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1. 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Siveeyiew

1.1 Survey Purpose

Data on the prevalence of gambling and problem gambling are sparse; only a few pophbkséxh

surveys performed in the 1990s and early 200@mreed data on adultsat the national level. The last
statewide household survey of problem gambling conducted by the New York State (NYS) Office of
Addiction Services and Supports (OASAS) was in 2006. However, these data may not reflect current
prevalerce estimates for several reasons, including the age of the estimates and changes to NYS
gambling laws since 2006, such as the legalization of commercial casinos in 2013 and the start of sports
betting at commercial casinos in 2019.

The gaming industry regulated at the state level, and gambling activiiie®New Yorkake place

through or at commercial casinos, horse racingtraftk betting, lotteries, video lottery gamingnd

interactive fantasy sports activities, among others. Since July 2005, OASAS has assumed all statutory
authority for the funding and oversight of gamblipgevention,treatment, andrecoveryservices in NYS
OASAS funds seveggionalProblem GamblinfResource Centetbat provide education and training,

referral, assessment, treatment, and recovery support programs. To monitor trends, assess the need for
services, identify gaps in services, and subsequently develop appropriate evioksexd programsrad
strategies for their target populations, OASAS must be able to accurately qualify and quantify the extent
of problem gambling among New Yorkers.

1.2Survey Goals

OASAS contracted with Riiternationalto conduct a survey that would provide statistigalalid

prevalence estimates of pagear gambling and problem gambling, attitudes and behaviors toward
gambling, and awareness of resources for problem gambling services amoigstitutionalized adult

New Yorkers (ages 18 and older). Estimates web®ztdeveloped statewide, in seven sstate

geographic region@efined in Tabld), and among sociodemographic groups based on gender, age, and
race/ethnicity.

1Welte, J. W., Barnes, G. M., Wieczorek, W. F., Tidwell, M. C. O., & Parker, J. (2001). Alcohol and gambling pathology among
U.S. adults: Prevalence, demographic patterns anchodoidity. Journal of Studies on Alcoh62, 706;712.



Exhibit 1.1. Geographic Regions for Sampling and Analysis

Geographic Strata

Countiesin ~ Strat um

New York City Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond
Long Island Suffolk, Nassau
. Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester,
Mid - Hudson .
Sullivan
Jefferson, St. Lawrence, Oneida, Madison, Lewis, Oswego,
Central Onondaga, Cayuga, Cortland, Chenango, Delaware, Herkimer,
Otsego
Western Niagara, Orleans, Genesee, Wyoming, Erie, Chautauqua,
Cattaraugus, Allegany
Franklin, Clinton, Essex, Hamilton, Warren, Fulton, Saratoga,
Northeast Montgomery, Schoharie, Albany, Schenectady, Greene,

Columbia, Rensselaer, Washington

Finger Lakes

Monroe , Wayne, Ontario, Livingston, Yates, Steuben, Tioga,
Broome, Tompkins, Schuyler, Chemung, Seneca




2. Surveylopics

In April 20190ASAS provided RTI witlraft of the New YorkProblem Gambling Prevalence Survey
which RTI reviewedefore makingsuggestions to OASAS abdtatn placement and wordingBecause
gambling prevalence would be determined using data collected during théDE®\pandemic, RTI also
suggested that OASAS considdsether specific items should be revised to ask about behavtiotis
before and during the pandemic. The final questionn@&i@uded the following topics:

1 Section A: Recreatioand Activities

0 Questions about @lunteering or participangin clubs, sports, religious events, or other
community activities

9 Section B: Gabling Activities

0 Questions about gmbling inthe past 12 months, changes in types of gambling and
gambling locations before and during the CO¥Y@pandemic, reasons for gambling,
amount of money spent on gamblingnd problem gambling behaviors

1 SectionC: Gaming Activities

0 Questions aboutime spent playing video or computer ganmssd problem gaming
behaviors

1 Section D: Gambling Awareness

0 Questions about age first gambled, whether friends/family gamble, opinions about
acceptability of gamblingandrecognition of warning gambling signs

9 Section E: About Your Health

0 Questions about overaltealth status, mental health status, problems with other addictive
behaviors before and during the COMI® pandemiand problems with alcohol, tobacco, or
other drugsbefore and during the COWI® pandemic

i Section F: About Yaand Your Household

o Demographicsuch asage, marital status, household compaosition, education, employment,
race, ethnicity, income, gender identignd sexual orientation



3. Results

3.1 Executive Summary

Data for theNew York Problem Gambling Prevalence Sumerg collected betweeduly 24 and
December 21, 2020. Overall, 3,845 surveys were compl@®@a by mail and 3,265 by welipr an
overall weighted response rate of 27.2fing theAmerican Association of Public Opinion Research
(AAPORRR?2 definition.

Ganbling Prevalence

Survey respondents were classified as Mamblers Recreational Gamblers, and Probl&amblers

based on responses to survey items matcheditee of the DSM criteria for Problem Gamblers. Those
professing to have gambled within the pasty butwho metnone of the criteria were classified as
Recreational Gamblers whereas those meeting at least one of the criteria for problem gambling were
classified as such. This classification yieltiedollowing:

 Overall, 29.4% of participantsresg@® R ¢, Sa¢ G2 3AFYoftAy3d gAGKAY (K
1 NonGamblers represented 70.6% of thew Yorkpopulation with Recreational Gamblers and
Problem Gamblers representing 25.1% and 4.3%, respectively.
1 Of gamblers85.4% were considered Recreational Gambigith the remainingl4.6% classified
as Problem Gamblers.
9 Of those classified as Problem Gamblers, 84.4%ahetost two of the criteria required to be
classified as a Problem Gambler.

Gambler Demographics

Restricting the sample tBecreational and Profiin Gambler®nly reveals a greater percentageroén
are Problem Gamblers (16.6%) compawgth women(12.5%). Th&lew York Cityand Mid-Hudson
regions had higher rates of Problem Gamblers (1&6618.2%) comparedith other regionsdn NYS
Althoughperhaps not surprising givemS ¢ |, 2 NabpulatibnisizeQthie MidHudsonregionhad a
smaller share of the population comparedth other regions with lower prevalence roblem
Ganblers. In contrast to these regions, the prevalence of pnabégmbling was lowen the Finger
Lakes and Northeast regiomss 11.1% and 11.5%espectively.

The youngest age group8¢24, had the highest percentage of Problem Gamblers (24.8%) compared
with their older counterparts. In contragthe age group immedtely above the youngest, 229, had

the lowest percentage of Problem Gamblers at 7.5%. Thot®e 30¢44 age groughad the second
highest percentage of gamblers classifiedParblem Gamblers at 20.7%.

Significant differences for the distribution of &eational and Problem Gamblers were found for the
following sociodemographic groups:

1 Nearly significant differences were found in terms of race \Witin-HispanicBlackrespondents
having an overall higher percentage of Problem Gamblers compeéthather Race/Ethnicity
categories; approximately orguarter were classified as Problem Gamblers.

1 With respect to income, we saw a trend with higher income populations (>$75,000k) having
higher percentages of Recreational Gamblers, above 88%, compared witiwtbst income



group(<$30Kat 75.9%Given the overall distribution of Recreational Gamblers is 85.4% these

percentages differ significantly from what would be expectedarthermore, the higher a

I Yof SNR& AyO02YSI G(KS f S&mBrobferh Ganblér. G KSe | NB 2
1 A similar trendvasseen regarding education with those at the highest education level,

Graduate degree, indicating only 5.4% of their gambling population as Problem Gamblers

compared with 21.8% for those withhegh school degree or lessThis may suggest the higher

the educational attainment of a gambler, the less likely they are to be classifiedablem

Gambler.

Effects of NY PAUSE

Participants were asked to consider behaviors exhibited and gambling activities participated in before

and during the period known d@¢Y PAUSE. NY PAUSE was defined as the period starting March 22,

2020 where many noressential businesses and services were temporarily closed because@DWID

19 pandemicWe highlight here whether participants who gambled changed their most frequent

gambling activities after NY PAUSE was instated (for example, switching from casino play to fantasy

sports) and if survey respondents experienced any chimgeK SA NJ a Gl Gdza 6da, S&ax L KI ¢
Gb2z L R2Yy Qi KIF@S I LINBEnfokacéuse. NSIF NRAYy3I | f O02K2f =

The distribution of those changing gambling activities and those not changing were similag
Recreational Gamblereepresenting over 85% in each category. Gamidirtiyitiesincludedlottery,
raffle tickets, playing cards for mondyingo, sports, slot machinesble ganes(such as craps,
blackjackroulette, Pai Gow horses, dogs/ack fighting/other animalsjice games/coin flips, office
pools, bowling, pooldarts,fantasy sports leagues daily fantasy contestgandEsports (amline video
games)

When examining problems with alcohol and substance use, we note significant differences in terms of
consistent behavior. Although Problem Gamblers represented 4.3% of the population overall, they
comprise 14.%of the populationfor those with an alcohol, tobacco, or other drug problem both before
and during NY Paus€hat is nearly 3 times the percentage one would expec

Gambling Addiction

lff adz2NBSe NBaALRYRSyda 6SNB |a1SR a52 &2dz 6St AS@S
RNXz3az FyR (206 002Ké¢ | BetwekythieBandliny siatuRgkotips. Shele WaBS 4 | &
a decreasing trend in terms of those responding "No"d@mgling being an addiction as one moved

from Problem Gamblers to NeBamblersAmong Problem Gamblers 13.4% do not believe it is an

addiction while 8.6% of Recreational Gamblers also believed it is not an addiction. This stands in

contrast to the 5.9% of dbh-Gamblers who also do not believe it is an addiction.

Mental Health

All survey participants were also asked whether they experienced any mental health issues within the
past year. There are no differencesin mental health issuelsetweenNon-Gamblers(28.7%)

Recreational Gamble(28.2%) and Problem Gamble(83.9%) The percentage of each type of gambler
with or without mental health issues is consistent with their overall percentages within the population.



Gaming Activity

Among all gamblers, @yingdifferent aspects of théottery remained the most popular activity before
and during NY PAUSEaming was the seconuiost popular activitybutits popularity decreased during
NY PAUSE.

Exhibit 3.1a. Weighted Percentages i Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and
Sex

Gambling Status and Sex (Q35)

Male

Gambling Status

. Recreational Gambler
Problem Gambler

Sex

Female

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

9 Exhibit 3.1asuggests that among all gamblers, Problem Gambling may be more pre\
among male gamblers comparedth female gamblers.

1 Male gamblers have a higher percentage (16.6%) of those who would be considere
Problem Gamblers comparedth female gamblers (12.5%).



Exhibit 3.1b. Weighted Percentages T Among Gamblers, Gambling Status
and Age

Gambling Status and Age (Q43)

75.2

18-24
248
25-29
7.5

g
> 79.3 Gambling Status
g 30-44 . Recreational Gambler
P 207 Problem Gambler
o
LY

45-64

94
65 or older
18.2
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

9 Exhibit3.1b highlights that 1824 year old gamblers kighe highest percentage (24.8%
of Problem Gamblers compar&dth their older gambling peers.

9 Converselythe next closest age group, @5 year old gamblers, kahe lowest
percentage of gamblers at 7.5%.

I Gamblers aged 3@4 have the second highest percentage of Problem Gamblers,
apparently reversing the trend among the youngest gamblers.



Exhibit 3.1c. Weighted Percentages T Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and
Education Status

Gambling Status and Highest Level of Education (Q50)*

HS or less

Some college/Associates Degree

144
Gambling Status

. Recreational Gambler
Problem Gambler

Education

Bachelor's Degree

10.2

946

Gradudate Degree

5.4

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

9 Exhibit 3. highlights arnverserelationshipbetween problem gambling and educational
attainment The higher the educational attainment of a gambler, the less likely they are ti
classified as Roblem Gambler.

I This is evidenmivhenone notes the perentage ofProblem Gamblers among the least
educated gamblers is 21.8#hereasthe percentage oProblem Gamblers among the most

educated is 5.4%.



