staff time related to the planning, implementation, and ongoing support 

for internal research and evaluation projects; or 
 

ii. All third party expenses related to internal research and evaluation support. This can 
include any firm contracted by Licensee to conduct customer surveys, focus groups, 
interviews, or data analysis for internal research and program evaluation. 

 
c) In accordance with section 1.5, as a condition to applying any expenses under this section 2, the 

Commission must provide BCLC with the Project Results and summary of findings of the 
research that is acceptable to BCLC.  

 
3.  GameSense Asset Development 
 

a) In the event that the Commission chooses to apply the R&D Contribution for GS Asset 
Development, the Commission may seek to develop any of the following:  

 
i. Digital marketing assets/materials, website tools/games, and/or digital marketing 

campaigns; 
ii. GameSense Program brand assets, photography, designs, animations, videos, 

and/or advertisements; 
iii. GameSense Program brochures, posters, digital signage; 
iv. Customer engagement strategies, customer interaction programs, and/or 

live/experiential marketing programs/strategies; 
v. Training programs in video format; or  
vi. Other materials as agreed by BCLC and the Commission. 

 
b) Qualifying expenses in which the R&D Contribution shall be applied for this section include the 

following: 
 

i. Staff time related to planning, implementation, and ongoing support of items. 
ii. Third Party costs contracted out by Licensee to support items. 
iii. Any other costs associated with the direct development of the brand materials. 

 
c) All assets must comply with GameSense brand guidelines and will undergo an approval process 

with BCLC to ensure brand adherence. The Commission must obtain BCLC’s prior approval to 
any use of the assets. 
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SCHEDULE F 
 

LICENSED OPERATORS 
 

Under Paragraphs 1 and 2 are the permitted Licensed Operators that are in addition to the Commission.  
 
 

1. Casino and Sportsbooks (physical properties) operated on behalf of the Commission 

 Encore Boston Harbor: casino and sportsbook (operated by Wynn Resorts) 

 MGM Springfield: casino and sportsbook (operated by MGM Resorts and BetMGM) 

 Plainridge Park Casino: casino, horse racetrack and sportsbook (operated by Penn 
Entertainment) 

 
2. Horse Racing Facilities and Simulcast Centre operated on behalf of the Commission 
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TO: Chair Jordan Maynard  
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Brad Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Commissioner Paul Brodeur 

FROM: Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel 
Alex Lightbown, Director of Racing 

DATE: June 24, 2025 

RE: Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. Request for ADW Approval 

On June 16, 2025, the Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. (“MGA”), filed a written request 
to the Commission requesting approval of Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company 
(“CDTIC”) as an advance deposit wagering (“ADW”) provider.  

Advance deposit wagering is governed primarily by G.L. c. 128A, § 5C. This section provides: 

each person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting . . . may 
establish and maintain betting accounts with individuals for use in connection with account 
wagering on races offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in 
accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, payments, commissions 
and premiums. 

The statute clarifies that "account wagering" means 

a form of pari-mutuel wagering in which an individual may deposit money to an account 
established through an agreement with a person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness 
horse or dog racing meeting and use the account balance to make and pay for wagers by the 
holder of the account which wagers may be made in person, by direct telephone call or by 
communication through other electronic media by the holder of the account to the licensee. 

The details and potential limitations surrounding the MGA’s simulcasting rights are set forth in G.L. c. 
128C, § 2(2): 

The greyhound dog racing meeting licensee located in Bristol county shall have the right to 
simulcast at any location in Bristol county approved by the commission: (a) unlimited 
greyhound dog racing; (b) on any day of the calendar year, unlimited running horse racing from 
and after 6:00 p.m., plus the entire racing cards from any 2 running horse racing meetings in the 
state of California; and simulcasts of the Suffolk county running horse racing meeting 



 
 

 
 

licensee's live races during its racing season and 2 so-called companion cards; and 6 interstate 
running horse simulcasts prior to 4:00 p.m. on any day the Suffolk county running horse racing 
meeting licensee does not conduct live races; and (c) a total of 4 harness horse racing 
performances on any day of the calendar year, provided, further, that the licensee shall (i) 
simulcast in a fair and equal manner the racing card from the harness horse racing meeting 
licensee located in Norfolk county and pay therefor at the rate of 11 per cent and (ii) simulcast 
a minimum of 3 interstate harness horse racing cards, if available, and pay to the harness horse 
racing meeting licensee located in Norfolk county a 3 per cent premium with respect to any 
interstate harness horse simulcasts received, over and above the cost of obtaining such 
simulcasts. (emphasis added) 

 
G.L. c. 128C, § 2(5) goes on to explain that  

 
All premiums received by a running horse racing meeting licensee, harness horse racing meeting 
licensee or greyhound racing meeting licensee pursuant to this section shall be paid into the purse 
accounts of the horsemen or dogmen, respectively, at the race track licensee where the premiums 
were received and paid to the horsemen or dogmen as purses or, with the approval of the 
appropriate horsemen's association representing the horse owners racing at that meeting, used for 
payment of administrative and horseracing operations; provided, however, that the premiums shall 
be in addition to all other amounts required to be paid into purses in accordance with chapter 128A 
and chapter 128C.  
 

It is worth noting that there are no active horsemen or dogmen associated with the MGA at this time, thus 
no funds would flow to any purse accounts under this proposed change.  
 
The Commission’s regulations also address account wagering at 205 CMR 6.20, stating: 
 

Associations may, either directly or through a service provider authorized and licensed by the 
Commission, offer a system of account wagering to its patrons whereby wagers are debited and 
payoffs credited to a sum of money, deposited in an account by the patron that is held by the 
association. The association shall notify the patron, at the time of opening the account, of any rules 
the association has made concerning deposits, withdrawals, average daily balance, user fees, 
interest payments and any other aspect of the operation of the account. The association shall notify 
the patron whenever the rules governing the account are changed, such notification occurring 
before the new rules are applied to the account and including the opportunity for the patron to close 
or cash-in the account. The patron shall be deemed to have accepted the rules of account operation 
upon opening or not closing the account. The association shall annually request authorization from 
the Commission before a system of account wagering is offered. Included in the associations' 
request shall be information related to any planned, non-monetary, incentive programs and account 
security plans. If a service provider is used, copies of any and all agreements between the service 
provider and the association regarding the services to be provided by the service provider to the 
association in respect to the association's account wagering operations will be give to the 
Commission. (emphasis added) 
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June 27, 2025 
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 

VIA E-MAIL 

Jusitn Stempeck, Interim General Counsel  
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov  
  

Re: Account Wagering Agreement between Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. 
and Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company 

 
Dear Mr. Stempeck:   

 On behalf of Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company (“CDTIC”) and with the 
approval of Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. (“MGA”), I write to respond to your June 23, 
2025, email inquiry pertaining to the proposed account wagering agreement between CDTIC and 
MGA (“the Commission would appreciate submissions explaining your position with respect to 
the limitations surrounding simulcasting recited in G.L. c. 128C, section 2”). 
 
Background on Account Wagering Pursuant to the Interstate Horseracing Act 
 
 As an initial matter and prior to responding to the Commission’s inquiry, CDTIC 
operates an advance deposit wagering (“ADW”) platform pursuant to a multi-jurisdictional 
simulcasting and interactive wagering hub license issued by the Oregon Racing Commission 
(“ORC”), which permits CDTIC to accept wagers placed by residents of multiple jurisdictions at 
its Oregon hub.   
 

Pursuant to the federal Interstate Horseracing Act, 15 U.S.C. § 3001 et seq. (“IHA”), 
CDTIC can accept wagers from residents of one state on horseracing occurring in another state 
(“interstate wagers”) provided it obtains the consent of (1) the entity that “conducts the 
horserace[s]” (i.e., the out-of-state track where the race will be run); (2) the state that “host[s]” 
the horserace (i.e., the state in which the track is located); and (3) the agency “with jurisdiction to 
regulate off-track betting” in the state where the wager is accepted (i.e., the state agency that 
licenses the wagering system to accept interstate wagers—in CDTIC’s case, ORC).  See 15 
U.S.C. §§ 3002(9)-(11), 3004(a); see also Sterling Suffolk Racecourse Ltd. P’ship v. Burrillville 
Racing Ass’n, Inc., 989 F.2d 1266, 1270 (1st Cir. 1993) (noting that the IHA alone establishes 
“the absolute condition precedent to off-track wagering across state lines”).   
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In other words, at least for the purpose of wagers by Massachusetts residents on racing 

taking place outside Massachusetts, CDTIC’s compliance alone with the IHA is sufficient, and 
not only is approval from the Commission not required; the IHA preempts anyone other than the 
three groups identified in the preceding paragraph from imposing additional prerequisites on the 
acceptance of interstate horserace wagers.  See Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Co. v. 
Michigan Gaming Control Board, No. 1:25-CV-47, 2025 WL 539972 (W.D. Mich. Feb. 19, 
2025). 
 
 Despite the above background, both in order to accept intrastate horserace wagers and to 
work collaboratively with state gaming regulators, CDTIC elects to adhere to state-specific 
requirements in several jurisdictions, even where such requirements may be preempted by the 
IHA.  This includes Massachusetts, where CDTIC has for many years operated under an 
agreement with Suffolk Downs, and where it has now entered into an agreement with MGA.  
Thus, while as discussed below the agreement between CDTIC and MGA should be approved, 
and CDTIC is therefore not asking that the Commission agree with or accept its position in 
regard to its ability to accept interstate wagers pursuant to the IHA at its Oregon hub, CDTIC 
reserves all rights to assert its rights under the IHA, should it be appropriate to do so in the 
future. 
 
Response to the Commission’s Inquiry 
 
 The Commission has asked whether any “limitations surrounding simulcasting recited in 
G.L. c. 128C, section 2” are relevant to the agreement between CDTIC and MGA.  For several 
reasons, we submit that no such limitations are relevant. 
 
 Initially, we note that it is not G.L. c. 128C, section 2 which authorizes account wagering 
in the Commonwealth.  Rather, that authorization is found in G.L. c. 128A, section 5C, which 
states that racing licensees “may establish and maintain betting accounts with individuals for use 
in connection with account wagering on races offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise 
authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, 
payments, commissions and premiums.”  Section 5C states that racing licensees may “accept and 
maintain betting accounts directly, or through an agreement with an authorized and licensed 
service provider.”  There is no distinction in Section 5C or elsewhere in Massachusetts law 
between the authorization to conduct account wagering directly as opposed to via a “service 
provider” such as CDTIC. 
 
 We acknowledge that the text of Section 5C of chapter 128A contains the text “as the 
licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C,” and 
we assume that text forms the basis of the Commission’s June 23 inquiry.1  For several reasons, 
however, that text cannot be read to place any restrictions on the account wagering CDTIC 
intends to offer pursuant to its new agreement with MGC. 

  
1 To be clear, however, CDTIC and MGA are cognizant of the restriction in G.L. c. 128C, section 9 on 
the acceptance of wagers on greygound racing.  CDTIC does not currently accept wagers on greyhound 
racing from Massachusetts residents, and it would not do so pursuant to its agreement with MGA. 
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Any Limitations on Simulcasting Do Not Apply to Account Wagering 
 
 First, although G.L. c. 128C, section 2 places certain limitations surrounding 
“simulcasting,” those limitations do not extend to the “account wagering” authorized by G.L. c. 
128A, section 5C.  The relevant definitions of “simulcast” and “simulcast wager,” found in G.L. 
c. 128C, section 1, are as follows: 
 

“Simulcast,” the broadcast, transmission, receipt or exhibition, by any medium or 
manner, of a live race, including but not limited to, a system, network, or 
programmer which transmits, or receives, television or radio signals by wire, 
satellite, or otherwise. 
 
“Simulcast wager”, a wager taken at a guest track on a race conducted live at 
another track, whether inside or outside the commonwealth. 

 
By contrast, G.L. c. 128A, section 5C defines “account wagering” as 
 

a form of pari-mutuel wagering in which an individual may deposit money to an 
account established through an agreement with a person licensed to conduct a 
running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting and use the account balance to 
make and pay for wagers by the holder of the account which wagers may be made 
in person, by direct telephone call or by communication through other electronic 
media by the holder of the account to the licensee. 

 
Although G.L. c. 128C, section 2 places certain restrictions on “simulcasting,” no simulcasting is 
required in order for an account wager to be taken pursuant to the definition of “account 
wagering.”  In other words, “simulcasting” focuses on the broadcast of a race, whereas “account 
wagering” refers to how wagers are made on racing, with no reference to simulcasting or any 
restrictions thereon.  The definition of “simulcast wager” makes this even more clear, as it 
clarifies that such wagers are limited solely to “wager[s] taken at a guest track,” as opposed to 
via the other means by which account wagers can be taken.  Simply put, the relevant definitions 
make clear that an account wager is not a simulcast wager and not subject to any statutory 
restrictions on simulcasting.2 
 
 The explanatory text in G.L. c. 128A, section 5C makes this even more clear, as it 
contains no indication that account wagers are to be construed as simulcast wagers and, rather, 
focuses on the need for account wagers to comply with any “fees, payments, commissions, and 
premiums” set forth in G.L. c. 128A, section 5C (stating that licensees “may establish and 
maintain betting accounts with individuals for use in connection with account wagering on races 
offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this 

  
2 This is reinforced by the language of  G.L. c. 128C, section 9, which states that licensees that racing 
meeting licenses shall not “simulcast or accept a wager” on greyhound dog racing.  If “simulcast” 
referred to the accpetance wagers by means such as account wagering, there would be no need for the 
statute to contain the “or accept a wager” text. 



June 27, 2025 CONFIDENTIAL 
Page 4 
  

                                          

chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, payments, commissions and premiums”) 
(emphasis added). 
 
 In short, any limitations on simulcasting in G.L. c. 128C, section 2 do not apply to 
account wagering, and the references to chapter 128C in G.L. c. 128A, section 5C solely exists to 
clarify that account wagering is subject to the various payments to which wagering authorized by 
chapter 128C are subject. 
 
The Commission’s Current and Historical Treatment of Account Wagering Reinforce that 
Limitations on Simulcasting Do Not Apply to Account Wagering 
 

Next, although, as discussed in the preceding subsection, the relevant text of the statutes 
makes clear that any limitations on simulcasting in G.L. c. 128C, section 2 do not apply to the 
account wagering permitted by G.L. c. 128A, section 5C, this is reinforced by the Commission’s 
actual current approach to account wagering.  Although this approach is consistent as it pertains 
to all racing licensees, one need look no further than the Commission’s current and historical 
authorization to MGA to conduct account wagering. 
 
 Namely, MGA is currently authorized to conduct wagering through Dial2Bet.  Indeed, 
the Commission approved of MGA’s “long-standing account wagering provider, Dial2Bet” by 
way of a unanimous vote on December 16, 2024.3  In fact, in Director of Racing Lightbown’s 
letter presenting Dial2Bet to the Commission for consideration, it was noted that MGA’s 
affiliation with Dial2Bet, for which MGA contracts with US Off-Track, L.L.C., has “been in 
place for approximately 20 years.”4  The only restriction imposed on Dial2Bet has been the 
requirement to discontinue the acceptance of wagers on greyhound racing after July 31, 2023, 
pursuant to G.L. c. 128C, section 9.5  The Commission’s consistent authorization of account 
wagering by Dial2Bet pursuant to a contract with MGA is a practical example of how any 
limitations on simulcasting in G.L. c. 128C, section 2 cannot possibly apply to account wagering.  
Thus, because there is no legal distinction to be made between the account wagering offered by 

  
3 See Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Meeting Minutes,  Dec. 16, 2024, at 11, available at 
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Minutes-12.16.24-OPEN.pdf.  Please note that the 
Commission considered the approval of Dial2Bet as MGC’s acount wagering provider as a separate 
agenda item from its approval of MGC’s simulcast import locations, further reinforcing the dinstiveness 
of account wagering from simulcast wagering.  See id. 

4 See Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Notice of Meeting and Agenda, Dec. 16, 2024, at page 102 of 
PDF packet, available at  https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Materials-12.16.24-
OPEN.pdf; see also, e.g., Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Meeting Minutes,  December 14, 2023, at 
15-16 (pages 28-29 of PDF packet), available at https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-
Materials-01.09.25-OPEN.pdf (unanimous approval of Dial2Bet for calendat year 2024). 
55  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Meeting Minutes,  December 9, 2022, at 8-9, available at 
https://massgaming.com/wp-content/uploads/Meeting-Minutes-12.9.22-OPEN.pdf) (unanimous approval 
of Dial2Bet for calendar year 2024, with note that MGA has been “using these services since account 
wagering entered the Commonwealth around 2001,” and solely limiting Dial2Bet’s authorization to the 
requirement to discontinue wagering on greyhound racing after July 31, 2023).  
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Dial2Bet and the account wagering offered by CDTIC, the agreement between MGA and CDTIC 
should be approved. 
 
 Further, just as G.L. c. 128C, section 2 contains limitations on simulcasting by dog racing 
meeting licensees, that same statute contains limitations on simulcasting by the harness horse 
racing meeting licensee, Plainridge Park Casino.  And just as the Commission has consistently 
authorized account wagering by Dial2Bet through its affiliation with MGA, the Commission has 
likewise consistently authorized Plainridge Park Casino to conduct account wagering through an 
affiliation with Hollywood Races since 2016.6  As is the case with the Commission’s consistent 
authorization of Dial2Bet, the Commission’s consistent authorization of account wagering by 
Hollywood Races pursuant to a contract with Plainridge Park Casino is an additional illustration 
of how any limitations on simulcasting in G.L. c. 128C, section 2 cannot possibly apply to 
account wagering. 
 
 Additionally, and also similarly, Suffolk Downs has historically had account wagering 
agreements not only with CDTIC but several other providers.7  This authorization to Suffolk 
Downs’ account wagering providers has persisted in spite of the fact that Suffolk Downs last 
conducted live racing in the Commonwealth in 2019.8  Further, just as G.L. c. 128C, section 2 
contains limitations on simulcasting by dog racing meeting licensees and harness horse racing 
meeting licensees, the statute also imposes restrictions on simulcasting by horse racing meeting 
licensees.  In spite of these restrictions, Suffolk Downs’ several account wagering partners 
(including CDTIC) have consistently been authorized by the Commission, up to and including 
for the year 2025.   
 

There is no basis in the statute to draw any distinction between the authorization to 
Suffolk Downs to conduct account wagering and the authorization that is afforded to both MGA 
and Plainridge Park Casino, which is reinforced by the fact that the Commission has consistently 
authorized the account wagering operators affiliated with all three racing licensees.  In other 
words, if the Commission was to call into question the agreement between MGA and CDTIC 
based on any purported limitation in G.L. c. 128C, section 2, the exact same reasoning would 
call into question the viability of all account wagering in the Commonwealth. 
 
 Lastly, CDTIC is currently authorized by the Commission to operate pursuant to an 
agreement with Suffolk Downs.  Other than changing its Massachusetts racing licensee partner to 
MGA, there will be no modifications to CDTIC’s account wagering offering to Massachusetts 
residents.  Thus, just as the authorization of CDTIC’s account wagering agreement with Suffolk 
Downs is appropriate, the same rationale should apply to CDTIC’s account wagering agreement 
with MGA. 
 

  
6 See, e.g., Meeting Minutes, supra note 2, at 8-9. 

7 See, e.g., id. at 10.  

8 See Massachusetts Gaming Commission 2020 Annual Report, at 29, available at https://massgaming.
com/wp-content/uploads/MGC-Annual-Report-2020.pdf. 
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Conclusion 
 

CDTIC reserves all rights to further respond to the Commission or assert additional 
positions should the need arise.  If CDTIC can answer any questions or provide any additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Andrew Silver 
Senior Counsel 
andrew.silver@twinspires.com 
(502) 678-5719 

 
 
Cc: Alexandra Lightbown (alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov) 

Susan Rodrigues (srodrigues@rtgp.com) 
 







From: McKenney, Lisa <Lisa.McKenney@pennentertainment.com>  
Sent: Friday, June 27, 2025 2:32 PM 
To: Lightbown, Alexandra <alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov>; Stempeck, Justin 
<justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov> 
Cc: O'Toole, Steve <Steve.OToole@pennentertainment.com>; Grounsell, North 
<North.Grounsell@pennentertainment.com>; Haggerty, Samantha 
<Samantha.Haggerty@pennentertainment.com> 
Subject: PPC Commentary: ADW statute and language for comment 
Importance: High 

 

Director Lightbown:  

Plainridge Park offers the following public comment regarding Massasoit Greyhound 
Association, Inc’s (Raynham Greyhound Park) request to add the Churchill Downs 
Technology Initiatives Company platforms Twin Spires and DK Horse ADW to their offering.   

Raynham Greyhound Park’s request to offer an Advanced Deposit Wagering (ADW) through 
Twin Spires/DK Horse is not permitted under currently existing Massachusetts law. MGL 
128A Section 5C states that those licensed to conduct a racing meeting may “accept and 
maintain betting accounts directly, or through an agreement with an authorized and 
licensed service provider.”  At this time, Plainridge Park Casino (PPC), is the only licensed 
entity in the Commonwealth conducting a racing meeting.  Should the Commission 
determine that Raynham Greyhound Park is permitted to enter this agreement, Raynham 
Greyhound Park should be subject to the restrictions listed in MGL 128C Sec 2 Sub-Sec 2. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.  Please feel free to reach out to us with 
any questions you may have.  