Exhibit 3.1d. Weighted Percentages T Among Gamblers, Gambling Status
and Race/Ethnicity

Gambling Status and Race/Ethnicity (Q53,Q54)*

80.8

Hispanic
19.2

NH White
2
o -
S Gambling Status
£ N
i . Recreational Gambler
:‘;’ Problem Gambler
@

NH Black

NH Other

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

TheBottom Line

9 Exhibit 3.4 highlights that Problem Gambling among Ndispanic Black gamblers
could be considered a more serious issue compavitia their other racial and
ethnic counterparts, particularly NeHispanic Whitegamblers

1 NonHispanic Black ganters have the highest percentage of Problem Gamblers
25.1%.



Exhibit 3.1e. Weighted Percentages I Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and
Region

Gambling Status and Region

NYC
186
Long Island
6.6
Mid-Hudson
18.2
2 ’
? Central . Recreational Gambler
x 14.2 Problem Gambler
Western
150
Northeast

1.5

88.9

Finger Lakes
111

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

9 Exhibit 3.2 highlights that theNew York Citand MidHudson regions have tHaghest
percentages of Problem Gamblers at 18.6% and 18:@8pectively

1 In contrast, the prevalence of problem gambling is lower in the Fieje¥s and Northeast
regions,at 11.1% and 11.5%espectively.
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Exhibit 3.1f. Weighted Percentages T Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and
Income

Gambling Status and Annual Househald Income (Q58)*

$75K or greater

Gambling Status

. Recreational Gambler
Problem Gambler

$30K to $75K

Income

131

Less than $30K

241

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

9 Exhibit 3.1 highlights arinverserelationship like education statusbetweenproblem
gamblingand affluene.

f Thehigher@l Yof SNR& Ay O02YSz:I (KS f SaRrobferh Ganble
This is evidenivhenone notes the percentage é&froblem Garhlers among the poorest
gamblers is at 24.1% whereas the percentageroblem Gamidrs among the highest
income @mblers is 11.2%.

11



Exhibit 3.2. Gambling Activity (Before and After NY Pause) by Gambling Status
(Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)

Recreational Gambler Problem Gambler P-value
Change in Gambling Activity
before and during NY PAUSE i 0
Weighted % , (95% ClI) W?é%ﬂ/ieglf ’
No Change in Activity 84.3(79.8 187.9) 15.7 (12.1 120.2) 0.1614
Change in Activity 88.3(83.9 191.6) 11.7 (8.4 1 16.1)
Exhibit 3.3. Weighted Percentages 1 Gambling Status and Change in

Gambling Activity

Gambling Status by Change in Gambling Activity before and during NY PAUSE

No Change
15.7
0
2
g Gambling Status
& H Recreational Gambler
S Problem Gambler
=
3}
Change

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

1 Exhibit3.3 suggests the change in gambling activity betweoblemand
Recreational Gablers was not significanvith 11.7% ofroblem Gamlerschanging
their gamblingactivity from before to during NY Paussgmparedwith 15.7% of
RecreationaGamblers.

12



Exhibit 3.4 . Belief in Gambling as an Addiction by ~ Gambling Status (Non -Gambler,
Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)

Non-Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
) . . P-value
Weighted %, Weighted %, Weighted %,
(95% ClI) (95% ClI) (95% ClI)
Do you believe gambling
can become an addiction
like alcohol, drugs, and
tobacco?
Yes 5.9 (4.71 7.4) 8.6 (6.31 11.8) 13.4 (7.17 23.8) 0.0182*
No 94.1(92.67 95.3) 91.4(88.271 93.7)  86.6 (76.27 92.9)
Exhibit 3.5. Weighted Percentages 1 Belief in Addiction by Gambling Status

Do you believe gambling can become an addiction like alcohol,drugs, and tobacco?* (Q29)
by Gambling Status

Problem Gambler

0
2

3

” 91.4 Addiction Belief
2 Recreational Gambler B Yes

3 8.6 B No

£

[

0]

94 1
Non-Gambler
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

Exhibit 3.55uggests that Problem Gamblers are less likely to consider gambling an addiction.
significant difference was found between the gambling status groups. There was a decreasing t
terms of those responding "No" to gambling being an addiction as aneethfrom Problem
Gamblers to NotGamblers. Among Problem Gamblers 13.4% do not believe it is an addiction w/
8.6% of Recreational Gamblers also believed it is not an addiction. This stands in contrast to ths
of NonGamblers who also do not belieitas an addiction.



Exhibit 3.6 . Alcohol, Tobacco, and Drug Usage pre - and during NY PAUSE by
Gambling Status (Non -Gambler, Recreational Gambler, Problem
Gambler)
Alcohol, Alcohol, Non - Gambler Recreational Problem
Tobacco, Tobacco, Gambler Gambler
Other Drug Other Drug
Probl Probl P-value
roblems - Froble ms - \yejghted % Weighted % Weighted %
Before NY After NY (95% Cl) (95% CI) (95% Cl)
PAUSE PAUSE
Yes Yes 56.9 (46.3 1 66.9) 28.4 (20.2 1 38.2) 14.7 (8.1 125.3) 0.0040**
No No 71.4(69.3 173.4) 24.7(22.8 126.7) 3.9(3.0 14.9)
Yes No 68.1 (51.0 i 81.5) 26.5(14.6 143.4) 5.3(1.6 116.2)
No Yes 75.0 (63.5 183.8) 19.5(11.9 730.1) 55 (2.1 713.6)
Exhibit 3.7. Weighted Percentages I Substance Abuse Problem by Gambling
Status
Alcohol, Tabacco, Other Drug Problems (Y/N)? (pre and during NY PAUSE) (Q35,Q36)*
by Gambling Status
56.9
Yes, Yes
68.1
4] Yes, No
E Gambling Status
a B Non-Gambler
S 75 B Recreational Gambler
b Problem Gambler
2 No, Yes
F?M
No, No ;

3.9

0% 25% 50% 5% 100%

The Bottom Line

1 Exhibit3.7 suggests that Problem Gamblers were more likely to have issues with alcofr
and substance use before and during NY PAUSE.

1 ProblemGamblersmake up 14.7% of those who had continuing isstibss contrasts with
their relative makeup in the wholpopulation, which is around 4.3%.

1 The percentage of Recreational Gamblers in each usage category is relatively consist
with their overall makeup in the population (25.1%) with the exception of those who
started experiencing issues during NY PAUSE.



Exhibit 3.8. Mental Health Issues within past 12 months by Gambling Status
(Non -Gambler, Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)

In the past 12 months, Recreational Problem
have you had any mental Non -Gambler Gambler Gambler P-value
health issues that affect
your mood, thlnklng Weighted %, Weighted %, Weighted %,
and/or behaviors such as (95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% Cl)
depressio  n or anxiety?
Yes 28.7(26.47 31.1) 33.9(24.47 45.0) 28.2(24.27 32.6) 0.5831
No 71.3(68.97 73.6) 66.1(55.07 75.6) 71.8(67.47 75.8)
Figure 3.9. Weighted Percentages I Mental Health Issue by Gambling Status

In the past 12 months, have you had any mental health issues
that affect your mood, thinking and/or behaviors such as depression or anxiety? (Q38)
by Gambling Status

33.9

Problem Gambler
66.1

0
2

8

a Mental Health Issues
_E'Recreational Gambler B Yes

3 718 H No

E

']

U]

Non-Gambler
713
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

Figure 3.9 illustrates that there is no significant difference in mental health issie®en Non
Gamblers (28.7%), Recreational Gamblers (28.2%), or Problem Gamblers (BBe9peycentage of
each type of gambler with or without mental health issuesassistent with their overall percentage

within the population.

15



Figure 3.10. Weighted Percentages i Gambling Activities

Gambling Participation by Activity (Q4,Q6)

65.7
Lottery
80.0
16.2
Gaming
82
6.1
Sports
43
46 NY PAUSE
Other B Before NY PAUSE
28 B During NY PAUSE
45
Charitable Gaming
21
29
Horse racing and Pari-mutuel wagering
24
Games of Skill 0.2
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The Bottom Line

Figure3.10 highlights that playing the Lottery remained the most popular activity before
and during NY PAUSKhile gaming was the secosdost popular activity its popularity
decreased during NY PAUSE.

16



4. KeySurvey Items: Tables and Figures

Exhibit 4.1. Unweighted and Weighted Demographic Totals by Gambling Status (Non -Gambler, Recreat ional
Gambler, Problem Gambler, and Total)
Non - Gamblers Recreational Gambler Problem Gambler All Survey  Respondents
Unweigh ted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted
(N=2,616) (N=10,519,504) (N=1,090) (N=3,731,707) (N=139) (N=638,531) (N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Sex
Male 1,033 4,817,719 448 1,783,171 73 355,308 1,554 6,956,198
Female 1,551 5,559,110 611 1,839,812 63 262,696 2,225 7,661,617
Sexual Orientation
;f;zﬁtsex“a' or 2,351 9,288,755 1,001 3,315,887 121 537,689 3473 13,142,330
Gay or Lesbian 83 290,494 25 77,836 7 30,933 115 399,262
Bisexual 75 341,324 23 140,918 6 28,924 104 511,165
Different orientation 55 302,259 8 64,118 0 0 63 366,376
Gender Identity
Not transgender 2,539 10,127,861 1,054 3,605,023 0 0 3,727 14,331,395
ves, transgender 3 17,745 0 0 0 0 3 17,745
male to female
Yes, transgender i 5 30,731 0 0 0 0 5 30,731
female to male
Yes, transgender 16 67,466 2 5,363 0 0 18 72,829
gender nonconforming
Age
1871 24 161 1,251,109 25 189,266 10 62,461 196 1,502,837
2571 29 217 1,144,331 51 261,974 4 21,297 272 1,427,601
3071 44 743 2,727,291 263 769,734 49 201,444 1,055 3,698,469

17




457 64
65 or older
Education
High School or Less

Some
College/Associates

Bachelors

Graduate
Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic

Non-Hispanic White

Non-Hispanic Black

Non-Hispanic Other
Income

<$30K

$30K i $75K

$75K or greater
Region

New York City

Long Island

Mid -Hudson

Central

Western

Northeast

Finger Lakes

837
630

463
702

676
733

306
1,705
201
357

608
792
1,159

862
359
324
264
253
273
281

3,112,483
2,166,353

3,933,304
2,634,892

2,113,423
1,649,271

1,995,374
5,551,932
1,427,571
1,302,127

3,241,165
3,459,642
3,606,123

4,890,915
1,544,623
1,307,578
690,400
681,846
648,650
755,492

483
241

159

340

293
269

81
823
79
76

156
357
538

234
168
115
124
167
158
124

18

1,621,564
800,773

1,193,010
993,020

885,807
560,225

478,347
2,442,872
390,611
301,938

693,150
1,330,317
1,558,938

1,258,597
603,479
347,802
366,077
447,703
348,545
359,504

37
37

43

48

29
17

14
92
18
13

36
43
56

38
12
16
17
23
18
15

168,687
178,330

333,196
166,667

100,548
31,809

113,363
345,282
130,873

42,702

219,746
200,388
196,274

287,894
42,906
77,362
60,643
79,288
45,429
45,008

1,357
908

665
1,090

998
1,019

401
2,620
298
446

800
1,192
1,753

1,134
539
455
405
443
449
420

4,902,734
3,145,456

5,459,510
3,794,580

3,099,778
2,241,304

2,587,084
8,340,085
1,949,054
1,646,767

4,154,061
4,990,347
5,361,336

6,437,407
2,191,009
1,732,742
1,117,120
1,208,836
1,042,624
1,160,004




Marital Status
Married

Living with your
partner

Separated, but still
legally married

Divorced

Widowed

Never been married
Home Ownership

Owned by you or
someone living with
you

Rented

Occupied without
payment of rent

Language other than
English spoken at
home

Yes

No

1,276

233

76

241
157
607

1,557

988

38

758
1,826

4,630,686

923,213

300,351

808,093
539,806
3,212,475

5,504,012

4,695,780

154,290

3,907,970
6,470,310

543

115

31

128
59
186

757

286

19

205
857

1,672,663

418,901

102,517

399,500
225,929
822,485

2,466,683

1,095,881

72,314

927,799
2,707,079

60

17

14

35

80

55

35
100

257,139

84,927

25,416

65,007
26,467
163,327

340,035

264,368

18,038

222,575
389,994

1,879

365

112

383
221
828

2,394

1,329

58

998
2,783

6,560,487

1,427,042

428,284

1,272,600
792,201
4,198,288

8,310,730

6,056,029

244,642

5,058,344
9,567,383
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Exhibit 4.2 . Demographic Distribution of All Gamblers by Gambling Status

(Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)

Recreational Gambler

Problem Gambler

Weighted %, (95% Weighted %, (95% P-value
Cl) Cl)
Sex
Male 83.4(78.7 187.2) 16.6 (12.8 1 21.3) 0.1677
Female 87.5(83.0 190.9) 12.5(9.1 7 17.0)
Age
18i 24 75.2(52.6 189.2) 24.8 (10.8 i47.4) 0.4631
2571 29 92.5(80.3 197.4) 75(2.6 119.7)
3071 44 79.3(72.1 184.9) 20.7 (15.1 i 27.9)
457 64 90.6 (85.7 193.9) 9.4 (6.1114.3)
65 or older 81.8 (74.6 187.3) 18.2 (12.7 i 25.4)
Education
High School or Less 78.2 (70.5 184.3) 21.8(15.7 129.5) p<0.0001**
Some College/Associates 85.6 (80.5 189.6) 14.4 (10.4 71 19.5)
Bachelors 89.8 (85.2 193.1) 10.2 (6.9 i 14.8)
Graduate 94.6 (91.1 196.8) 54 (3.2 18.9)
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic 80.8 (67.4 189.6) 19.2 (10.4 i 32.6) 0.0473*
Non-Hispanic White 87.6 (84.4 190.2) 12.4 (9.8 i 15.6)
Non-Hispanic Black 74.9 (62.4 184.3) 25.1(15.7 137.6)
Non-Hispanic Other 87.6 (75.1 194.3) 12.4 (5.7 T 24.9)
Income
<$30K 75.9 (66.6 1 83.3) 24.1 (16.7 133.4) 0.0086**
$30K 7 $75K 86.9 (82.0 190.7) 13.1 (9.3 118.0)
$75K or greater 88.8(84.5 192.1) 11.2 (7.9 7 15.5)
Region
New York City 81.4 (74.4 186.8) 18.6 (13.2 i 25.6) 0.1300
Long Island 93.4 (87.1 196.7) 6.6 (3.3 i12.9)
Mid - Hudson 81.8 (71.2 189.1) 18.2 (10.9 1 28.8)
Central 85.8 (75.2 192.3) 14.2 (7.7 7 24.8)
Western 85.0 (76.7 1 90.6) 15.0 (9.4 7 23.3)
Northeast 88.5(80.7 193.4) 11.5(6.6 7 19.3)
Finger Lakes 88.9 (80.8 193.8) 11.1 (6.2 719.2)
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5. SurveyDesigrand Methodology

This section describes the sampling methods used for the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling
Prevalence Survey. The target population is adults age 18+ living in residential housingNivilss in
Exhibit5.1 provides a summary of the sample design

Exhibi t5.1 . Sample Desigh Summary

Target Population Adult age 18+ living in residential housing units in NYS

Frame RTI Enhanced ABS Frame for NYS

Address Selection: Stratified systematic sample of addresses
Selection  Methods Address Stratification: Regions of New York

Person Selection: Within  -household selection with next birthday method

Contact Mode: Mail

Mode Response Options:  Computer Aided Web Interview (CAWI) and Paper
and Pencil Interview (PAPI)

Initial Sample Size 14,209 addresses

Completed Interviews 3,845 adults

Unweighted: 27.6%
Response Rates
Weighted: 27.9%

5.1Sampling Frame

¢KS FRRNXaa alvYLiS gl a asSt SOl BasedIdmpling wBI) Rameb | G A2y
The foundation of the ABBNJ YS A& (KS ! o{® t2aidlf {SNBAOSQa /2Y
which 5 made available to the public through nonexclusive license agreements with qualified private
companies RTI licenses the CDS from one of only two nationally qualiiedors. We receive monthly

updates, ensuring that we are using the most current frame data available. RTI increases the utility of

our National ABS frame by appending ancillary information from public and private sources. RTI appends
geographic and demogpaic data from public sources like the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. In
addition, RTI augments our ABS frame with the Acxiom InfoBase marketifmasat@lso updated

monthly), which contains more than 500 addreasd persoAevel characteristics. Using this database,

RTI applied addredsvel demographics to the entire frame, giving us additional tools for improving

sample designsThe ombination d these data source®rmsw ¢ L Qa 9y KFyOSR ! . { FNI} YS

5.2 Stratification and Sample Selection

The frame of addresses was explicitly stratified into seven regions defined by counBx(sbit 1.).

The sample was allocated to each region so that the exggroiirgin of errorfor each region would be
less than or equal to Exhibit5.2 displays the allocation by stratum. The first stage of selection is the

2lannacchione, V. G2011). The changing role of addrésssed sampling in survey researBlublic Opinion Quarterly5(3),
556¢575.
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address, which is a proxy for household. Within stratuma selected a systematic random sample of
addresses after sorting the frame by ZIP code, Carrier Route ID, and Walking Sequence. Sorting the
frame prior to selecting a systematic sample provides an implicit stratifictimtrguarantees

geographic diversity of the samplacreasing the heterogeneignd precision within strata. Within
household, eligible persons were selected with the next birthday metfod

Exhibit 5.2 . Geographic Stratification and Sample Allocation

ABS Frame Sample Release
Strata

N % n %
Overall 7,903,902 100 14,209 100
New York City 3,415,097 43.2 4,468 31.4
Long Island 992,047 12.6 2,023 14.2
Mid - Hudson 876,306 111 1,786 12.6
Central 624,056 7.9 1,402 9.9
Western 683,749 8.7 1,469 10.3
Northeast 608,720 7.7 1,655 11.6
Finger Lakes 703,927 8.9 1,406 9.9

5.3 Redesign for Sedministration

RTI took the draft questionnaire provided by OASAS and designed it fadegHistrationvia web and
paper, ensuring that they weras similar as possible to maximize validity and reliability between modes
The paper sumy was designed using best practices for formatting and readability. Instructions at the
beginning of thesurvey informed the respondent how to answer the questions and use arrows to
navigatethe survey. RTI used 4®int Arial font for all text, boldingllequestions and skimstructions.

Key words were underlined to provide emphasis. Skip instructions were italicized to helgnalert
respondent that they needed to go somewhere other than the next question. Questiimadditional
definitions or instrctions were also italicized. Each page formatted questioiustwo columnsand

each section included a heading with a gray background so thae#pondent could easily follow along
to each topic of the survey.

The paper survey was altmrmatted with the intention of collecting the best quality data

possible, with the understanding that paper survey data tend to require some amount of data
cleaning during processing. When questions allowed for an-@peied response, boxes were
created b indicate how the response should be entered. For example, for the question &sking
YIye | Rdzf G& fAGBS AtfereiwisBvo hdiestd decgfdRh® yespanae. \WhenvaS >
guestion allowed a respondent to choose more than one response, resp@is®® were marked with
squares whereas single response options were designated by circles.

30lson, K., & Smyth, J. D. (2014). Accuracy of whthirsehold selection in web and mail surveys of the general
population.FieldMethods 26(1), 5&69.

22



The web version of the survey wdssigned similarlyo the paper survey; all questions were ordered
identically, and question text and response options were #i@e between modes. Text was not
bolded, except when used to provide empha§siestionswith additional definitions or instructions
were also italicizedA single question was presented each page. RTI research has shown that this
significantly reducemissing itemsompared with multiple items appearing on one pddealso
enables us to implement paging (rather than scrolling) progression through the survey, which also
reduces missingem data°® RTI usedjuestion formats optimize for mobile accesso that variation in
device screen siz#id not bias survey responséor example, questions were presented so that the
entire question and response options could be seen without needing to scroll to the right.

RTladministered the 2020 New York State Resbh Gambling Prevalence Survey in both English and
Spanishin addition to the papesurvey RTHesigned all materials that were printed and sémt
respondents, includingvitation letters, reminder slf-mailers, auter envelopes containing contact
materials and paper survey packetnd husiness reply envelopes for returning completed paper
surveys to RTI

RTI creatednglish and Spanish versions of the invitation letiemnd remindeselfmailers. The Spanish
version of the sefnailer included both Englisind Spanish (see Appendix A). Each invitation letter was
printed doublesided with English on one side and Spanish on the other (see Appendices B and C). This
meant that if an Englistsurvey packet was sent to a respondent who only spoke or read Spémesh

could still find directions foaccessing the Spanish version of the web survey.

To make it clear how the respondent could complete the survey, RTI designed giayiécs with

images of a computer and a smartphone to denote that the survey couteivgleted on a computer

or smartphone via web. Another graphic included an image @raelope to denote that the

respondent could also complete the survey on paper and send itibdalk mail. These graphics were
placed side by side in the letters and included the amount optieenised incentive in larger, bold red
GSEGd 91 OK NB&LRYRSY I Qiwverd g8l ényhkeirf lektdrsSaid séifailgrs y ON
along witha custanized URL to access thervey.

&b

Similar to our approach with the paper survey, RTI designed all of the materialdbastngractices for
formatting and readability. We also designed the contact materials to eag@participation. To that
end,b , {bfa&ing was featured as often as possible. Thedolbr NYSogowas used as the
letterhead in the invitation and remindeselfmailers It was also featuredn all envelopes and on the
paper survey coveArlene Gonzaledanchez, Commissioner of the NewkyState @ SASwas also
featured as part of thesurveybranding,andwith her permission and approvéler signature appears in
all letters

5.4 Systems and Applications
RTI used the following systems, processes, and applicationgy the fielding ofthe New York State
Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey:

4 Peytchev, A. (2009). Survey break®fiblic Opinion Quarterly, B, 74,97. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poag/nfp014
5 Peytchev, A., Couper, M. P., McCabe, S. E., & Crawford;280B). Web survey design: Paging versus scrdfirgiic Opinion
Quarterly, 7@4), 59&607.http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfl028
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1 TeleForm TeleForm is the software RTI dd4e program the paper survey. It uses Optical
Character Recognition to electronically convert scanned images of text (handwritten,
typewritten, and printed) intomachineencoded text. It requires codirand formatting to
ensure that scanned paper surveys correctly read all data.

1 Voxca Voxco is the software RTI ub® program the web survey. It is a multimode data
collection system that tracks survey activities and sample cGsess modes and provides a
centralized survey management portal to manage survey progress.

1 Symphony Symphony serves as the database mamagpet system for projects that use
mailings, like th020 New York State Problem Gambling Preval&uwreey All mailings must
be logged into the system to enalii@cking of all sample records. All returns are receipted and
O2RSR Fad daidl A8DK I MR aWHBSYAPENI 0t S¢ YR a02YL

9 Mail receipting/Data Capture RTI has a team of data capture clerks, who eugkail returned
mail for the project and soetd the mail based on their stage. All papserrveyswere batched
and scanned. Scannedtawerell KSy O2YYAUGGSR Ayid2 (GKS &adz2NwSe R
network, which mergd both web and paper survey data. All paper datere verified using a
two-step process, where one clerk engekdata and a senior clerk veriiend male necessary
corredions.

9 ATD Dashboard RTlused its Adaptive Total Design (ATdxshboard to monitor data collection
during fielding. The AT@ashboard uses inputs from Voxand Symphony to display outcomes
and data points of interest to the project team. Ti@shboard isipdated daily, which enables
the team to introduce interventions faster during data collection.