Lisa K. McKenney, CIA 

Compliance Manager 

Plainridge Park Casino 

Lisa.mckenney@pennentertainment.com 

Office:  508.576.4409 / Cell:  860.235.3009 

pennentertainment.com   
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June 27, 2025 

 

Dear Commissioners  

We are writing today over our concerns regarding the meeting on Tuesday (July 1st) 
regarding a proposed contract between Twin Spires and Raynham/Taunton Park for 
Advanced Deposit Wagering (ADW) without consent from the NEHBPA. Operating within 
the racing statutes the NEHBPA has held continuous contracts with Suffolk Sterling 
Racecourse (SSR) for ADW revenues.   

When dog racing was banned many years ago at Raynham Park, the licensee was no longer 
obligated to pay the NEHBPA for the Thoroughbred racing signals. In retrospect, that was 
widely viewed as an oversight that has not been corrected.  These are premiums legally 
due to the Horsemen, consistent with every other Horsemen’s organization across the 
country.  Loss of those premiums directly impacts our ability to maintain our organization 
and fulfill our statutory requirements.   

It is now our understanding that the Twin Spires Platform will be handled by 
Raynham/Taunton.  If the Commission approves the agreement between the two parties, it 
is effectively sanctioning a deal that intentionally bypasses the NEHBPA and releases not 
only Raynham from this obligation but will also lose revenue from SSR that we can’t afford 
at this time.  

Implicit in the 2011 legislation that established the Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
(MGC) is the preservation and advancement of horse racing in Massachusetts, both 
thoroughbreds and standardbreds.  

We have previously communicated to MGC staff that NO Simulcast Licensee should be 
approved by the Commission without first verifying that the licensee has the NEHBPA 
consent to Simulcast. It should be fairly obvious to the MGC that if Raynham Dog track is 
permitted to go forward without that contract with the NEHBPA, they will not feel obligated 
to negotiate with us and can literally put our organization out of business.  

If the commission approves their request, at a minimum the Commission should require 
Raynham to reach an agreement with the NEHBPA as a condition for receiving the license. 



The gross revenue for simulcast fees was $33 million in 2024 (Annual Report) and even at a 
reduced hosting fee of 2% that Raynham might negotiate; Raynham would receive 
$600,000 with little or no cost while the Horsemen are pushed further to a financial cliff. 

The Commission has to consider how its decisions will affect and reshape horse racing in 
Massachusetts, but sanctioning this proposed deal between Twin Spires and Raynham 
does nothing to promote the return of live racing in Massachusetts. What it does is provide 
a windfall to Twin Spires and Raynham while delivering another fatal blow to our industry . 

We ask that the Commission to either deny this request or make its approval conditional 
upon it reaching an agreement with the NEHBPA. The Commission’s legislative mandate is 
to protect and advance the horse racing industry, not racing licensees. 

 

Thank you   

Paul Umbrello, 

Executive Director, The New England Horsemen’s Benevolent and Protective Association 

Board Member, The Massachusetts Thoroughbred Breeders Association 

 

 



TO: Chair Jordan Maynard  
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Brad Hill 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Commissioner Paul Brodeur 

FROM: Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel 
Alex Lightbown, Director of Racing 

DATE: August 7, 2025 

RE: Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. Request for ADW Approval 

On June 16, 2025, the Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. (“MGA”), filed a written request 
to the Commission requesting approval of Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company 
(“CDTIC”) as an advance deposit wagering (“ADW”) provider. On July 1, 2025, the Commission held 
a public meeting where it heard from a number of interested parties regarding this request, including, 
MGA, Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company (“CDTIC”), Plainridge Park Casino (“PPC”) 
and the New England Horsemen’s Benevolent and Protective Society (“NEHBPA”).  During that 
discussion the primary questions that arose were the following: 

1. How should the Commission interpret the reference in G.L. c. 128A, §5C to the
simulcasting statute, G.L. c. 128C and does this reference incorporate the simulcasting
limitations on licensees to their advance deposit wagering operations? The specific
statutory language is cited below:

… each person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting, not 
including racing meetings held or conducted at a state or county fair, may establish and 
maintain betting accounts with individuals for use in connection with account wagering on 
races offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance 
with this chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, payments, commissions and 
premiums. 

2. Is PPC the only racing licensee authorized to offer Advance Deposit Wagering?

3. Is the consent of the NEHBPA necessary to simulcast in Massachusetts?

In anticipation of further discussion and review the Commission requested written submissions 
from any interested party. As a result, the Commission received responses from MGA, CDTIC, PPC, 



 
 

 
 

the NEHBPA and Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC (“Suffolk”). All written responses are attached 
hereto and are summarized below. 

 
1. How should the Commission interpret the reference in G.L. c. 128A, §5C to the 

simulcasting statute, G.L. c. 128C and does this reference incorporate the simulcasting 
limitations on licensees to their advance deposit wagering operations?   
 

a. MGA and CDTIC 
 
MGA and CDTIC take the same position with respect to the question of whether the limits on 

simulcasting contained in G.L. 128C impact the offering of advance deposit wagering under G.L. 
128A, namely, that the two activities are entirely separate. In support of this argument, CDTIC points 
to the fact that simulcasting and advance deposit wagering regulations are in different regulatory 
sections as are the rulemaking authority for each statutory section.  

 
CDTIC further argues that the specific language at issue must be read in its context within the 

statute, highlighting the final clause of the sentence as below: 
 
each person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting, not 
including racing meetings held or conducted at a state or county fair, may establish and 
maintain betting accounts with individuals for use in connection with account wagering on 
races offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance 
with this chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, payments, commissions and 
premiums. 
 

CDTIC asserts that there are many provisions of G.L. c. 128C which cannot apply to account wagering 
under G.L. 128A and that the only possible reading of this statutory section would be a narrow one tied 
to the ensuring that the licensee pays the appropriate fees associated with the highlighted language.  
 

b. PPC 
 

On this issue, PPC argues that the racing licensee limitations on simulcasting certain races as 
detailed in G.L. c. 128C §2, are incorporated by reference into G.L. c. 128A §5C and should similarly 
apply as limits on advance deposit wagering.   
 

c. Suffolk 
 

Suffolk argues that the express statutory language and the rules of statutory construction 
require a finding that account wagering is limited to a licensee’s simulcast rights under G.L. c. 128C. 
In furtherance of this position Suffolk explains that advance deposit wagering providers operate on 
behalf of racing licensees and thus are bound by whatever restrictions are placed upon its associated 
racing licensee. Suffolk specifically calls out the language stating that the legislature was specifically 



 
 

 
 

and expressly limiting the account wagering authorization set forth in G.L. c. 128A, §5C, where it 
stated that racing licensees are permitted to conduct account wagering only with respect to races and 
wagers “the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with [Chapter 128A] and Chapter 
128C” (emphasis added).  As a result, racing licensees are authorized to conduct account wagering 
only on those races and wagers that are authorized by Chapter 128C (races they are authorized to 
simulcast). 
 

d. NEHBPA 
 
The response from the NEHBPA does not address this question and the NEHBPA appears to 

take no position on this issue.   
 

2. Is PPC the only racing licensee authorized to offer Advance Deposit Wagering? 
 
a. MGA and CDTIC 

 
MGA asserts that it has a statutory right to offer advance deposit wagering and simulcasting.  

 
CDTIC does not address the argument raised by PPC.  

 
b. PPC 
 
PPC argues that it is the only entity in the Commonwealth statutorily permitted to offer 

advance deposit wagering. In support of this position, PPC points to the language in G.L. c. 128A, §5C 
that refers to “each person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing 
meeting…” and argues that it is the only entity licensed to conduct live racing in the Commonwealth 
and thus the only entity that should be allowed to engage in advance deposit wagering.  

 
c. Suffolk    
 
In contrast to PPC, Suffolk asserts that all existing racing licensees are authorized to conduct 

advance deposit wagering. In its letter Suffolk walks through its history of live racing in the 
Commonwealth as well as its continued approval as a racing licensee via legislative acts since its 
cessation of live racing in 2019. Suffolk explains that it is a “racing meeting licensee” and argues that 
its status as a “racing meeting licensee” is the same as being “licensed to conduct a running horse, 
harness horse or dog racing meeting” as stated in G.L. c. 128A, § 5C. Suffolk additionally points out 
that PPC is raising this argument for the first time despite Suffolk’s annual approvals from the 
Commission to conduct advance deposit wagering for each of the past five years. Suffolk further 
details the legislative history of each extension of its racing license since 2015 to underscore its 
position that the legislature has never limited Suffolks rights to conduct account wagering despite 
carefully crafting a variety of other language over the years. In particular, Suffolk points to the most 
recent racing and simulcasting extension statute, which, when enacted in 2023 identified Suffolk as 



 
 

 
 

“the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar year 
2023.” St. 2023, c. 26, §23. 
 

e. NEHBPA 
 
The NEHBPA does not address this question in its response.   
 

3. Is the consent of the NEHBPA necessary to simulcast in Massachusetts?  
 
a. MGA and CDTIC 

 
MGA asserts that no statute or regulation authorizes the Commission to condition its license to 

require it to reach an agreement with the NEHBPA.  
 
CDTIC does not address this issue in any of its materials. 

 
b. Suffolk 
 
Suffolk argues that the NEHBPA has limited consent rights with respect to simulcasts in 

Massachusetts. Specifically, Suffolk states that except with respect to incoming simulcast signals from 
New York in months other than August, no Massachusetts racing licensee and no advance deposit 
wagering company acting as a service provider for a racing licensee currently requires the consent of 
the NEHBPA to simulcast. Suffolk further asserts that the NEHBPA has provided its consent to 
Massachusetts racing licensees for New York Races.  

 
c. PPC 
 
PPC disagrees with the NEHPBA’s position and argues that once the NEHBPA has approved a 

simulcast signal for one racing licensee that signal is deemed approved f or all otherwise eligible 
racing meeting licensees under the Interstate Horseracing Act.  
 

d. NEHBPA 
 
The NEHBPA originally argued that without its consent no simulcast licensee should be 

approved by the Commission. The NEHBPA has now changed position and formally consents to the 
proposed agreement between MGA and CDTIC.   

 
 















 

 
 
July 31, 2025 
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 

VIA E-MAIL 

Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel  
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov  
  

Re: Account Wagering Agreement between Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. 
and Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company 

 
Dear Mr. Stempeck:   

 On behalf of Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company (“CDTIC”) I write to 
respond to the Commission’s July 10, 2025, follow-up email inquiry pertaining to the proposed 
account wagering agreement between CDTIC and Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. 
(“MGA”). 
 
NEHBPA Consent 
 
 To initially and briefly address the Commission’s second inquiry, CDTIC takes no 
position on whether the NEHBPA’s consent is required as it pertains to the proposed agreement 
between CDTIC and MGA.  However, following discussions with the NEHBPA, the NEHBPA 
has consented to the proposed agreement. 
 
The Statutory and Regulatory Separateness of “Account Wagering” and “Simulcasting” 
 
 Turning to the Commission’s first inquiry pertaining to the highlighted text in your July 
10 email, CDTIC incorporates by reference the substance of CDTIC’s June 27, 2025 letter to the 
Commission. In that letter, we discussed how “account wagering”—as defined by statute, is not 
subject to any statutory limitations on “simulcasting,” both as evidenced by the statutory 
language and the historical operation of account wagering in Massachusetts.  Lest there be any 
doubt, however, we provide additional analysis herein in response to your July 10, 2025 follow-
up inquiry. 
 
 First and foremost, further to the discussion in our June 27 letter that “account wagering” 
is simply not “simulcasting,” one need only look to the structure of the Commission’s existing 
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regulations pertaining to account wagering and simulcasting.  The Commission’s regulations 
pertaining to account wagering are located in section 6 of title 205 of the Code of Massachusetts 
Regulations, specifically at subsections 205 CMR 6.20 through 205 CMR 6.28 (the “Account 
Wagering Regulations”).  By contrast, the Commission’s regulations pertaining to simulcasting 
are located in an entirely different section, comprising the entirety of 205 CMR 7.00 (the 
“Simulcasting Regulations”).  Nowhere in the Account Wagering Regulations is there a 
reference to “simulcasting,” and similarly, nowhere in the Simulcasting Regulations is there a 
reference to “account wagering.”  This separation makes good sense in light of the fact that, per 
the definitions discussed in our June 27 letter, “account wagering” must be viewed as something 
different from “simulcasting.” 
 
 The separation between account wagering and simulcasting is reinforced by the 
rulemaking authority granted to the Commission.  In the rulemaking power granted to the 
Commission pertaining to account wagering is located in section 9 of chapter 128A and states in 
pertinent part that “[t]he commission shall prescribe rules and regulations under which betting 
accounts for account wagering, as provided in section 5C, shall be established, maintained and 
operated.”  By contrast, the rulemaking power granted to the Commission pertaining to 
simulcasting is located in section 8 of chapter 128C and states that “[t]he commission shall have 
full power to promulgate rules, regulations, and conditions under which all running horse, 
harness horse, or greyhound racing simulcasts and simulcast wagers shall be conducted in the 
commonwealth.”  Again, section 9 of chapter 128A makes no reference to account wagering 
being subject to simulcasting regulations, and section 8 of chapter 128C likewise makes no 
suggestion that regulations pertaining to simulcasting should apply to account wagering. 
 
 In short, not only has account wagering historically been treated separately from 
simulcasting in Massachusetts, but this separateness has a basis in the statutes and Commission’s 
regulations, which consistently speak separately to account wagering and simulcasting. 
 
The Proper Interpretation of Section 5C of Chapter 128A 
 

Turning directly to the Commission’s July 10 follow-up email, the Commission seeks our 
position regarding the highlighted language “as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in 
accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C.”  However, that clause needs to be read in the 
context of the entire statute, including the language that immediately follows: “as the licensee is 
otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C, including 
those fees, payments, commissions and premiums” (emphasis added). 
 
 It should go without saying that chapters 128A and 128C contain numerous provisions 
that cannot possibly apply to account wagering.  For example, account wagering providers are 
not subjected to the various requirements pertaining to the operation of a race meeting set forth 
throughout chapter 128A, such as those in sections 7, 8, and 8A.  Similarly by way of example, 
account wagering operators are not subject to the requirements of section 3A of chapter 128C 
pertaining to unclaimed wagers, because all winning wagers are immediately credited back to 
patrons’ accounts.  In other words, the text highlighted in the Commission’s July 10 email does 
not mean that account wagering providers are subject to all of the requirements of chapters 128A 
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and 128C, and, in fact, many (if not most) of the provisions of chapters 128A and 128C cannot 
possibly be read to apply to account wagering. 
 
 With that in mind, the clarifying language immediately following the highlighted text 
which references “fees, payments, commissions, and premiums” illuminates the true meaning of 
the reference to chapters 128A and 128C.  Pursuant to CDTIC’s agreement with MGA (and just 
as we understand MGA currently does as it relates to the Dial 2 Bet ADW services), MGA will 
be paying any pertinent amounts pertaining to the account wagering revenue it receives from 
CDTIC.  Thus, the account wagering offered by CDTIC pursuant to the proposed agreement with 
MGA will be in compliance with the highlighted section 5C which, as clarified by the language 
that follows it, pertains to the payment of any required fees and the like. 
 
Conclusion 
 

For the reasons discussed herein and in CDTIC’s June 27 letter, CDTIC’s proposed 
agreement with MGA should be authorized, as it is completely harmonious with the statutory 
and regulatory separateness of “account wagering” from “simulcasting” discussed in both letters 
and will otherwise be in compliance with any pertinent provisions of chapters 128A and 128C, 
specifically those pertaining to fees, payments, commissions, and premiums.   

 
CDTIC reserves all rights to further respond to the Commission or assert additional 

positions should the need arise.  If CDTIC can answer any questions or provide any additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Andrew Silver 
Senior Counsel 
andrew.silver@twinspires.com 
(502) 678-5719 

 
 
Cc: Alexandra Lightbown (alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov) 

Susan Rodrigues (srodrigues@rtgp.com) 
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DLA Piper LLP (US) 
33 Arch Street, 26th Floor 
Boston, Massachusetts  02110-1447 
www.dlapiper.com 
 
Bruce S. Barnett 
bruce.barnett@us.dlapiper.com 
T   617.406.6002 
F   617.406.6102 

August 1, 2025  

BY EMAIL 
  

Justin Stempeck, Esq. 
Interim General Counsel 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
justin.stempeck@massgaming.com 

Re: Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC 2025 Simulcasting Approvals  

Dear General Counsel Stempeck: 

I am writing on behalf of Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC (“Sterling Suffolk”) in 
response to your email dated July 10, 2025, conveying the Gaming Commission’s request for 
comments on certain issues related to account wagering/ADW and simulcasting that arose at the 
Commission’s public meeting on June 24, 2025, in connection with its consideration of the 
request for approval of Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company (“CDTIC” or 
“TwinSpires”) as an ADW provider for Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. (“Raynham 
Park”).  

Background 

TwinSpires has been an account wagering provider for Sterling Suffolk pursuant to 
M.G.L. Chapter 128A, Section 5C (“Section 5C”) since 2009, during which time the companies 
have enjoyed a mutually beneficial relationship.  The ADW agreement between the companies 
provided TwinSpires with a right to terminate on 30 days’ notice, and TwinSpires exercised that 
right on May 22, 2025.  On Sunday, June 22, TwinSpires informed Sterling Suffolk that it had 
entered into an account wagering agreement with Raynham Park and would be seeking MGC 
approval as an ADW provider for Raynham.  On June 23, 2025, the parties entered into an 
extension of the about-to-expire ADW agreement.  

Sterling Suffolk has long recognized that it holds no monopoly on the ability to conduct 
account wagering and to engage ADW providers to facilitate wagering by horse racing patrons in 
Massachusetts.  Sterling Suffolk is an attractive ADW partner because its simulcasting rights 
(and therefore, the wagering opportunities available to its ADW partners) are superior to other 
racing licensees, as more particularly described below. 
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Moreover, Sterling Suffolk recognizes that TwinSpires was within its rights to terminate 
the ADW agreement and has no legal basis to object to the authority of the Commission to 
approve TwinSpires as an account wagering provider for Raynham Park to conduct ADW 
wagering in Massachusetts.  Such account wagering is, of course, subject to the requirements and 
restrictions on account wagering as set forth in the General Laws and the Commission’s 
regulations. 

Account Wagering Is Restricted to a Licensee’s Simulcast Rights Under Chapter 128C 

For the reasons set forth below and other than with respect to a  racing licensee’s own 
live races, the licensee and its ADW providers should be restricted to accepting wagers on races 
that the licensee is authorized to simulcast.  Sterling Suffolk believes this is the only way to 
harmoniously interpret Section 5C and Chapter 128C, which is expressly incorporated into 
Section 5C.   

Since 2001, racing licensees have been authorized to conduct account wagering pursuant 
to M.G.L. Chapter 128A, Section 5C, by either opening accounts with patrons directly or 
engaging third-party ADW providers approved by the Commission.  Section 5C provides in part 
as follows:  

Notwithstanding section 17A of chapter 271, each person licensed to conduct a 
running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting, not including racing meetings 
held or conducted at a state or county fair, may establish and maintain betting 
accounts with individuals for use in connection with account wagering on races 
offered by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in 
accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C, including those fees, payments, 
commissions and premiums. As used in this section, “account wagering” shall 
mean a form of pari-mutuel wagering in which an individual may deposit money 
to an account established through an agreement with a person licensed to conduct 
a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting and use the account balance 
to make and pay for wagers by the holder of the account which wagers may be 
made in person, by direct telephone call or by communication through other 
electronic media by the holder of the account to the licensee. 

Section 5C goes on to provide that racing licensees may “accept and maintain betting 
accounts directly, or through an agreement with an authorized and licensed service provider.”  
ADW providers are not otherwise addressed in the statute.  The Commission’s regulations also 
do not address ADW providers extensively; the only mention of them is in the opening (and 
operative) phrase of 205 CMR 6.20, which states that “[a]ssociations may, either directly or 
through a service provider authorized and licensed by the Commission, offer a system of account 
wagering to its patrons.”   
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The statute and the regulations make clear that ADW providers operate on behalf of 
racing licensees, not as independent actors separately licensed by the Commission.  It follows 
that an ADW provider is bound by whatever restrictions and limitations are placed upon its 
associated racing licensee, whether by statute, regulation, or order of the Commission. 

 
At the June 24 public meeting and in your July 10 email, you have asked stakeholders for 

their positions on the relationship between account wagering rights under Chapter 128A and 
simulcasting rights under Chapter 128C.  In particular, you have asked for comments on 
significance of the statutory language that provides racing licensees “may establish and maintain 
betting accounts with individuals for use in connection with account wagering on races offered 
by the licensee, as the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter 
and chapter 128C.”  

 
Sterling Suffolk recognizes that account wagers and simulcast wagers are not identical 

transactions.  A patron can place a simulcast wager at a racing licensee’s facility without using a 
wagering account, and he or she can place an account wager with a licensee or its service 
provider without being at the facility.  However, through the language underlined above, the 
Legislature has expressly linked simulcasting and account wagering by incorporating a racing 
licensee’s simulcasting authorization under Chapter 128C into its account wagering authorization 
under Section 5C.  A “fundamental canon[] of statutory interpretation requir[es] that [courts] 
read statutes concerning the same subject matter as a harmonious whole wherever possible.”   
Commonwealth v. Morgan, 476 Mass. 768, 778 (2017). 