5.5 Mailing Protocol

RTI subcontracted witliwenty-First Century PresaNew Yorkbased womarowned small business, to
provide all printing and mailing servicéorthe 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence
Survey RTI receivedpgged and scanned all returned mail, including undeliverable mail and paper
surveys. RTI was also responsiblenfi@ilingincentivecheckto respondents on a weekly basis.€l2020
New York State Problem Gambling Prevaleé®ge/ey was scheduled to be fielded in two sample
releasesWaveg using the protocol described in ExhibiB. The purpose of releasing sample in two
waves is to use yield rates (completed survey by region) from the first wave to inforsathge
allocationby region for the second wave, enabling better targeting of completes by region.

Exhibit 5.3 . 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey Mailing

Protocol
Day Mailing Number Mailing Event
0 Mailing 1 Survey Packet 1
14 Mailing 2 Reminder Self -mailer 1
35 Mailing 3 Survey Packet 2
49 Mailing 4 Reminder Self -mailer 2
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Because of a lower than anticipated response rate to Replicate 1, RTI and OASAS agreed to change the
Replicate 2 mailings to optimize survey responses and project costs. Specifically, because of the low
number of overall paper surveysarticularlySpanistpaper surveys, returned after Mailing 3 of

Replicate 1, for Replicate 2 paper survey instruments included in the first mailing packet were only
printed in Englishand the second full survey packet mailing was eliminated. In exchange, RTI increased
the owerall sample size for the second replicate to increase the total number of completed surveys. The
final mailing schedule is depicted in Exhthit.

Exhibit 5.4 . 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey Mailing

Schedule
Replicate 1 Mailing Replicate 2 Mailing
Mailing Number Mailing Description Date Date
Mailing 1 Survey Packet 1 7/24/20 11/12/20
Mailing 2 Reminder Self -mailer 1 7/31/20 11/30/20
Mailing 3 Survey Packet 2 8/31/20 N/A
Mailing 4 Reminder Self -mailer 2 9/14/20 12/08/20

5.6 Incentives

To encourage response to the survey, RTI sent all survey recipients a $2 Amazon gift-sareinpre

with the first survey packet mailing. To encourage response by web, for which data are generally cleaner
and more complete comparedith pape surveys, respondents who completed the CAWI instrument
received a $15 poshcentive in the mode of their choice, either an electronic gift card or physical gift

card. Respondents who completed the PAPI instrument receig&teectronic gift card or pysical gift

card.

5.7 Mail Receipting

PEf t!tL &adNBSea 6SNBE NBOSAOSR i weLQa wSaSlk NOK
returned mail was sorted by mailing stage. Undeliverable mail was sorted separately. Once opened, mail

was further soréd based on stage statuise(, full item received, partial item received, refusal, duplicate
adz2NpSes ofly]l &adz2NBWSe0 FyR NBOSALIISR Ay we¢LQa {@&YLJ
sorted and updated in Symphony based on undeliverable fiypgvacant, temporarily away, not

deliverable as addressed, unable to forward, no mail receptaéla)mailing was undeliverable and

USPS provided a better address, the new address was also added to Symphony for inclusion in

subsequent mailings. Maitas receipted withirl business day of receiving mail. Mail receipt was

prioritized to have an wbo-date count of received surveys.

Once receipted, surveys were sorted in batches based on stage status. Refusals, duplicates, and blank
guestionnaires wereaceipted and batched separately, and case statuses were updated in the data set
and then stored in archives. Full or partially completed surveys were scanned and processed in
Teleform. Scanned images were accepted and went through a classifiCptical Character

25



Recognition process where all written entries were read and recorded digitally based on programmed
specifications for the PAPI document.

weLQa RFEGE OF LI dzNBteplvérifichitriof allJadeE ig ANbdtBhRo ehsuré dat quality.

All closed print fields were reviewed andkeyed as needed. Opesnded fields were keyed manually.

Any discrepancies in closed fields (bubbles) were also flagged and reviewed in Teleform (e.g., too many
marks for a single response field, any missing geitems that may be marked improperly). These
discrepancies were logged in Teleform and reviewed by the Data Capture Supervisor. Once initial
verification was complete, a second and final verification was performed by another data capture clerk
and once lhe review was finalized, the dateere committed to the dataset by the second verifier.

Scanning and initial verification took place approximagyisiness days after the receipt of a batch,

and final verificatiortook place2 business days following tral verification.

5.8 Survey Languages

We administered the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey in both English and
SpanishAll survey contact materials (i.e., cover letters and reminder postcards) included text in both
English and Spish. All recipients were sent an English version of the PAPI instrumengaipignts

who lived in areas with a high rate of Sparsgieaking residents were also sent a Spanish PAPI
instrumentfor Replicate 1We also mailed a Spanish PAPI instrumeiainiy recipients who requested

one. When completing the CAWI instrument, respondents could select either English or Spanish and
could toggle between languages.

5.9 Study Contact Information

RTI set up a tefree phone number to respond to any inquiriesfidespondents. Thphone number

gra asSié dzLJ G2 NAy3I GKS RANBOG f A yhéywkrdunavatldbl©a | aaAa
the number rang another OASAS project staff member. If they werauabseailable, thgphone call

would be directedo a voicemail recording indicating the caller hedched the OASAS study line and

asking them to leave a message. The RTI project team monitored the voicemail bokiesieegs day,

logged each call in a file that resided in our secure network andrelgal within 48hours as necessary.

RTI drafted a guide that outlined the most common reasons for calling and prayidgahce on
resolving inquiries. Common reasons for calling included survey access iisseigdye issues, refusals,
requests for newurveys, reports of already completing the survesports of not being able to
complete the surveyg(g.,because of a disability, death), suspicayout the gift card prancentive,
survey legitimacy, missingoaisiness reply envelopaddress issues, drconcernsabout COVIEL9.

RTI also created an email address specifically for the survey. The email address was sethapeas a
account for the project manager, assistant data collection task leader, and psojegbrt staff. The
inbox was monitored ezh business daynd issues were resolved using teme guidance providedr
phone calls. The email address was copied on all emails contétieirdectronic gift card for
respondents who elected to receive that incentive type. This enalei more easily troubleshoot
issues with electronic gift card incentives. If there were imqyiries that needed to be escalated
OASAS, RTI would have reported them per their adwareet protocol.
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RTI created a website for tidew York Stat®roblem Gamblig Prevalence Survey where respondents

entered their personal PIN to access the Vosurey. No one could access the Voxco suwidyout a

GrftAR tLb GKFG YIFIGOKSR we¢LQa &l YLX S ¥ hdtiedsed | OK t L
to complete he survey more than once.

5.10Adverse Event Protocol

The 202New York Stat@roblem Gambling Prevalence Surves designed as a selfiministered

survey,omitting the interviewerf N2 Y RF G O02ff SOdlA2y FTyR RSfle&Ay3d (K
potential adverse eventd he research teaimplemented the followingrotocol to detect and address

any adverse event$or theCAWI survey, the research team regularly reviewed all egeted variables

that allowedrespondents to enter their own text. Weviewed for any potential adverse events, such
assuicidalideationor intimate partner violenceFor the PAPI survey, respondents could vaitgwhere

on the pagesDuring optical scanningandwritten comments are flaggedas¢ 22 al yé al NJ a¢ |
w ¢ leSearch team reviesvthe survey manualffipr potential adverse eventg\ny adverse events

detected from returned materials or during phone or en@@ilnmunications with respondents woulbgk

escalated tdOASA%or review. There were no potential adverse ete@rncountered duringhe 2020

New York Stat®roblem Gambling Prevalence Surfieiding.

5.11 Monitoring

RTI created a customTDdashboard (Exhibhk.5) that was updated daily to assist the project team in
monitoring data collection. OASAS cotrltk fielding progress every day of data collection using the
dashboardand viewdata according to metrics customized for the project, including completes by mode,
refusals, and undeliverable mail. These metrics can be further sorted based on state repimate,

and language of completion.

Using various data sources, including sample flags, case dispositions, and web paradata, the ATD
dashboard presented the most important metrics while minimizing superfluous information to enable
timely decisioamaking. Key information included number of CAWI and PAPI interviews completed,
number of undeliverable mailings, and refusals.
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. ATD Dashboard for the 2020
Prevalence Survey

Exhibit 5.5
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6. Case Disposition arfResponse Rates

This section describes the final response status of each sampled address, we classified each sampled
address into one of four response categories:

1 Responden(R)c Competedthe firstquestionnaire itemmandat leastone of five key
demographic questions used in weight calibrati®ex at Birth, Age, Race/Ethnicity, Education,
and Owrer/Renter).

1 Eligible nonrespondefENRY; Householdwith enough information to define as eligible but
does not answer enough items in the questionndire., not usable for analysis).

1 Unknown eligibilitf{ UKN)t Insufficient information to determine eligibility.

f Noteligible(NE)t al Af NBGdz2NYySR o0& !{t{ FYR YIN]JSR a

When calculating overall response rates for stratified sample designs witlogapional sample
allocations use basgweightsis importantbecause units are selected with unequal probabilitEeehibit
6.1 showshe final case dispositions and both unweighted and weighted response rates using the
American Association of Public Oipim ResearchAAPORRR?2 definition. For reporting purposes, it
would be appropriate to report that 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey
achieved a weighted response rate2df. %% (AAPOR RR2).

Exhibit 6.1 . Final Case Disposition and Resp onse Rates by Geographic Strata
Response Rate 2
Strata Total R ENR UKN NE (AAPOR RR2)
Weighted P Unweighted
Overall 14,209 3,845 18 9,919 427 27.9% 27.6%
New York City 4,468 1,134 3 3,223 108 26.0% 26.0%
Long Island 2,023 539 3 1,457 24 27.0% 27.0%
Mid - Hudson 1,787 455 3 1,279 50 26.2% 26.2%
Central 1,402 405 2 923 72 30.5% 30.5%
Western 1,469 443 3 971 52 31.3% 31.3%
Northeast 1,654 449 3 1,132 70 28.3% 28.3%
Finger Lakes 1,406 420 1 934 51 31.0% 31.0%

aAAPOR RR2 = (R) / (R + ENRN)
b Base Weight is used for weighted response rates.
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7. Data Processing

Tofinalize the file for weighting and analysRTI cleaned the data, whiaitiuded logically recoding

items as necessary, assigning values for skip logic pattermiginiighting and recoding inconsistent

values. Logical recoding included assigning the number of adults in a household to a minimum value of 1
if it was missing or input as 0. If the total number of adults listed by age (Q@@l6L 3) was less than

the number of adults listed in the household (Q45) the number of adults in the household was set to the
sum of the number of adults listed by age. Moreqgver those with missing status for gambling within

GKS LI ad @SINIovouLI @I htdithdsuls&debt dataSdiated ta gadbliyard A T
indicated the first time they gambled (Q28). Those with no such information or indicating they never

I Yot SR ¢ SNB | &kicdreiSert valugs siclbas those indicating they had gambled

within the past 12 months but then marking they never gamhlaglere set to missing.

7.1Bivariate Analysis

Unless otherwise notedthisquare tests were used to conduct all bivariate analyses R€h05 as level
of significance. Thasteriskin all tables and charisdicatesthe p-value is less than 0.05, wittouble
asteriskgndicating P<0.01. We do note that given expected cell size restraintsh would result in
incorrect conclusions on significan@®me bivariate analyses were not performed. They are inditat
by a dashwithin AppendixE
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8. Weighting

To produce reliable estimates of target population parameters, survey data must be weighted to not
only reflect the different selection probabilities bt compensate for practical limitations efirveys,

such as differential nonesponseand undercoverage. The weighting process entails four steps. In the
first step, base weights were computed to account for unequal probabilities of selection of addresses
across strata. In the second stebe baseweights wereadjusted for nonresponding unite mitigate

bias due tadifferential norresponse In the third step, person selection weightere created to

account for differential selection probability within househslth the fourth step, person weighwere
calibrated to external benchmarks of the target population based on 2018 American Community Survey
(ACS})o mitigate coveragebiasand further mitigate norresponse bias.

Base WeightThe first step in the weighting process was to define a basghwequal to the inverse of
the selection probability. For th& address in thén™" stratum, this weight was assignedwas, = NiK Y, Q
where Ny is the total number of addresses in the stratum, afids the number of addresses in stratum
h sampled.