When interpreting a statute, one must also endeavor to give all provisions and all words 
meaning.  The Supreme Judicial Court has emphasized that “a statute should be construed so as 
to give effect to each word, and no word shall be regarded as surplusage”  Ropes & Gray LLP v. 
Jalbert, 454 Mass. 407, 412 (2009).  If the Commission were to allow racing licensees and their 
ADW providers to operate account wagering as if the incorporation of Chapter 128C into 
Section 5C does not exist, it would violate that principle of interpretation, which is meant to 
ensure that legislative intent is fully realized and that no part of the statute is rendered 
meaningless.  See also Morgan, 476 Mass. at 779 (“[I]if a sensible construction is available, we 
shall not construe a statute to make a nullity of pertinent provisions or to produce absurd 
results.”). 

The Legislature has specifically and expressly limited the account wagering authorization 
granted in Section 5C by permitting racing licensees to conduct account wagering only with 
respect to races and wagers “the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with 
[chapter 128A] and chapter 128C.”  MGL c. 128A, § 5C.  The reference to Chapter 128A is 
irrelevant to the question before the Commission because that chapter “otherwise authorizes” 
live races and wagering thereon.  The Legislature has explicitly authorized Raynham Park (and 
Sterling Suffolk) to operate without hosting a live racing meeting.  As a result, Raynham Park 
and Sterling Suffolk are authorized to conduct account wagering only on those races and wagers 
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that are authorized by Chapter 128C—that is, only on those they are authorized to simulcast.  
And, because an ADW provider in Massachusetts acts as an extension of the racing licensee with 
which it is associated (i.e., an ADW provider’s right to accept wagers in the Commonwealth is 
wholly derivative of the authority granted to the racing licensee with which it has an agreement), 
an ADW provider for such a licensee is authorized to offer to its clients only those races that the 
licensee is authorized to simulcast. 

Chapter 128C authorizes racing licensees to conduct simulcasting and accept wagers.  
Since its adoption, Chapter 128C, Section 2 has established the number and type of races that 
each respective licensee may simulcast.  As it applies to Raynham Park, the statute provides as 
follows (with references to premium payments omitted to simplify): 

(2) The greyhound dog racing meeting licensee located in Bristol county shall have the 
right to simulcast at any location in Bristol county approved by the commission: (a) 
unlimited greyhound dog racing; (b) on any day of the calendar year, unlimited running 
horse racing from and after 6:00 p.m., plus the entire racing cards from any 2 running 
horse racing meetings in the state of California; and simulcasts of the Suffolk county 
running horse racing meeting licensee's live races during its racing season and 2 so-called 
companion cards; and 6 interstate running horse simulcasts prior to 4:00 p.m. on any day 
the Suffolk county running horse racing meeting licensee does not conduct live races; and 
(c) a total of 4 harness horse racing performances on any day of the calendar year, 
provided, further, that the licensee shall (i) simulcast in a fair and equal manner the 
racing card from the harness horse racing meeting licensee located in Norfolk county . . . 
and (ii) simulcast a minimum of 3 interstate harness horse racing cards, if available,. . . . 

(3) In addition to the rights granted in subparagraphs (1) and (2), the greyhound dog 
racing meeting licensee located in Suffolk county and the greyhound dog racing meeting 
licensee located in Bristol county shall have the right to simulcast 15 running horse 
special events, so-called . . . .  

M.G.L. Ch. 128C, § 2.1   

Because Sterling Suffolk is no longer running live races, Raynham Park is authorized by 
those provisions to simulcast thoroughbred races only as follows:  (1) prior to 6:00 p.m.:  the 
entire racing cards from any two race tracks in California plus, before 4:00 p.m., six additional 
races from any race track; (2) after 6:00 p.m.:  unlimited races; and (3) fifteen other special event 
races through the year at any time of day.   

 
1  Section 128C, Section 2 imposes analogous (but not identical) restrictions on Sterling Suffolk’s ability 

to simulcast harness races and PPC’s ability to simulcast thoroughbred races. 
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By virtue of the Legislature’s express incorporation of these limits into the account 
wagering statute, as set forth above, Raynham Park and its ADW providers are accordingly 
authorized only to accept wagers on races falling within those parameters.  

All Existing Racing Licensees are Authorized to Conduct Account Wagering 

There is no statutory basis for the recent contention of Plainridge Park Casino (“PPC”) 
that it is the only racing licensee authorized to conduct account wagering and engage ADW 
providers in the Commonwealth. 

Sterling Suffolk conducts its wagering business, including account wagering through 
MGC-approved service providers, as a “running horse racing meeting licensee” under the 
statutes governing horse race wagering and simulcasting, including General Laws Chapters 128A 
and 128C and numerous and continuing special acts of the Legislature reinforcing these rights 
and privileges. See Addendum A.  

Through 2014, Sterling Suffolk applied each year for a racing license, first to the State 
Racing Commission and then to the Gaming Commission, which was given the Racing 
Commission’s function in the Expanded Gaming Act enacted in 2011.  Since 2014, when the 
future of live horse racing at Suffolk Downs became tenuous because of the Commission’s 
casino selection, the Legislature has established Sterling Suffolk’s continuation as a racing 
licensee in a series of special acts.  This legislative action, which was modeled on the treatment 
given to the former greyhound tracks after dog racing was banned in the Commonwealth, has 
allowed Sterling Suffolk to remain in business, accept wagers, and keep its employees working, 
even after it concluded live racing in 2019.   

The Legislature continues the racing licenses of Sterling Suffolk and the former 
greyhound tracks at the same time that it extends the existing regime of general and special laws 
governing the racing and simulcasting industry.  The current authorization was enacted in July 
2023 and runs through December 15, 2025.  See St. 2023, c. 26.  Specifically as to Sterling 
Suffolk, Chapter 26 of the Acts of 2023 provides in pertinent part: 

Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws, sections 1, 2, 2A 
and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws and section 9 of said chapter 128C, 
as inserted by section 6 of chapter 173 of the acts of 2022, or any other general or 
special law to the contrary, the running race horse meeting licensee located in 
Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing pursuant to said chapter 128A and 
simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar year 2023 shall 
remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee and shall remain 
authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until 
December 15, 2025; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2023 
and December 31, 2025 shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the 
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licensee shall be precluded from conducting live racing during that period unless 
it applies for and is granted a supplemental live racing license pursuant to said 
chapter 128A[.] 
 

St. 2023, c. 26, § 23. 

This legislative language authorizing the continuation of a racing meeting license for 
Sterling Suffolk was modeled on the legislative continuations of racing meeting licensee status 
for the former greyhound tracks—Raynham Park and Wonderland Greyhound Park—when live 
dog racing was banned in the Commonwealth effective as of January 1, 2010.  See, e.g., 
St. 2009, c. 167, § 154; St. 2011, c. 194, § 92 (as subsequently extended).  The current 
authorization for Raynham Park is found in an uncodified and as-amended section of Chapter 
194 of the Acts of 2011 (the Expanded Gaming Act), which provides that “the greyhound 
meeting licensee located in Bristol county . . . licensed to conduct live racing pursuant to said 
chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar year 2009, shall 
remain licensed as greyhound racing meeting licensees until December 15, 2025.” St. 2011, 
c. 194, § 92 (as amended, most recently, by St. 2023, c. 26, § 19). 

In advance of the Commission’s meeting on July 1, 2025, and again at that meeting, PPC 
advanced, for the first time ever, the suggestion that Sterling Suffolk and Raynham Park are not 
authorized to conduct account wagering, even though they are “racing meeting licensees” per the 
express and repeated enactments of the Legislature, because Section 5C states that one must be 
“licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting” to conduct account 
wagering.  Somehow, in PPC’s view, being a racing meeting licensee is different from being a 
licensee licensed to conduct a racing meeting. 

The weakness of PPC’s argument is belied by its novelty; they are raising it now for the 
first time, even though Sterling Suffolk has been conducting account wagering continuously 
since it concluded live racing in June 2019.2  During that time, Sterling Suffolk has applied for 
and received annual approvals from the Commission for its ADW providers five times.  In 
addition, Sterling Suffolk has come before the Commission five separate times since June 2019 
seeking (and obtaining) approval of new ADW providers and/or platforms.  Moreover, there is 
no indication in any of the numerous enactments that have continued the status of Sterling 
Suffolk and Raynham Park as racing meeting licensees that the Legislature intended to restrict 
them in anyway from the full rights and privileges of  racing meeting licensees, aside from the 
facts that Raynham Park cannot conduct live dog races because of the statewide ban and Sterling 
Suffolk cannot conduct live races unless it seeks approval of specific dates from the Commission 

 
2  Moreover, SSR understands that Raynham Park has been continuously operating an account wagering 

business since 2010. 
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through a supplemental racing license application.3  When amending a statute or enacting a new 
one, the Legislature is presumed to be aware of prior statutory language. Ropes & Gray, LLP, 
454 Mass at 412-13. 

The Legislature has made many refinements of the rights and obligations of racing 
licensees over the last 15 years, from allowing the greyhound tracks to simulcast without live 
racing, St. 2011, c. 194, § 92, to reducing and then eliminating the live racing requirement for 
Sterling Suffolk, St. 2012, Ch. 230, § 1; St. 2014, Ch. 311, § 1(b); St. 2015, Ch. 10, § 59; 
St. 2020, Ch. 1, § 17, to suspending Raynham Park’s obligation to pay simulcasting premiums to 
Sterling Suffolk, St. 2015, Ch. 10, §§ 66-67, to banning wagering on out-of-state greyhound 
races, St. 2022, Ch. 128, § A1, to allowing racing licensees to relocate simulcasting operations 
within their home counties, St. 2023, Ch. 26, §§ 3-6.  Moreover, when the Legislature has 
extended Sterling Suffolk’s racing license since 2015, it has generally done so not by merely 
extending a date but rather enacting a substantive, detailed paragraph.  While those eight 
enactments have been similar to each other, they have not been identical, as shown in the 
statutory excerpts collected in Appendix A attached hereto.  The Legislature has had ample 
opportunity to revoke Sterling Suffolk’s account wagering authorization, but it has never done 
so.  In sum, the legislative history demonstrates that the Legislature is keenly aware of the 
nuances of the racing and simulcasting statutes and that, when it intends to alter rights and 
obligations in the industry, it does so expressly.  It is beyond a doubt that if the Legislature 
intended to limit the account wagering privileges of any of the legacy racing meeting licensees. it 
would have explicitly done so.   

Most importantly, and at least as to Sterling Suffolk, the plain language of the 
Legislature’s frequent ratifying enactments demonstrates that when it says that “Sterling Suffolk 
shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee” the Legislature means that 
Sterling Suffolk is “licensed to conduct a running horse . . . meeting” within the meaning of 
Section 5C.  Look, for example, to the most recent racing and simulcasting extension statute, 
quoted above.  When it was enacted it 2023, the Legislature identified Sterling Suffolk as “the 
running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in 
calendar year 2023.” St. 2023, c. 26, § 23. At that time, Sterling Suffolk was licensed pursuant 
the prior racing and simulcasting extension, Chapter 128 of the Acts of 2022, which provided 
that Sterling Suffolk would “remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until 
July 31, 2023.”  Accordingly, in 2023, the Legislature recognized that when, in 2022, it declared 
that Sterling Suffolk “shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee” for 2023, 
it meant that Sterling Suffolk was “licensed to conduct live racing” in 2023.  If it were not so, 
then there would have been no “running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk County 
licensed to conduct live racing” in 2023, and Section 23 of Chapter 26 of the Acts of 2023 would 

 
3  A “supplemental live racing license” is term of art under Chapter 128A, Section 2.  It is a filing 

available only to a racing licensee to whom “a license had theretofore been issued.” 
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be a nullity.  Such results are to be avoided when interpreting statutes. Morgan, 476 Mass. at 
779.4 

The NEHBPA Has Limited Consent Rights With Respect to Simulcasts in Massachusetts. 