Household nonresponse AdjustmentThe second step in the weighting process waadjud for unit
non-responseat the address level. The notion here was to shiftibase weigt from nonresponding
addresses to responding addresses within groupings that biavidar estimated response propensities
(Little and Rubin, 2019). To identify these groupings, we fitted a regression tree®mittigbredictor
variables drawn from the enhanced ABS frame and the response indicator as the outcome variable. As
describedin Buskirk2018) the notion behind the regression tree methodology is to exploit available
covariates to recursively partition a data set into groupings referred to as nodes, or leaves, by making a
hierarchical sequence of binary splits that best exptasidual variation in the outcome variable. This is

an example of an implicit response propensity modeling strategy, one that has certain advantages over
explicit models such as those fit via logistic regres$kbey among them is the ability to identify only

the most important relationships ones that may involve complex, higharder interactions from a
potentially large set of potential covariates.

We used PROC HPSPLIT in 8Ai8@ntify a total o0 weightingclasses, each of which was defined to
contain at least00sampled cases, based on a battenB6icovariates. Covariates included the strata,
CDS variables such as address type {tigghvs. streetevel), delivery point type (residential curbside vs.
other arrangements), and descriptive statistics estimated for the Census block group within which the
address resides, such as the pereaageof renter-occupied households, the median home value, the
percentgeof individuals without health insurancandthe percenageof individuals living below the
poverty levelamong others

6 Breiman, L., Friedman, J., Olshen, R., & Stone, C. ({¥843ification and regression tre®¥gadsworth, Inc.

7Buskirk, T. D. (2018). Surveying the forests and sampling the trees: An overview of classification and regression trees and
random forests vith applications in survey researcBurvey Practicd 1(1), 113.

8 Phipps, P., & Toth, D. (2012). Analyzing establishment nonresponse using an interpretable regression tree model with linked
administrative dataThe Annals of Applied Statistid¥2;794.
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If we denote these weighted response ratesRg: (cI' M X 20H then th&weight for thé®

responding address in tHe" stratum partitioned into thec" weighting class wasflated to becomenzn,

= win*RRuc. All other nonresponding addresses (i.e., those where disposition code was not equal to R)
were assigned weights of The unweighted response rates for the weighting classes ranged from 20.5%
to 51.6% with an average @¥7.9%.

Person Weight, withiRHousehold SelectionThe third step in the weighting process was to make an
adjustment for households consisting of two or more adults, within which a single adult was

(seltb A St SOUSR (12 LI NIMRALI IS o LS WwRY RENI2ATE MR o
associated with thé, address in thédw, stratum (capping the approximately 2% of households reporting
fni > 4 to mitigate the risk of unnecessarily high weight variability), then the new weight for this

responding case was defined &gni = Woni*f .

Final Weightc Calibration to Population Benchmark3he final step in the weighting process was to
calibrate the person weight such that the sum of weights for groupings of various respondent
dimensions simultagously match control totals captured from official statistics. We implemented the
calibration step by way of the generalized exponential model appfdadilt into the SUDAAN®
WTADJUST procedut®Table8.1 lists the specific dimensions for which contaihls were established.
All control totals were derived from the@82018 5year summary fileTable 81 contains the
unweightedandweighted demographic characteristics and the benchmark totals from the ACS.

9Folsom, R., & Singh, A. (2000). The generalized exponential model for sampling weight calibration for extreme values,
nonresponse, and poststratification. Joint Statistical Meetings Proceedings, Survey Research Methods §Hztisog;
603). Americarstatistical Associatiomttp://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/papers/2000_099.pdf

10RTI International. (20125UDAAN: Statistical software for weighting, imputing, and analyzing daeas$tell Research
Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute.
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Table 8.1 . Weight Calibration Benchmark Totals

Unweighted Weighted ACS Estimates
N % N % N %

Overall 3,845 100 14,887,820 100 14,887,820 100
Stratum

NYC 1,134 29.5 6,436,831 43.2 6,436,831 43.2

Long Island 539 14.0 2,190,744 14.7 2,190,744 14.7

Mid -Hudson 455 11.8 1,732,514 11.6 1,732,514 11.6

Central 405 10.5 1,116,911 7.5 1,116,911 7.5

Western 443 115 1,208,616 8.1 1,208,616 8.1

Northeast 449 11.7 1,042,398 7.0 1,042,398 7.0

Finger Lakes 420 10.9 1,159,806 7.8 1,159,806 7.8
Sex

Male 1,581 41.1 7,090,166 47.6 7,090,166 47.6

Female 2,264 58.9 7,797,654 524 7,797,654 524
Age Group

181 29 474 12.3 2,950,621 19.8 2,950,621 19.8

3071 44 1,074 27.9 3,772,358 25.3 3,772,358 25.3

457 64 1,378 35.8 4,982,942 335 4,982,942 335

65+ 919 23.9 3,181,899 21.4 3,181,899 21.4
Race/Ethnicity

Hispanic 410 10.7 2,653,262 17.8 2,653,262 17.8

White 2,670 69.4 8,519,598 57.2 8,519,598 57.2

Black 311 8.1 2,044,231 13.7 2,044,231 13.7

Other 454 11.8 1,670,729 11.2 1,670,729 11.2
Education

High School or less 678 17.6 5,588,450 375 5,588,450 37.5

Some College/Associates Degree 1,103 28.7 3,832,517 25.7 3,832,517 25.7

Bachelor's Degree 1,020 26.5 3,172,751 21.3 3,172,751 21.3

Graduate or Professional Degree 1,044 27.2 2,294,102 154 2,294,102 154
Tenure

Owner 2,469 64.2 8,635,272 58.0 8,635,272 58.0

Renter 1,376 35.8 6,252,548 42.0 6,252,548 42.0
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Exhibit8.2 summarizes the counts and distribution of weights across each weighting step. The unequal
weighting effector UWE! reported is defined as 1 plus the relative variance of the given set of
weights, meaning 1 plus the quotient of the element variance of the weight values divided by the
squared mean of the weight values. This is an indirect approximation of the prelcisgattributable to
variable weights relative to the gold standard of equal weights (i.e., what would result from equal
sampling rates and response rates across stratum).

Exhibit 8.2 Unequal Weighting Effects and Weight Distribution

Household Final

Statistic WBe?sr? t respol:cs)g ) Adj szsgct)wrt] Calibr_ated

Weight Weight
N 14,209 3,845 3,845 3,845
sum 7,904,025 7,677,642 15,332,642 14,889,742
IQR 299 895 2,481 2,653
min 368 714 714 181
P1 368 864 971 672
P25 465 1,475 2,332 1,769
median 491 1,691 3,262 2,691
P75 764 2,371 4,813 4,422
P95 764 3,693 9,041 10,745
P99 764 3,693 14,773 19,485
max 764 3,693 14,773 57,311
UWE 1.07 1.16 1.40 1.97

L Kish, L. (1992). Weighting for unequal Pi. Journal of Official Statistics 20083
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Appendix A. Reminder Sifailer

Mew York State 2020 Recreation Survey
ATTN: Data Capture

RTI Project #0217458.001.001
5265 Capital Boulevard
Raleigh, NC 27615-2925

‘elsanous auepodun ensanu uz Jedinped
apand owoo Jages eled |esod e153 BIQY 'UCIZE3II31 A pnjes aigos
o), BASNN 2P SIUSpPISa) S0| 9p Jepuside us SOpES3I3IUI SOWE]S]

“fanans Juepodwn Jno

ui 21edipiped ued nod moy wies) o3 predisod siyy usdQ "UOIIEIII3) pUE
Y1E3Y INOOE SIUSPISIY YI0A MBN WL SUILIES| Ul p3153131UI 31E 3

Al



The survey is easy and may bempleted two ways:

ONLINE BY MAIL
www.NYRecSurvey.org Answer questions in the paper
A few days ago, we survey that we sent.
mailed you a large
white envelope
F:or)ta[nmgan Q ¢ @ R
invitation to complete
an important survey.
It you already 6t $15, cet $5,
completed the after you complete after you complete
survey thank you the survey online the paper survey
If not:
Enter yourAccess Code<<PIN>>
Laencuesta es facil y puede completarse de dos maneras

Hace unos dias, le POR INTERNET POR CORREO
enviamos un sobre www.NYRecSurvey.org Responda las preguntas de la

encuesta en papel que enviamos.

) —o0— @

blanco grande con una
invitacion para
completar una
encuesta importante

Si ya ha completado la

encuesta, tacias. ) .
Sino: & Reciba $1 5, Reciba $5,
) después de completar después de completar
la encuesta por Internet la encuesta en papel

Ingrese swcodigo de accesa<<PIN>>

If you have any questions about the study, please wisitv.NYRecSurvey.qgrgall us tolifree at 2800-476-5998 or email us at
NYRecSurvey@morg. We look forward to hearing from you.

Si tiene alguna pregunta sobre el estudio, vigitew.NYRecSurvey.grifamenos sin cargo at800-476-5998 o envienos un correo
electrénico aNYRecSurvey@rti.argsperamos con interés escuchar de usted.

Many thanks / Muchas gracias


http://www.nyrecsurvey.org/
mailto:NYRecSurvey@rti.org
http://www.nyrecsurvey.org/
mailto:NYRecSurvey@rti.org

Appendix B. Invitation LetterEnglish

E e
W |

i

*<<CaselD>>*

<<3IMPH.CaselD. Barcode>>/<<3tagelR>>/<<Control#>>
<CADDRESS 1ox <cADDRESS 2
T i, ST T P

Keep the $2
as a thank you
for your help

July 13, 2020

Dear Mew York Resident:

Caongratulations, you have been selected to participate in the Mew Yaork State 2020 Recreation Survey! By
completing this survey, you will help New York State learn about the health and recreational behavior of
people in your area. We have included a 52 gift card in this envelope as a thank you for your help.

The survey is easy and may be completed in one of two ways:

ONLINE BY MAIL
www.NYRecSurvey.org Answer questions in the paper
survey that we sent.
[ [
Get$15, Get S5,
after you complete after you complete
the survey online the paper survey |

Enter your Access Code: <<PIN=>>

Participation is voluntary, and all of your answers will be kept private and confidential. This survey is

sponscored by MY State and is being conducted by RTI International. It will take approximately 10 minutes. If
you have questions or concerns about this survey, please visit www NYRecSurvey org, call us toll-free at 1-800-

476-5998 or email us at NYRecSurvey@riiorg.

Sincerely, A

Yhsers iy

Arlene Gonzalez-Sanchez, Commissioner
Mew York State Office of Addiction Services and Supports
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Appendix C. Invitation LetterSpanish

*<<CaselD>>*
<o5¥MPH_CaselD_Barcodes»/<cStagelD==/<<Controlg>>
<CADDRESS 1»> <cADDRESS 2o

<L CITY >3, <STox <<Z|P>>

13 de julio de 2020

Estimado(a) residente de Nueva York:

iFelicitaciones, ha sido seleccionado(a) para participar en la Encuesta de Recreacion 2020 del Estado de Nueva
York! Al completar esta encuesta, ayudara al estado de Mueva York a conocer la salud y el comportamiento
recreativo de |las personas en su area. Hemos incluido una tarjeta de regalo de 52 en este sobre como
agradecimiento por su ayuda.

La encuesta es facil y se puede completar de dos maneras:

POR INTERNET POR CORRED

www.NYRecSurvey.org Responda las preguntas de la
encuesta en papel que enviamos.

‘_o_'

Reciba $15, Reciba $5,
después de completar después de completar
la encuesta por Internet la encuesta en papel

Ingrese su identificacion de inicio de sesion: <<LoginlD>>
Su participacion es voluntaria y todas sus respuestas se mantendran privadas v confidenciales. Esta encuesta
esta patrocinada por el Estado de Nueva York y estd siendo realizada por RTI International. Tomara
aproximadamente 10 minutos. 5i tiene preguntas o preocupaciones sobre esta encuesta, visite
www NYRecsurvey. org, llamenos sin cargo al 1-B00-476-5998 o envienos un correo electrénico a
MNYRecsurveyirtiorg.
Si prefiere completar |la encuesta en espafiol, puede hacerlo por Internet o puede llamarnos al 1-800-476-5998
para que le enviemos por correo una copia de |a encuesta en papel.

Sinceramente, R

Arlene Gonzalez-3@nchez, Comisionada
{]ficina|de Servicios y Apoyo para las Adicciones del Estado de NMueva York
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AppendixD. Frequencybistributions ofAll Survey Items

Unweighted Weighted
Survey ltem Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Survey Mode
PAPI 580 2,526,398
CAWI 3,265 12,363,344
Total 3,845 14,889,742
Q1. In the past 12, months did you volunteer, participate in
clubs, sports, religious events or attend other community
activities?
Yes 2,145 7,287,000
No 1,653 7,374,725
Total 3,798 14,661,725
Q2. In the past year, did you participate in any of these
activities with your family?
N/A 1,653 7,374,725
Yes 1,607 5,324,082
No 506 1,858,784
Total 3,766 14,557,591
Q3. Have you gambled in the past 12 months?
Yes 1,229 4,370,238
No 2,616 10,519,504
Total 3,845 14,889,742
Q4. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -
March 2019 to mid -March 2020, what type of gambling did you
most frequently participate in? Choose only one.
Unknown 21 76,756
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Lc;tttce.;y (scratch offs, quick draw, daily numbers, mega millions, 713 2,697,755
Raffle tickets (50/507s, pull tabs) 36 106,929
Played cards for money 17 56,192
Bingo 18 77,724
Sports 24 71,982
Slot Machines 167 507,776
Table Games such as craps, blackjack, roulette, Pai Gow 45 155,740
Horses 42 119,515
Dice games/coin flips 1 2,857
Office pools 35 130,441
Fantasy sports leagues or daily fantasy contests 45 132,795
E- sports (online video games) 14 44,060
| did not gamble before ?NY PAUSE? 21 74,255
Total 3,815 14,774,282
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)

Q5. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -

March 2019 to mid -March 2020, where did you most frequently

gamble? Choose only one.
N/A 2,637 10,593,759
Online via cell phone/computer 81 240,236
At a casino in NY State 220 772,177
At a casino outside NY State 74 225,857
At a NY State racetrack or OTB (Off Track Betting) 22 69,497
Convenience stores/bodegas/grocery stores 626 2,398,614
Bar/restaurant 22 47,858
Bookmaker 2 18,591
Place of employment or school 17 56,399
Place of worship or local communi'gy organizations such as fire 21 58 924

house, VFW?s (Veterans of Foreign wars) etc. '

In another place 86 269,763
Total 3,808 14,751,674

Q6. During >NY PAUSE,> what type of gambling did you most

frequently participate in? Choose only one.
Unknown 3 5,510
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Lc;tttce.;y (scratch offs, quick draw, daily numbers, mega millions, 687 2,686,017
Raffle tickets (50/507?s, pull tabs) 12 35,819
Played cards for money 18 50,983
Bingo 11 34,150
Sports 17 39,841
Slot Machines 66 208,735
Table Games such as craps, blackjack, roulette, Pai Gow 15 67,134
Horses 27 78,851
Dice games/coin flips 1 2,685
Office pools 11 40,167
Bowling, pool, darts, etc. 2 7,569
Fantasy sports leagues or daily fantasy contests 24 78,954
E- sports (online video games) 7 25,041
| did not gamble during ?NY PAUSE? 307 912,222
Total 3,824 14,793,182

Q7. During >NY PAUSE,> where did you most frequently

gamble? Choose only one.
N/A 2,923 11,431,726
Online via cell phone/computer 104 342,741
Atacasinoin NY State 65 223,085
At a casino outside NY State 27 100,996
At a NY State racetrack or OTB (Off Track Betting) 8 29,536
Convenience stores/bodegas/grocery stores 594 2,348,215
Bar/restaurant 14 30,846
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Bookmaker 2 5,638
Place of employment or school 11 31,296
Place of worship or local communit.y organizations such as fire 12 30.036
house, VFW?s (Veterans of Foreign wars), etc. !
In another place 57 184,130
Total 3,817 14,758,247
Q8. Please answer based on your usual behaviors ...Is the
amount you spend on gambling in a typical month
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Less than $100 996 3,486,311
$101 to $500 169 647,565
$501 to $1,000 27 81,453
$1,001 to $5,000 13 49,076
$5,001 to $10,000 4 19,308
More than $10,000 2 13,283
Total 3,827 14,816,500
Q9_1. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? For excitement
or entertainment (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 961 3,278,770
No 217 851,766
Total 3,794 14,650,040
Q9_2. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To win money
(YIN)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 1,059 3,785,610
No 130 407,573
Total 3,805 14,712,687
Q9_3. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To avoid family
conflict (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 17 110,830
No 1,120 3,823,117
Total 3,753 14,453,451
Q9_4. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To avoid work
or school conflict (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 11 49,672
No 1,145 3,983,613
Total 3,772 14,552,789
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q9_5. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To socialize
with family or friends (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 448 1,440,691
No 721 2,619,893
Total 3,785 14,580,088
Q9_6. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To support
worthy causes (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 339 1,063,647
No 826 2,992,210
Total 3,781 14,575,361
Q9_7. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Because it
makes me feel good about myself (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 137 565,923
No 1,024 3,502,118
Total 3,777 14,587,545
Q9_8. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Boredom (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 320 1,237,080
No 842 2,822,249
Total 3,778 14,578,833
Q9_9. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To relieve
stress (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 186 744,801
No 977 3,319,743
Total 3,779 14,584,048
Q9_10. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Some other
reason (Y/N)
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 102 473,270
No 1,051 3,550,221
Total 3,769 14,542,995
Q10. How important is gambling to you as a recreational
activity? Would you say it is?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Very important 37 164,825
Somewhat important 157 545,170
Not very important 429 1,624,798
Not at all important 589 1,972,204
Total 3,828 14,826,501
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Unweighted Weighted

Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)

Q11. In the past 5 years , has gambling replaced other

recreational activities for you?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 50 192,078
No 1,162 4,106,858
Total 3,828 14,818,440

Q12. In the past 12 months , how often have you felt that you

might have a problem with gambling?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Never 1,154 3,974,048
Sometimes 54 279,614
Most of the time 1 3,907
Almost always 3 42,985
Total 3,828 14,820,058

Q13_1.Inthe past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused you either to borrow a significant amount of

money or sell some of your possessions?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 11 55,840
No 1,201 4,235,453
Total 3,828 14,810,797

Q13 _2.In  the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused significant financial concerns for you or

someone close to you?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 17 75,916
No 1,189 4,177,776
Total 3,822 14,773,196

Q13_3. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused significant mental stress in the form of guilt,

anxiety, or depression for you or someone close to you?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 18 96,074
No 1,186 4,145,996
Total 3,820 14,761,574

Q13_4. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused serious problems in your relationship with

your spouse/partner, or important friends or family? Family
includes whomever you define as family.

N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 13 71,631
No 1,192 4,180,212
Total 3,821 14,771,346
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)

Q13_5. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused you to repeatedly neglect your children or

family? Family includes whomever you define as family.
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 5 14,447
No 1,205 4,273,983
Total 3,826 14,807,934

Q13_6. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling resulted in significant health problems or injury for

you or someone close to you?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 4 17,610
No 1,200 4,234,722
Total 3,820 14,771,836

Q13_7. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused significant work or school problems for you or

someone close to you?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 4 27,593
No 1,198 4,202,935
Total 3,818 14,750,031

Q13_8. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused you to miss a significant amount of time at

work or school?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 3 17,199
No 1,197 4,208,812
Total 3,816 14,745,515

Q13_9. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in

gambling caused you or someone close to you to write bad

checks, take money that didn>t belong to you or commit other

illegal acts to support your gambling?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 4 10,160
No 1,198 4,228,712
Total 3,818 14,758,376

Q14. Is there anyone else who would say that your involvement

in gambling in the past 12 months has caused any significant

problems regardless of whether you agree with them or not?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 17 74,376
No 1,190 4,206,220
Total 3,823 14,800,100
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q15. In the past 12 months , have you often gambled longer,
with more money or more frequently than you intended to?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 51 204,050
No 1,151 4,059,675
Total 3,818 14,783,229
Q16. In the past 12 months , have you often gone back to try
and win back the money you lost?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 116 528,736
No 1,085 3,730,687
Total 3,817 14,778,927
Q17_1. In the past 12 months , have you made any attempts to
either cut down, control or stop your gambling?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 142 702,704
No 1,053 3,524,083
Total 3,811 14,746,291
Q17_2. Were you successful in these attempts?
N/A 3,669 14,043,587
Yes 126 606,694
No 15 90,535
Total 3,810 14,740,816
Q18. In the past 12 months , is there anyone who would say that
you have had difficulty controlling your gambling, regardless of
whether you agreed with them or not?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 26 124,881
No 1,172 4,129,294
Total 3,814 14,773,679
Q19. In the past 12 months , would you say you have been
preoccupied with gambling?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 16 72,684
No 1,184 4,184,687
Total 3,816 14,776,875
Q20. In the past 12 months , when you were not gambling did
you often experience irritability, restlessness or strong cravings
for it?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 22 94,272
No 1,176 4,157,370
Total 3,814 14,771,146
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)

Q21. In the past 12 months , did you find you needed to gamble

with larger and larger amounts of money to achieve the same

level of excitement?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 13 61,342
No 1,186 4,191,314
Total 3,815 14,772,160

Q22. Have you had problems with gambling in your lifetime

prior to the past 12 months?
N/A 2,616 10,519,504
Yes 25 114,599
No 1,173 4,136,193
Total 3,814 14,770,296

Q23. In the past 12 months , how often [number of days/week]

have you had difficulties controlling your gaming activity?
Unknown 9 43,925
0 1,801 6,562,125
1 348 1,309,079
2 227 940,562
3 232 1,101,709
4 153 775,945
5 267 1,086,933
6 104 443,366
7 649 2,363,983
Total 3,790 14,627,628

Q24_1. In the past 12 months , how often have you had

difficulties controlling your gaming activity?
N/A 1,801 6,562,125
Never 1,289 5,047,612
Rarely 400 1,664,877
Sometimes 227 973,495
Often 42 219,090
Very often 26 142,064
Total 3,785 14,609,263