In a letter to the Commissioners dated June 27, 2025, prior the first MGC meeting at 
which the TwinSpires-Raynham Park agreement was discussed, the New England HBPA 
(“NEHBPA”) stated that no simulcast licensee should be approved by the Commission unless it 
has NEHBPA consent to simulcast and that TwinSpires should not be approved as an account 
wagering provider for Raynham Park unless Raynham Park reaches an agreement with the 
NEHBPA.  Your July 10 email asked for stakeholders’ positions on the NEHBPA’s assertion 
that a racing licensee needs its consent before it may simulcast.  As explained below, state and 
federal law are clear that, except with respect to incoming simulcast signals from New York in 
months other than August, no Massachusetts racing licensee and no ADW company acting as a 
service provider for a racing licensee currently requires the consent of the NEHBPA in order to 
simulcast.   

The NEHBPA letter does not identify the source of its claimed right to approve 
simulcasting in Massachusetts, but it has in the past invoked the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. §§ 3001 et seq. (the “IHA”).  While the details are complicated, the effect can 
be summed up simply:  The IHA gives horsemen a consent right on the out-going signal for their 
own races, but it provides them no rights with respect to incoming signals.  More specifically, 
the IHA requires a race track hosting a live race to obtain the consent of its own horsemen (i.e., 
at the so-called “sending track”) before it sends its signal on its own live races to out-of-state 
tracks and off-track betting systems for wagering, but it does not require that any consent be 
provided by the horsemen’s groups at the tracks or other OTBs where the signals are received 
and the races are wagered upon.  See 15 U.S.C. § 3004(a)(1)(A).  Accordingly, the NEHBPA has 
no consent rights under the IHA or any other federal law with respect to simulcast or other 
wagers placed or accepted in Massachusetts on thoroughbred races (or races of any other class) 
that take place outside of the Commonwealth.   

With respect to state law, all racing meeting licensees are authorized by Massachusetts 
statutes to simulcast races and to accept wagers on them, subject to the restrictions discussed in 
Section II, above.  General Laws Chapter 128C, Section 2 provides as follows: 

A racing meeting licensee, except a licensee operating within Berkshire county, 
shall have the right to simulcast live races, for wagering purposes or otherwise, 

 
4  The 2023 extension act was not the first time the Legislature identified Sterling Suffolk as a licensee 

“licensed to conduct live racing” after it ceased live racing in June 2019.  It did so in each of the five 
extensions following the cessation of racing.  See St. 2019, c. 47, § 17; St. 2020, c. 1, § 17; St. 2020, 
c. 106, § 17; St. 2021, c. 27, § 17; St. 2022, c. 128, § 17 (excepted in Appendix A). 
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within the commonwealth except in Berkshire county and to and from pari-mutuel 
licensees or other licensed wagering facilities located outside the commonwealth. 
Such right may be exercised only on any calendar day on which the licensee 
conducts a racing performance, a dark day, or during a dark season.  . . . The 
right to simulcast is subject to the following exceptions and conditions, and each 
racing meeting licensee shall obtain prior approval from the commission:--  

MGL c. 128C, § 2.  The only consent right that the NEHBPA enjoys under Massachusetts 
law is set forth in the fifth paragraph of Ch. 128A, Sec. 2, which provides as follows: 

All simulcasts shall comply with the provisions of the Interstate Horse Racing Act 
of 1978, 15 U.S.C. Sec. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal law; provided, 
however, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do 
not require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 
15 U.S.C. Sec. 3004 (a) (1) (A), except simulcasts during the month of August, 
shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent and 
Protective Association prior to being simulcast to any racing meeting licensee 
within the commonwealth; provided further, that, if the association agrees to 
approve the simulcast for 1 racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the simulcast 
for all otherwise eligible racing meeting licensees. 

Id.  It is generally understood that the category of “states which have racing associations 
that do not require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 
15 U.S.C. Sec. 3004 (a) (1) (A)” applies only to the State of New York, where live races 
are conducted by the New York Racing Authority.  The NEHBPA has given the consent 
required by this provision and Massachusetts racing licensees are able to simulcast 
NYRA’s races. 

Conclusion 

In summary, Sterling Suffolk believes that Chapter 128A, Section 5C and Chapter 128C, 
Section 2 must be read together to determine the account wagering rights of a racing licensee and 
each of its ADW providers.  The statutes should be read in harmony such that account wagering 
by either the racing licensee or the ADW provider is permitted only on races that the racing 
licensee would be authorized to simulcast under Chapter 128C, Section 2.  In addition, the 
Commission should reject PPC’s novel argument that it is the only racing licensee authorized to 
conduct account wagering in the Commonwealth or to engage ADW companies to provide that 
service.  Finally, the Commission should reject any assertion by the NEHBPA that it has a 
consent right under state or federal statutes over the receipt of or wagering on simulcasts in 
Massachusetts other than with respect to simulcasts from New York during August.  
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Sincerely, 

 
Bruce S. Barnett 

 
cc: Chair Jordan Maynard 

Commissioner Paul Brodeur 
Commissioner Bradford Hill 
Commissioner Eileen O’Brien 
Commissioner Nakisha Skinner 
Executive Director Dean Serpa 
Mr. Michael Buckley, COO, Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC 
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Appendix A 
 

This Appendix A sets forth the detailed statutory provisions by which the Legislature has 
continued Sterling Suffolk’s racing license since 2015. 
 
Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2015 

SECTION 59.  Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2014 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 31, 2016 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C for the 
entirety of any year in which at least 1 day and not more than 50 days of live running horse racing 
is conducted at the licensee’s facility; provided, however, that the days between January 1 and 
December 31 of each year shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall 
be precluded from conducting live racing during that period, unless it applies for and is granted a 
supplemental live racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all 
simulcasts shall comply with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. Sec. 3001 et seq. 
or other applicable federal law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing 
associations that do not require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. Sec. 3004(a)(1)(A), except simulcasts during the month of August, shall require 
the approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Association prior to being 
simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the commonwealth; and provided further, that if the 
association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the 
simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting licensees. 

Chapter 176 of the Acts of 2016 

SECTION 13.  Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2014 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 31, 2017, 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C for the 
entirety of any year in which at least 1 day and not more than 50 days of live running horse racing 
is conducted at the licensee’s facility; provided, however, that the days between January 1 and 
December 31 of each year shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall 
be precluded from conducting live racing during that period, unless it applies for and is granted a 
supplemental live racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all 
simulcasts shall comply with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or 
other applicable federal law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing 
associations that do not require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 
1978, 15 U.S.C. 3004(a)(1)(A), except simulcasts during the month of August, shall require the 
approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Association prior to being 
simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the commonwealth; and provided further, that if the 
association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the 
simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting licensees. 
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Chapter 47 of the Acts of 2019 

SECTION 17.  Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2019 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until January 15, 2020 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until 
January 15, 2020; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2020 and December 31, 
2020 shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from 
conducting live racing during that period, unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live 
racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply 
with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal 
law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not 
require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 
3004(a)(1)(A) shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent & 
Protective Association prior to being simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the 
commonwealth; and provided further, that if the association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 
racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting 
licensees. 

Chapter 1 of the Acts of 2020 

SECTION 17. Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2019 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 1, 2020 and 
shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until July 1, 
2020; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2020 and December 31, 2020 shall be 
dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from conducting live 
racing during that period, unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live racing license 
pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply with the 
Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal law; 
provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not require 
approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3004(a)(1)(A) 
shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Association 
prior to being simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the commonwealth; and provided 
further, that if the association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 racing meeting licensee, it 
shall approve the simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting licensees. 
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Chapter 106 of the Acts of 2020 

SECTION 17.  Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2020 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 31, 2021 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until 
July 31, 2021; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2021 and December 31, 2021 
shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from 
conducting live racing during that period unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live 
racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply 
with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal 
law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not 
require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 
3004(a)(1)(A) shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen's Benevolent & 
Protective Association prior to being simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the 
commonwealth; and provided further, that if the association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 
racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting 
licensees. 

Chapter 27 of the Acts of 2021 

SECTION 17.   Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2021 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 31, 2022 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until 
July 31, 2022; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2022 and December 31, 2022 
shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from 
conducting live racing during that period unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live 
racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply 
with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal 
law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not 
require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 
3004(a)(1)(A) shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen’s Benevolent & 
Protective Association prior to being simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the 
commonwealth; and provided further, that if the association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 
racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting 
licensees. 



Appendix A (cont.) 
 
 

 4  
1621883884.4 

Chapter 128 of the Acts of 2022 

SECTION 17.  Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws and sections 1, 2, 
2A and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2022 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee until July 31, 2023 
and shall remain authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until 
July 31, 2023; provided, however, that the days between the effective date of this act and July 31, 
2023 shall be dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from 
conducting live racing during that period unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live 
racing license pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply 
with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal 
law; provided further, that all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not 
require approval in compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 
3004(a)(1)(A) shall require the approval of the New England Horsemen’s Benevolent & 
Protective Association prior to being simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the 
commonwealth; and provided further, that if the association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 
racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting 
licensees. 

Chapter 26 of the Acts of 2023. 

SECTION 23. Notwithstanding section 2 of chapter 128A of the General Laws, sections 1, 2, 2A 
and 4 of chapter 128C of the General Laws and section 9 of said chapter 128C, as inserted by 
section 6 of chapter 173 of the acts of 2022, or any other general or special law to the contrary, 
the running race horse meeting licensee located in Suffolk county licensed to conduct live racing 
pursuant to said chapter 128A and simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C in calendar 
year 2023 shall remain licensed as a running horse racing meeting licensee and shall remain 
authorized to conduct simulcast wagering pursuant to said chapter 128C until December 15, 
2025; provided, however, that the days between January 1, 2023 and December 31, 2025 shall be 
dark days pursuant to said chapter 128C and the licensee shall be precluded from conducting live 
racing during that period unless it applies for and is granted a supplemental live racing license 
pursuant to said chapter 128A; provided further, that the licensee shall not simulcast or accept a 
wager on greyhound dog racing on or after August 10, 2023 pursuant to section 9 of chapter 128C 
of the General Laws; provided further, that all simulcasts shall comply with the Interstate Horse 
Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3001 et seq. or other applicable federal law; provided further, that 
all simulcasts from states which have racing associations that do not require approval in 
compliance with the Interstate Horse Racing Act of 1978, 15 U.S.C. 3004(a)(1)(A) shall require 
the approval of the New England Horsemen’s Benevolent & Protective Association prior to being 
simulcast to a racing meeting licensee within the commonwealth; and provided further, that if the 
association agrees to approve the simulcast for 1 racing meeting licensee, it shall approve the 
simulcast for all otherwise eligible racing meeting licensees. 



From: NEHBPA ADMIN
To: Lightbown, Alexandra; Stempeck, Justin
Cc: anthonyspadea@braintreeins.com; Andrew Silver (TwinSpires)
Subject: Twinspires ADW
Date: Thursday, July 31, 2025 11:26:52 AM

Dear Alex and Justin 

Based on current language in Chapters 128A and 128C regarding account wagering, the NEHBPA hereby
gives its consent to the proposed agreement between Churchill Downs Technology Initiatives Company and
Raynham Park.

Please accept this email as our consent

Paul Umbrello 
Executive Director 
NEHBPA .
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Alex & Justin,

Attached are the Plainridge Simulcast Schedules for 2022 thru August of 2023.  I’m 
sending these to illustrate how Plainridge has been compliant with the simulcasting 
restrictions on Plainridge regarding Greyhound signals.  Our daily simulcast menus show 
no more than 5 Greyhound tracks being offered on any given day.  Greyhound 
simulcasting was outlawed in Massachusetts as of August 1, 2023, and therefore no 
Greyhound offerings are listed in the August 2023 schedule or any subsequent offerings to 
date.  Since Suffolk has not raced live, we have not been under any restrictions for 
Thoroughbred signals since 2019.

The program used to create the schedules is in use industry wide and it is the same 
program that Raynham uses.  All tracks are loaded into the program, and the simulcast 
director creates the daily schedules by choosing the tracks from a dropdown menu.  
Thoroughbred tracks list just the tracks name, Harness tracks have an (H) after the tracks 
name, Greyhound signals are italicized with a (G) after the tracks name.  It is very easy to 
create the daily offerings following the restrictions with this program.  

Steve O’Toole
Director of Racing
Plainridge Park Casino

steve.o’toole@pennentertainment.com
P 508-576-4480      M 508-369-9424
pennentertainment.com  

As of August 4, 2022, Penn National Gaming has changed its name to PENN 
Entertainment to learn more visit pennentertainment.com. 
Confidentiality Notice: This email and all attachments may be confidential information 
and are intended solely for the individual or entity named in the email address. If you 
receive this email in error or if it is improperly forwarded to you, please notify the sender 
immediately by reply email, and delete/destroy the original and all copies, including any 
attachments. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure, reproduction, or distribution in 
part or in whole, is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.



































































































Thank you for the clarification.   

One of the most significant implications is that none of the service providers will 
participate in account wagering if the Commission does not embrace its full authority and 
not restrict the number of simulcast signals that any licensee may offer to its patrons. Also, 
restrictions would be devastating to Raynham’s daily operation, and all but destroy it. 
Conversations with Twin Spires/Churchill Downs were clear. They have no intention of 
entering into any agreement, with any licensee, that would impose such limits, conditions, 
and/or restrictions on their services.  

Simulcast patrons want the maximum number of simulcast signals. It cannot be overstated 
that the public interest is not served by restricting the number of simulcast signals. If the 
Commission decides to restrict Raynham's simulcast business it will certainly drive 
patrons away from simulcast wagering. 

Lastly, the idea that the Commission might reduce the number of simulcast signals 
encourages the old intra-track turf wars, which happened at the last meeting.  The anti-
competitive posture of some licensees is unquestionably harmful to the public interest.    

Please let me know if you would like to discuss these matters directly. 

 

Best, 

 

Mike Morizio 

 

Michael P. Morizio, Esq. 

MORIZIO LAW 

20 Park Plaza, Suite 488 

Boston, MA 02116 

(Office) 617-948-2120 

(Mobile) 617-949-6664 

mpm@moriziolaw.com 
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From: Stempeck, Justin <justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2025 12:11 PM 
To: Michael Morizio <mpm@moriziolaw.com> 
Cc: Sue Rodrigues <srodrigues@rtgp.com>; Lightbown, Alexandra 
<alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov> 
Subject: RE: Raynham ADW Request 

Mr. Morizio, 

I understand your legal arguments and will be responding to same shortly.  

Meanwhile, as stated in the email on 8/18/25 from Racing Director Lightbown to Ms. 
Rodrigues, and several times during the public meeting on 8/14/25 
(https://youtube.com/live/8fms9AUaRno?feature=share) the Commission has requested 
that Raynham provide any additional information related to what the practical implications 
and timeline that would be needed for Raynham to apply the 128C simulcast limits to both 
the simulcast and ADW products. 

Should you have any information of that sort, please forward it to me by 8/28/25 to also be 
considered by the Commission prior to the September 4th meeting. If you are unable or 
unwilling to provide the information, please advise.  

 

Thank you 

 

Justin Stempeck 

Interim General Counsel 

Massachusetts Gaming Commission      

101 Federal Street, 12th Floor                          

Boston, Massachusetts 02110 

TEL 617.533.9706 | CELL 857.303.7567 | FAX 617.725.0258                                               

www.massgaming.com                                              

FB | TWITTER | YOUTUBE | LINKEDIN                
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From: Michael Morizio <mpm@moriziolaw.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 6:11 PM 
To: Stempeck, Justin <justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov> 
Cc: Sue Rodrigues <srodrigues@rtgp.com>; Lightbown, Alexandra 
<alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov> 
Subject: Re: Raynham ADW Request 

 

Counsel,  

 

You will need to be more specific, given the discussion of law that I provided in my letter.  

Michael P. Morizio, Esq.  

Morizio Law 

20 Park Plaza, STE 488 

Boston, MA 02116 

(O) 617.938.3737 

(M) 617.949.6664  

(F) 508.821.3239 

 

On Aug 25, 2025, at 5:50 PM, Stempeck, Justin <justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov> 
wrote: 

Mr. Morizio and Ms. Rodrigues, 

We are writing to acknowledge receipt of your letter today. Additionally, please advise if you 
plan on providing any of the information as specifically requested by the Commissioners 
during the last public meeting and as reiterated by Director Lighttbown in her 8/18/25 email 
below. This matter is coming back before the Commission on 9/4/25. 

  

Justin Stempeck 

Interim General Counsel 

Massachusetts Gaming Commission      
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From: Lightbown, Alexandra <alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 12:15 PM 
To: Sue Rodrigues <srodrigues@rtgp.com> 
Cc: Stempeck, Justin <justin.stempeck@massgaming.gov> 
Subject: Raynham ADW Request 

  

Dear Sue, 

At the August 14th MGC Public Meeting that discussed Raynham Park’s request for 
Churchill platforms Twin Spires and DK Horse approval as ADW vendors, the 
Commissioners requested staff gather more information. They would like to know what the 
practical implications and timeline that would be needed for Raynham to comply with the 
limits in MGL 128C. Please email this information to Justin Stempeck and me. The next 
MGC meeting is September 4th. We’d like to bring the approval item back for the 
Commissioners at that meeting. If you have any questions, please let Justin and I know. 

The link to the August 14th meeting is: MGC Open Meeting – August 14, 2025 - 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission. 

Thank you, 

Alex 

  

Alexandra Lightbown, DVM                                      

Director of Racing and Chief Veterinarian                               

Massachusetts Gaming Commission                                        

101 Federal Street, 12th Floor                                                           

Boston, Massachusetts 02110                                                             

TEL 617.979.8436 | CELL 617.308.4643 | FAX 617.725.0258                  

www.massgaming.com                                                                  

FB | TWITTER | YOUTUBE | LINKEDIN | TUMBLR 
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Dr. Lightbown,  

In light of the legislative ban on wagering in Massachusetts on greyhound races, the only 
Chapter 128C simulcasting restriction on Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC (“Sterling 
Suffolk”) and its ADW providers relates to harness races.  Ch. 128C, Sec. 2, provides that 
Sterling Suffolk may simulcast “ on any day during the calendar year, unlimited harness 
horse racing, except during live racing performances of the harness horse racing licensee 
located in Norfolk county.” Ch. 128C, Sec. 2, para. 1, cl. (5)(b).  This means that Sterling 
Suffolk may not simulcast or accept simulcast wagers on harness races that take place 
while Plainridge Park is conducting its live races.  Through the ADW statute’s incorporation 
of authorizations under Chapter 128C, Sterling Suffolk’s ADW providers are subject to 
same wagering restriction.  The practical implication of that restriction is that neither SSR 
nor its ADW providers would be able to accept wagers on harness races taking place during 
a period of approximately 5 hours on each of the days that Plainridge Park holds live 
races.  For reference, in 2025, they are scheduled to host 110 days of live racing.   

With respect to Sterling Suffolk’s own operations on-site at the Suffolk Downs location, the 
restriction would be implemented through the tote system and could be achieved 
quickly.  This would apply to wagers placed either at the counter or through the self-service 
terminals.  Sterling Suffolk notes that Plainridge Park publishes its annual live racing 
schedule, including the start times for the first race each day, so identifying the black-out 
period should be a straightforward matter, although there would need to be some 
mechanism in place for Plainridge Park to alert Sterling Suffolk in the event it deviates from 
the published schedule. 

We have received feedback from two of our ADW providers so far, each of whom has 
indicated that implementing the restriction would be relatively straightforward and could 
be achieved by turning off wagers on harness races for all of each day on which Plainridge 
Park races live or for a period of time, set in advance, on each of those days, commencing 
at the scheduled start time.  We are hopeful of receiving feedback from additional 
providers at the beginning of next week and will let you know before Thursday’s meeting if 
we have anything more to report.  

Our present understanding is that the restrictions could be implemented by SSR and its 
ADW service providers promptly and that a month’s lead time would be adequate. 

Please let me know if you have any questions, 

Bruce 

 



Bruce Barnett 

Of Counsel 

T  +1 617 406 6002 
F   +1 617 406 6102 
M  +1 617 921 2448 
bruce.barnett@us.dlapiper.com 

DLA Piper LLP (US) 
dlapiper.com 

From: Lightbown, Alexandra <alexandra.lightbown@massgaming.gov> 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 5:01 PM 
To: Barnett, Bruce <Bruce.Barnett@us.dlapiper.com> 
Subject: ADW restrictions 

Hi Bruce, 

At the August 14th MGC Public Meeting that discussed Raynham Park’s request for 
Churchill platforms Twin Spires and DK Horse approval as ADW vendors, the 
Commissioners requested staff gather more information. They would like to know what the 
practical implications and timeline that would be needed for each track to comply with the 
limits in MGL 128C. Please email this information regarding Suffolk Downs to Justin 
Stempeck and me. The next MGC meeting is September 4th. We’d like to bring the approval 
item back for the Commissioners at that meeting. If you have any questions, please let 
Justin and I know.  