Q24_2. In the past 12 months , how often have you given

increasing priority to gaming over other life interests and daily

activities?
N/A 1,801 6,562,125
Never 1,253 4,781,166
Rarely 429 1,815,661
Sometimes 238 1,113,180
Often 46 212,710
Very often 21 135,573
Total 3,788 14,620,415
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q24 _3. In the past 12 months , how often have you continued
gaming despite the occurrence of negative consequences?
N/A 1,801 6,562,125
Never 1,484 5,672,545
Rarely 306 1,377,461
Sometimes 136 643,835
Often 39 236,368
Very often 21 129,703
Total 3,787 14,622,037
Q24 _4. In the past 12 months , how often have you experienced
significant problems in life (for example, personal, family,
social, educational, occupational) due to the severity of your
gaming behavior?
N/A 1,801 6,562,125
Never 1,732 6,790,220
Rarely 150 789,342
Sometimes 74 312,276
Often 19 107,159
Very often 11 61,955
Total 3,787 14,623,077
Q25. Overall, how acceptable is gambling in your community?
Not acceptable 627 3,067,192
Somewhat acceptable 1,394 5,217,601
Acceptable 1,430 5,018,640
Very acceptable 327 1,280,656
Total 3,778 14,584,089
Q26. Are any of your close friends regular gamblers?
Yes 928 3,430,242
No 2,867 11,230,555
Total 3,795 14,660,798
Q27. Are any  of your family members regular gamblers?
Yes 668 2,323,389
No 3,125 12,319,142
Total 3,793 14,642,530
Q28. How old were you when you first gambled?
10 or younger 89 367,916
11to0 13 96 398,107
14 to 15 125 466,793
16to 17 170 726,389
18 to 20 793 2,678,665
21 or older 1,523 5,225,496
| have never gambled 973 4,668,082
Total 3,769 14,531,448
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q29. Do you believe gambling can become an addiction like
alcohol, drugs and tobacco?
Yes 3,672 13,634,534
No 221 1,012,476
Total 3,793 14,647,010
Q30_1. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Problems with family...
Yes 3,039 11,137,740
No 743 3,453,272
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q30_2. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Spending more money or time...
Yes 3,155 11,480,989
No 627 3,110,023
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q30_3. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Trying to win back money lost...
Yes 2,956 10,669,204
No 826 3,921,808
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q30_4. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Being preoccupied with gambling...
Yes 2,863 10,088,720
No 919 4,502,292
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q30_5. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Lying to hide gambling.
Yes 3,031 10,932,684
No 751 3,658,328
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q30_6. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem
gambling? Don't know/Not sure
Yes 343 1,668,883
No 3,439 12,922,129
Total 3,782 14,591,012
Q31. Do you believe that gambling is morally wrong?
Yes 644 3,306,742
No 3,121 11,250,556
Total 3,765 14,557,297
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q32. Over the past 12 months , would you say that in general
your health has been>?
Excellent 779 2,949,007
Very good 1,492 5,470,945
Good 1,124 4,472,548
Fair 348 1,514,953
Poor 60 303,926
Total 3,803 14,711,379
Q33. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -
March 2019 to mid -March 2020, did you have any problems with
other behaviors such as overeating, sex or pornography,
shopping, exercise, Internet chat lines, or other things?
Yes 340 1,514,817
No 3,456 13,177,299
Total 3,796 14,692,115
Q34. During  >NY PAUSE,> did you have any problems with
other behaviors such as overeating, sex or pornography,
shopping, exercise, Internet chat lines, or other things?
Yes 535 2,086,793
No 3,255 12,577,179
Total 3,790 14,663,972
Q35. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -
March 2019 to mid -March 2020, did you have any problems with
tobacco, alcohol or other drugs?
Yes 184 746,713
No 3,607 13,933,532
Total 3,791 14,680,246
Q36. During  >NY PAUSE,> did you have any problems with
tobacco, alcohol or other drugs?
Yes 221 803,086
No 3,671 13,863,762
Total 3,792 14,666,848
Q37. In the past 12 months, have you sought help for your use
of tobacco, alcohol or drugs?
Yes 68 292,720
No 730 3,036,571
Total 798 3,329,291
Q38. In the past 12 months, have you had any mental health
issues that affect your mood, thinking and/or behaviors such as
depression or anxiety?
Yes 1,145 4,220,554
No 2,644 10,431,562
Total 3,789 14,652,115
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q39. In the past 12 months, did you ever seriously consider
attempting suicide?
Yes 79 340,029
No 3,713 14,342,930
Total 3,792 14,682,958
Q40. In the past 12 months, did you attempt suicide?
N/A 3,713 14,342,930
Yes 7 15,240
No 70 293,484
Total 3,790 14,651,653
Q41.In the past 12 months, did you seriously consider
attempting suicide because of gambling?
N/A 3,713 14,342,930
Yes 1 2,416
No 76 306,308
Total 3,790 14,651,653
Q42. In the past 12 months , have you attempted suicide
because of gambling?
N/A 3,713 14,342,930
Yes 2 3,429
No 76 322,499
Total 3,791 14,668,858
Q43. What is your age?
18-24 196 1,502,837
25-29 272 1,427,601
30-44 1,055 3,698,469
45-64 1,357 4,902,734
65 or older 908 3,145,456
Total 3,788 14,677,097
Q44. Which one of the following best describes your current
marital status? Are you...
Married 1,879 6,560,487
Living with your partner 365 1,427,042
Separated, but still legally married 112 428,284
Divorced 383 1,272,600
Widowed 221 792,201
Never been married 828 4,198,288
Total 3,788 14,678,903
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q45. Including you, how many adults 18 years and older are
living in  your home?
1 1,179 4,487,241
2 1,901 6,805,440
3 456 2,044,989
4 229 977,756
5 62 434,506
6 9 83,683
7 3 16,697
8 1 2,245
15 2 19,958
22 1 11,939
37 1 1,497
50 1 3,791
Total 3,845 14,889,742
Q46_1. Including you, are any adults [18 -44 yrs old] living in
your home...? Choose all that apply. Include yourself.
Yes 2,021 8,347,103
No 1,728 6,104,390
Total 3,749 14,451,493
Q46_2. Including you, are any adults [45 -64 yrs old] living in
your home...? Choose all that apply. Include yourself.
Yes 1,592 6,354,075
No 2,157 8,097,418
Total 3,749 14,451,493
Q46_3. Including you, are any adults [65 or older] living in your
home...? Choose all that apply. Include yourself.
Yes 1,046 3,763,940
No 2,703 10,687,553
Total 3,749 14,451,493
Q47_1. How many children 0 to 5 years old living in your home?
0 3,048 11,379,778
1 329 1,343,158
2 152 641,533
3 37 170,669
4 9 47,362
5 4 15,452
9 1 718
Total 3,580 13,598,670
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Unweighted Weighted

Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q47_2. How many children 6 to 17 years old living in your
home?
2,663 9,720,361
1 456 1,977,492
2 310 1,272,469
3 70 215,975
4 27 198,209
5 10 37,971
6 1 4,058
16 1 4,377
20 2 7,742
Total 3,540 13,438,654
Q48. Is your home>[Ownership]
Owned by you or someone living with you 2,394 8,310,730
Rented 1,329 6,056,029
Occupied without  payment of rent 58 244,642
Total 3,781 14,611,401
Q49. Is a language other than English spoken in your home?
Yes 998 5,058,344
No 2,783 9,567,383
Total 3,781 14,625,727
Q50. What is the highest degree or level of school you have
completed?
Less than high school diploma 105 989,230
High school diploma or GED 560 4,470,280
Some college or technical school 692 2,531,427
Associate degree 398 1,263,152
Bachelor?s degree 998 3,099,778
Graduate degree or higher 1,019 2,241,304
Total 3,772 14,595,172
Q51. Are you currently...? [Employment]
Employed 35 or more hours per week 1,829 6,264,495
Employed less than 35 hours per week 331 1,423,837
Out of work for more than 1 year 63 316,274
Out of work for less than 1 year 257 1,166,419
A homemaker 110 425,568
A student 130 948,883
Retired 852 2,924,521
Unable to work or disabled 196 1,041,462
Total 3,768 14,511,460
Q52. Have you ever served on active duty in the military?
Yes 237 956,506
No 3,549 13,692,284
Total 3,786 14,648,790
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Unweighted Weighted
Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)
Q53. Are you Hispanic or Latino?
Yes 407 2,646,661
No 3,372 11,977,224
Total 3,779 14,623,885
Q54_1. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [White or Caucasian] Choose all that apply.
Yes 2,881 9,514,432
No 891 5,053,643
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q54_2. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [Black or African American] Choose all that apply.
Yes 412 2,533,636
No 3,360 12,034,439
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q54_3. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [Asian] Choose all that apply.
Yes 294 1,123,724
No 3,478 13,444,351
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q54_4. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander] Choose
all that apply.
Yes 12 73,287
No 3,760 14,494,788
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q54_5. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [Native American or Alaskan Native] Choose all that
apply.
Yes 46 147,433
No 3,726 14,420,642
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q54_6. Which one or more of the following would you say is
your race? [Some other Race] Choose all that apply.
Yes 291 1,733,715
No 3,481 12,834,360
Total 3,772 14,568,075
Q55. Was your sex assigned at birth...
Male 1,554 6,956,198
Female 2,225 7,661,617
Total 3,779 14,617,816
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Unweighted Weighted

Survey Item Frequency Frequency
(N=3,845) (N=14,889,742)

Q56. Do you consider yourself to be...? [Sexual Orientation]

Heterosexual or straight 3,473 13,142,330
Gay or lesbian 115 399,262
Bisexual 104 511,165
Different orientation 63 366,376
Total 3,755 14,419,134

Q57. Do you consider yourself to be transgender?
Not transgender 3,727 14,331,395
Yes, transgender ? male to female 3 17,745
Yes, transgender ? female to male 5 30,731
Yes, transgender ? gender nonconforming 18 72,829
Total 3,753 14,452,700

Q58. What is your annual combined household income?
Less than $15,000 327 1,844,503
$15,001 -$30,000 473 2,309,558
$30,001 -$50,000 546 2,486,959
$50,001 -$75,000 646 2,503,388
$75,001 -$100,000 549 1,766,717
More than $100,000 1,204 3,594,618
Total 3,745 14,505,744

Q59. To thank you for your taking part in the survey, we would

like to e -mail an electronic gift card for $15 We  can also mail a

gift card if you prefer.
Yes, please e -mail gift card (must provide e -mail) 2,337 8,628,157
Yes, please mail gift card (must provide address) 1,251 5,215,372
Decline 74 310,009
Total 3,662 14,153,538
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AppendixE.Crosstabulations of Neley Items

Non -Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
N Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q1. In the past 12, months did
you volunteer, participate in
clubs, sports, religious events or
attend other community
activities?
Yes 1,396 4,926,399 67.6 673 @ 2,079,008 28.5 76 281,594 3.9 0.0025**
(65.0 -70.1) (26.2 -31.0) (2.9 -5.2)
No 1,185 5,430,984 73.6 407 = 1,603,043 21.7 61 340,698 4.6
(70.5 -76.6) (19.0 -24.7) (3.4-6.2)
Q9_1. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? For
excitement or entertainment
(Y/N)
Yes - 841 2,742,383 83.6 120 536,387 16.4 0.2133
(79.9 -86.8) (13.2 -20.1)
No - 200 755,341 88.7 17 96,426 11.3
(80.8 -93.6) (6.4 -19.2)
Q9_2. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? To win money
(YIN)
Yes - 927 @ 3,179,728 84.0 132 605,882 16.0 0.0311*
(80.5 -86.9) (13.1 -19.5)
No - 125 388,770 95.4 5 18,803 4.6
(85.9 -98.6) (1.4 -14.1)
Q9_3/Q9_4.What are the
reason(s) that yougamble?
Avoid School or Family/Avoid
work or school conflict
Yes - 14 65,596 49.2 9 67,755 50.8
(25.4 -73.4) (26.6 -74.6)
No - 1,012 3,378,312 86.4 123 532,235 13.6
(83.2 -89.0) (11.0 -16.8)
Q9_5. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? To socialize
with family or friends (Y/N)
Yes - 381 1,165,028 80.9 67 275,663 19.1 0.0459*
(75.2 -85.5) (14.5 -24.8)
No - 653 2,283,777 87.2 68 336,116 12.8
(83.1 -90.4) (9.6 -16.9)
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Non -Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% CI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q9_6. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? To support
worthy causes (Y/N)
Yes 303 888,756 83.6 36 174,891 16.4 0.5579
(77.0 -88.5) (11.5 -23.0)
No 728 @ 2,559,248 85.5 98 432,963 145
(81.6 -88.7) (11.3 -18.4)
Q9_7. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? Because it
makes me feel good about
myself (Y/N)
Yes 97 368,788 65.2 40 197,135 34.8 | p<0.0001**
(54.2 -74.7) (25.3 -45.8)
No 929 3,075,013 87.8 95 427,105 12.2
(84.5 -90.5) (9.5 -15.5)
Q9_8. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? Boredom
(YIN)
Yes 243 881,913 71.3 77 355,166 28.7 = p<0.0001**
(64.1 -77.6) (22.4 -35.9)
No 784 2,566,829 90.9 58 255,420 9.1
(87.6 -93.5) (6.5-12.4)
Q9_9. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? To relieve
stress (Y/N)
Yes 134 489,729 65.8 52 255,071 34.2 = p<0.0001**
(55.4 -74.8) (25.2 -44.6)
No 895 2,969,750 89.5 82 349,993 10.5
(86.5 -91.9) (8.1 -13.5)
Q9_10. What are the reason(s)
that you gamble? Some other
reason (Y/N)
Yes 82 346,122 73.1 20 127,148 26.9 0.0134*
(58.6 -84.0) (16.0 -41.4)
No 939 3,083,679 86.9 112 466,542 13.1
(83.7 -89.5) (10.5 -16.3)
Q10. How important is gambling
toyouasa recreational activity?
Would you say it is?
Very important 21 90,352 54.8 16 74,473 45.2 p<0.0001**
(33.7 -74.3) (25.7 -66.3)
Somewhat important 123 416,743 76.4 34 128,427 23.6
(66.7 -84.0) (16.0 -33.3)
Not very important 371 1,347,579 82.9 58 277,219 17.1
(77.1 -87.5) (12.5 -22.9)
Not at all important 558 = 1,813,792 92.0 31 158,412 8.0
(88.1 -94.7) (5.3 -11.9)
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Non -Gambler