The link to the August 14th meeting is: MGC Open Meeting – August 14, 2025 - 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission. 

Thank you, 

Alex 

Alexandra Lightbown, DVM        

Director of Racing and Chief Veterinarian 

Massachusetts Gaming Commission       
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September 2, 2025 

 

VIA EMAIL 

Michael P. Morizio, Esq. 

1958 Broadway 

Raynham, MA 02767 

mpm@moriziolaw.com  

 
 

Re: Account Wagering and Simulcast Rights for Massasoit Greyhound Association, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Morizio: 

I write on behalf of my client Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel of the Massachusetts 

Gaming Commission (the “Commission”), to respond to your letter on behalf of the Massasoit 

Greyhound Association, Inc. (“Raynham Park”) to him dated August 25, 2025.  In that letter, you 

describe Mr. Stempeck’s memorandums to the Commission on the topic of Advance Deposit or 

Account Wagering (also known as “ADW”) as “improper,” “inaccurate” and “irrelevant,” among 

other pejoratives.  You also allege that your clients have been denied their “statutory right and 

obligation to conduct account wagering pursuant to their racing meeting licenses . . . without 

cause and without conducting an adjudicatory proceeding pursuant to G.L. chapter 30A.”   

As set forth below, none of these allegations are accurate, nor are they helpful to your clients’ 

attempt to obtain the necessary Commission approval to work with CDTIC to provide ADW 

services at Raynham Park.  

I. ACCOUNT WAGERING 

You assert that the second paragraph of G.L. c. 128A, § 5C obligates your client to provide 

account wagering, while the first paragraph merely allows it.  It does no such thing, and such a 

statutory framework (allowing it in first paragraph, then requiring it in the second paragraph) 

would make no sense.   

Both the first and second paragraphs of G.L. c. 128A, § 5C (emphasis added) are reprinted here 

in order to view them in full context: 

Section 5C. Notwithstanding section 17A of chapter 271, each person licensed to conduct a 

running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting, not including racing meetings held or 

conducted at a state or county fair, may establish and maintain betting accounts with 
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individuals for use in connection with account wagering on races offered by the licensee, as 

the licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter and chapter 

128C, including those fees, payments, commissions and premiums. As used in this section, 

"account wagering'' shall mean a form of pari-mutuel wagering in which an individual may 

deposit money to an account established through an agreement with a person licensed to conduct 

a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting and use the account balance to make and 

pay for wagers by the holder of the account which wagers may be made in person, by direct 

telephone call or by communication through other electronic media by the holder of the account 

to the licensee. An individual who has established a betting account with a racing meeting 

licensee may deposit money into said account through the use of a credit card or debit card 

issued by a federal or state-chartered bank and a racing meeting licensee may collect and deposit 

money received in such a manner at the licensee's racetrack or through the telephone, Internet or 

other telecommunications media. Only those persons who have established a betting account with 

a person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting in accordance 

with this section shall place bets by telephone or by communication through other electronic 

media with such licensee. No credit shall be extended to a betting account by a running horse, 

harness horse or dog racing meeting licensee. 

A person licensed to conduct a running horse, harness horse or dog racing meeting, not 

including racing meetings held or conducted at a state or county fair, shall accept and maintain 

betting accounts directly, or through an agreement with an authorized and licensed service 

provider, in the name of a natural person only. The licensee may refuse to establish or maintain 

a betting account and may refuse deposits to any such account if the licensee deems such refusal 

appropriate; provided, however, that such licensee shall not establish or maintain a betting 

account for any person who has been banned or prohibited from entering the premises of a 

racing meeting licensee in the commonwealth pursuant to section 10A. The licensee may suspend 

or close any account at any time; provided, however, that the licensee shall return to the account 

holder any funds that are on deposit in the account at the time it is closed. 

It is clear that the first paragraph sets out the licensees’ right to establish ADW accounts – 

licensees “may establish and maintain betting accounts”.  The second paragraph goes on to 

describes limits to that right – any licensee that has such accounts “shall accept and maintain 

[them] in the name of a natural person only.”  This just means, if the licensee engages in ADW, 

it must (i.e., “shall”) be done in the name of a natural person.   

Your letter seems to suggest that the language referencing a “service provider” in G.L. c. 128A§ 

5C somehow gives your client the right to work with any service provider without any needed 

authorization from the Commission.  Again, this is belied by the clear terms of the statute.  The 

first sentence of the second paragraph requires that ADW accounts by maintained by licensees 

“directly” or by “an authorized and licensed service provider”.  It is the Commission who 

authorizes such service providers.  Your clients’ application for approval to the Commission 

concedes this point; authorization of CDTIC is the issue currently pending in front of the 

Commission.  

Lastly, your letter asserts that the Commission’s authority over account wagering is somehow 

limited to its regulations covering “betting accounts” promulgated in 205 CMR 6.20-6.28, and 
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that the Commission’s annual approval of such wagering is limited to “the mechanics of the 

patrons’ betting accounts”.  This is a gross under-exaggeration of the Commission’s authority.  It 

is black letter law that the Commission (and any agency for that matter) draws its authority first 

and foremost from its statutory enabling legislation. Entergy Nuclear Generation Co. v. Dep't of 

Env't Prot., 459 Mass. 319, 331 (2011).  Regulations are implementations of statutory power; 

they do not and cannot limit an agency’s authority that is set forth in the statute.  This means 

that, although the Commission has issued narrow regulations on the mechanics of account 

wagering, those Regulations do not otherwise limit the scope of the Commission’s authority to 

regulate account wagering.   

The statute (G.L. c. 128A, in the language set forth above) provides that the Commission must 

“authorize” any service providers working with its licensees to provide ADW services.  It is well 

within the Commission’s authority to consider potential conditions on that authorization, if it 

sees fit to do so.  

II. SIMULCAST WAGERING 

Next, your letter attacks Mr. Stempeck’s reading of the applicable laws (G.L. c. 128A and 

c.128C) and Regulations that the Commission may limit or restrict Raynham Park’s simulcasting 

operations.  You take the position that the Commission has no right to limit the number of 

simulcasting signals because “there is no law or implementing regulations that currently restricts 

the Commission from granting unlimited simulcast signals to every racing meeting licensee.” 

Letter at 4.  There are two problems with this logic – first, it is wrong on the facts (there is such a 

law); and second, even if there was no such law restricting the Commission from granting an 

unlimited simulcasting (which there is), that absence would not mean the Commission was 

prevented from placing such limits or conditions on a right granted under its statutory authority. 

Doing so is well within its discretion.  

As you recognize in your letter, Raynham Park’s right to simulcast is derived from G.L. c. 128C, 

§ 2.  That section states (emphasis added): 

Section 2. A racing meeting licensee, except a licensee operating within Berkshire county, shall 

have the right to simulcast live races, for wagering purposes or otherwise, within the 

commonwealth except in Berkshire county and to and from pari-mutuel licensees or other 

licensed wagering facilities located outside the commonwealth. Such right may be exercised only 

on any calendar day on which the licensee conducts a racing performance, a dark day, or 

during a dark season. Any violation of this chapter shall be cause for the commission to suspend 

or revoke a license pursuant to section 11 of chapter 128A. The right to simulcast is subject to 

the following exceptions and conditions, and each racing meeting licensee shall obtain prior 

approval from the commission:-- 

According to this section, racing meeting licensees have the right to simulcast, but only on 

certain days (during live racing, a dark day or dark season) and subject to a list of conditions.  

This is a law that limits the Commission’s ability to grant authorization for simulcasting.  Where 
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the statute sets for clearly stated “conditions” on racing meeting licensees’ ability to simulcast, 

the Commission is without power to alter those conditions.  

Section 2 then goes on to list simulcasting limits on each of the racing meeting licensees.  The 

sections applicable to Raynham Park are in clauses (2) and (3).  It limits Raynham Park’s ability 

to simulcast to the following: “(a) unlimited greyhound dog racing,” “(b) . . . unlimited running 

horse racing from and after 6:00 p.m., plus the entire racing cards from any 2 running horse 

racing meetings in the state of California” . . . “and 6 interstate running horse simulcasts prior to 

4:00 p.m. on any day the Suffolk county running horse racing meeting licensee does not conduct 

live races” and “(c) a total of 4 harness horse racing performances on any day of the calendar 

year.” G.L. c. 128C, § 2, cl. 2.  In addition, Raynham Park may also simulcast “15 running horse 

special events”. G.L. c. 128C, § 2, cl. 3.   

You ignore these simulcasting restrictions in your August 25th letter.  You avoid this language by 

arguing that “the Legislature superseded G.L. c. 128C, § 2, by enacting section 92, of chapter 

194, of the acts of 2011.”  But the language of Section 92, as quoted in your letter, states only 

“notwithstanding” Section 2, greyhound meeting licensees remain licensed and that each day of 

the year is considered a “dark day.”  This was a necessary in the wake of eliminating live 

greyhound racing.  Originally, greyhound tracks had to race a certain number of days in order to 

simulcast.  When live racing was eliminated, the Legislature had to make sure the greyhound 

tracks remained licensed to provide simulcasting.  Where the statute limited simulcasting to 

“racing performances” or dark days, the Legislature made all days “dark days.”  Without the 

proviso “notwithstanding” in Section 92, the language of G.L. c. 128C, § 2 would have 

practically prohibited all simulcasting.  Thus, the reference to “notwithstanding” in Section 92 

supplemented G.L. c. 128C, § 2, rather than superseded it.  

The conclusion that the Gaming Act did not supersede G.L. c. 128C, § 2 is explicitly confirmed 

by the fact that G.L. c. 23K (the Gaming Act) requires the Commission to “administer and 

enforce chapters 128A and 128C.”  G.L. c. 23K, §7.  No where is there language that states G.L. 

c. 128C, § 2 is superseded, null, void or not in effect.  

III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, Mr. Stempeck will not be supplementing his Memo to the 

Commission as your letter demands.  Mr. Stempeck, and the whole legal team, understand that 

there are separate and distinct statutes and regulations that govern account wagering and 

simulcasting.  You and your client must understand, however, that the statutory language 

authorizing your client’s right to offer ADW for simulcasts is modified by the phrase – “as the 

licensee is otherwise authorized to accept in accordance with this chapter and chapter 128C.”  

G.L. c. 128C, § 5C.  This means account wagering is allowed for simulcasts, only to the extent 

that the licensees are lawfully simulcasting pursuant to G.L. c. 128C.  The Commission will be 

considering what this language requires, and you have made your client’s position known. 
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Best regards, 

 

Nina Pickering-Cook 

 

cc: Justin Stempeck, Interim General Counsel 

 Alexandra Lightbown, Director of Racing 
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