Recreational

Problem

Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
N Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% CI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q12. In the past 12 months s
how often have you felt that you
might have a problem with
gambling?
Never - - 1,054 3,557,294 89.5 100 416,754 10.5  p<0.0001**
(86.8 -91.7) (8.3-13.2)
Sometimes - - 19 104,729 32.1 39 221,777 67.9
(17.3 -51.7) (48.3 -82.7)
Q15. In the past 12 months s
have you often gambled longer,
with more money or more
frequently than you intended to?
Yes - - 16 70,100 34.4 35 133,950 65.6 = p<0.0001**
(18.7 -54.3) (45.7 -81.3)
No - - 1,048 3,557,883 87.6 103 501,792 12.4
(84.5 -90.2) (9.8 -15.5)
Q18. In the past 12 months , is
there anyone who would say
that you have had difficulty
controlling your gambling,
regardless of whether you
agreed with them or not?
Yes - - 5 33,973 27.2 21 90,908 72.8
(10.4 -54.7) (45.3 -89.6)
No - - 1,054 3,581,671 86.7 118 547,623 13.3
(83.6 -89.4) (10.6 -16.4)
Q22. Have you had problems
with gambling in your lifetime
prior to the past 12 months?
Yes - - 10 53,064 46.3 15 61,535 53.7
(23.4 -70.9) (29.1 -76.6)
No - - 1,049 = 3,559,197 86.1 124 576,996 13.9
(82.9 -88.7) (11.3 -17.1)
Q25. Overall, how acceptable is
gambling in your community?
Not acceptable 568 2,812,682 91.7 48 186,926 6.1(4.3 -8.6) 11 67,584 2.2 | p<0.0001**
(88.6 -94.0) (1.0 -4.8)
Somewhat acceptable 1,053 4,006,192 76.8 307 1,034,991 19.8 34 176,418 34
(73.7 -79.6) (17.2 -22.8) (2.2-5.1)
Acceptable 792 2,804,076 55.9 572 1,958,241 39.0 66 256,322 5.1
(52.2 -59.5) (35.5 -42.7) (3.8-6.9)
Very acceptable 165 690,794 53.9 136 457,966 35.8 26 131,896 10.3
(46.6 -61.1) (29.4 -42.6) (6.5 -16.1)
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Non -Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
N Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% CI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q26. Are any of your close
friends regular gamblers?
Yes 451 1,710,279 49.9 391 1,358,025 39.6 86 361,938 10.6 = p<0.0001**
(45.5 -54.2) (35.5 -43.9) (8.1 -13.6)
No 2,142 8,668,255 77.2 674 2,292,019 20.4 51 270,282 2.4
(75.0 -79.3) (18.4 -22.5) (1.7 -3.4)
Q27. Are any of your family
members regular gamblers?
Yes 308 1,054,666 45.4 288 954,963 411 72 313,760 13,5  p<0.0001**
(40.6 -50.3) (36.5 -45.9) (10.3 -17.5)
No 2,284 9,306,348 75.5 776 2,694,335 21.9 65 318,460 2.6
(73.4 -77.6) (19.9 -24.0) (1.9 -3.5)
Q28. How old were you when
you first gambled?
10 or younger 48 234,900 63.8 35 99,408 27.0 6 33,608 9.1 | p<0.0001**
(50.7 -75.2) (17.8 -38.8) (3.8 -20.3)
11to 13 53 169,628 42.6 35 194,825 48.9 8 33,654 8.5
(27.2 -59.5) (31.1 -67.1) (3.8 -17.7)
14t0 15 64 225,579 48.3 55 213,006 45.6 6 28,208 6.0
(36.5 -60.3) (33.6 -58.2) (2.3-14.7)
16 to 17 84 403,571 55.6 74 269,322 37.1 12 53,496 7.4
(44.7 -65.9) (27.7 -47.5) (3.4 -15.2)
18to 20 438 1,492,671 55.7 311 979,239 36.6 44 206,755 7.7
(51.0 -60.3) (32.2 -41.1) (5.3 -11.0)
21 or older 924 3,127,163 59.8 538 1,821,834 34.9 61 276,498 5.3
(56.6 -63.0) (31.8 -38.0) (3.8-7.3)
| have never gambled 973 4,668,082 100.0 - - 0.0(. -.) - - 0.0(. -.)
Q29. Do you believe gambling
can become an addiction like
alcohol, drugs and tobacco?
Yes 2,458 9,765,414 71.6 993 3,321,724 24.4 121 547,396 4.0 0.0182*
(69.6 -73.6) (22.5 -26.3) (3.2-5.0)
No 135 613,369 60.6 70 314,283 31.0 16 84,823 8.4
(51.4 -69.1) (23.2 -40.1) (4.4 -15.4)
Q30_1. Which of the following is
a warning sign of problem
gambling? Problems with
family...
Yes 2,033 7,809,693 70.1 911 2,948,679 26.5 95 379,368 3.4 0.0001**
(67.9 -72.3) (24.4 -28.6) (2.7 -4.3)
No 552 2,544,791 73.7 149 655,629 19.0 42 252,851 7.3
(69.0 -77.9) (15.4 -23.2) (5.0 -10.6)
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Non -Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
N Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% CI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q30_2. Which of the following is
awarning  sign of problem
gambling? Spending more
money or  time...
Yes 2,106 7,951,133 69.3 936 3,070,488 26.7 113 459,367 4.0 0.0005**
(67.0 -71.4) (24.7 -28.9) (3.2-5.0)
No 479 2,403,351 77.3 124 533,820 17.2 24 172,852 5.6
(72.6 -81.4) (13.7 -21.3) (3.4 -8.9)
Q30_3. Which of the following is
a warning sign of problem
gambling? Trying to win back
money lost...
Yes 1,974 7,353,968 68.9 889 2,875,809 27.0 93 439,427 4.1 0.0013**
(66.6 -71.2) (24.8 -29.2) (3.2-5.3)
No 611 3,000,517 76.5 171 728,499 18.6 44 192,793 4.9
(72.5 -80.1) (15.3 -22.4) (3.5-7.0)
Q30_4. Which of the following is
a warning sign of problem
gambling? Being preoccupied
with  gambling...
Yes 1,900 6,925,678 68.6 875 2,806,128 27.8 88 356,914 3.5 | p<0.0001**
(66.3 -70.9) (25.6 -30.1) (2.7 -4.6)
No 685 3,428,806 76.2 185 798,180 17.7 49 275,306 6.1
(72.2 -79.7) (14.7 -21.3) (4.3 -8.7)
Q30_5. Which of the following is
a warning sign of problem
gambling? Lying to hide
gambling.
Yes 2,007 7,559,983 69.2 921 2,964,191 27.1 103 408,509 3.7 0.0001**
(66.9 -71.3) (25.0 -29.3) (2.9 -4.7)
No 578 @ 2,794,501 76.4 139 640,117 17.5 34 223,710 6.1
(71.9 -80.3) (14.1 -21.5) (4.0 -9.1)
Q30_6. Which of the following is
a warning sign of problem
gambling? Don't know/Not sure
Yes 269 1,290,107 77.3 66 326,570 19.6 8 52,206 3.1 0.1326
(70.6 -82.9) (14.3 -26.1) (1.4 -6.9)
No 2,316 9,064,378 70.1 994 3,277,738 25.4 129 580,014 45
(68.0 -72.2) (23.5 -27.4) (3.6 -5.6)
Q31. Do you believe that
gambling is morally wrong?
Yes 577 @ 2,941,973 89.0 55 264,969 8.0 12 99,799 3.0  p<0.0001**
(84.8 -92.1) (5.5 -11.6) (1.5 -6.0)
No 1,994 7,362,157 65.4 1,004 3,360,110 29.9 123 528,289 4.7
(63.1 -67.7) (27.7 -32.1) (3.8-5.8)
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Non -Gambler Recreational Problem
Gambler Gambler
Survey Item - - - - - - P-value
N Weighted Weighted %, N Weighted Weighted %, Weighted Weighted %,
N (95% CI) N (95% ClI) N (95% ClI)
Q32. Over the past 12 months ,
would you say that in general
your health has been>?
Excellent 528 2,119,047 71.9 228 745,982 25.3 23 83,978 2.8 0.3705
(67.6 -75.8) (21.6 -29.4) (1.8 -4.6)
Very good 1,017 3,797,337 69.4 425 1,407,713 25.7 50 265,895 4.9
(66.1 -72.5) (22.9 -28.8) (3.4 -6.9)
Good 748 @ 3,141,210 70.2 328 1,144,573 25.6 48 186,764 4.2
(66.3 -73.9) (22.1 -29.4) (2.9 -6.0)
Fair 258 1,118,069 73.8 75 309,411 20.4 15 87,473 5.8
(67.1 -79.6) (15.2 -26.9) (3.3 -10.0)
Poor 48 246,537 81.1 11 49,281 16.2 1 8,109 2.7
(66.3 -90.4) (7.9 -30.3) (0.4 -16.8)
Q37. In the past 12 months s
have you sought help for your
use of tobacco, alcohol or
drugs?
Yes 40 188,935 64.5 20 69,125 23.6 8 34,660 11.8 0.238
(49.5 -77.1) (13.7 -37.7) (5.2 -24.9)
No 524 2,215,279 73.0 173 655,323 21.6 33 165,969 55
(68.6 -76.9) (18.1 -25.5) (3.5-8.4)
Q39. In the past 12 months , did
you ever seriously consider
attempting suicide?
Yes 50 240,320 70.7 22 61,681 18.1 7 38,028 11.2 0.0629
(56.1 -82.0) (10.1 -30.5) (4.6 -24.8)
No 2,543 71.0 1,040 3,568,670 249 130 594,191 4.1
10,180,068 (68.9 -72.9) (23.0 -26.8) (3.3-5.1)
Q48. Is your home>[Ownership]
Owned by you or someone living 1,557 5,504,012 66.2 757 2,466,683 29.7 80 340,035 4.1 p<0.0001**
with you (63.5 -68.8) (27.2 -32.3) (3.1-5.4)
Rented 1,026 4,850,070 77.0 305 1,168,195 18.5 56 282,406 45
(73.9 -79.8) (16.0 -21.3) (3.2-6.2)
Q49. Is a language other than
English spoken in your home?
Yes 758 3,907,970 77.3 205 927,799 18.3 35 222,575 4.4 | p<0.0001**
(73.5 -80.7) (15.3 -21.9) (2.9 -6.6)
No 1,826 6,470,310 67.6 857 2,707,079 28.3 100 389,994 4.1
(65.3 -69.9) (26.1 -30.6) (3.2-5.2)
Q55. Was your sex assigned at
birth...
Heterosexual/Straight 2,351 9,288,755 70.7 1,001 = 3,315,887 25.2 121 537,689 4.1 0.8045
(68.7 -72.6) (23.4 -27.1) (3.3-5.1)
Non - Heterosexual/Straight 213 934,076 73.2 56 282,871 22.2 13 59,856 4.7
(62.8 -81.5) (14.1 -33.0) (2.4 -9.1)

--- Expected cell sizes too small for reliable conclusion



