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BACKGROUND  

The SEIGMA Study  
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Legislation Details 

• Allows for resort style 
casinos in three 
geographically diverse 
regions 

• No more than one casino in 
each region 

• Allows for one slots parlor 
statewide (not 
geographically restricted)  
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Section 71: Annual Research Agenda 

• Three essential elements  

– Understand the social & economic impacts of 
expanded gambling  

– Baseline study of problem gambling and existing 
prevention & treatment programs 

– Facilitate independent studies to obtain scientific 
information relevant to enhancing responsible 
gambling and minimizing harmful effects.  
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SEIGMA’s 3 Topical Areas 

Social & Health 
Impacts 

• General 
population 
surveys  

• Targeted 
population 
surveys  

• Online panel 
surveys 

• Secondary data 
collection  

Problem Gambling 
Services Evaluation 

• Online focus 
groups  

• Key informant 
interviews 

• Secondary data 
collection  

Economic & Fiscal 
Impacts  

• REMI modeling 
using primary & 
secondary data  

• Community 
comparison 
analysis  

• Profiles of host 
communities  

• Real estate data 
analysis  
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Social & Health Measures 

• Gambling behavior & related indices  
• Problem gambling & related indices  
• Attitudes 
• Crime 
• Leisure activities  
• Employment 
• Housing 
• Education 
• Socioeconomic inequality  
• Health  
• Quality of life  
 



BASELINE POPULATION SURVEY 

Social & Health Impacts Analysis   
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Survey Methodology 

• Sample drawn from a list of addresses 

• Respondents could complete online, on paper, 
or by telephone 

• Data collected from Sept. 2013 – May 2014 

– Survey completed prior to opening of any new 
gaming venues 

• Sample size of ~10,000 



GAMBLING IN MASSACHUSETTS  

Baseline Population Survey Results  
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Definition of Gambling 

“We define gambling as betting money or 
material goods on an event with an uncertain 
outcome in the hopes of winning additional 
money or material goods.  It includes things 
such as lottery tickets, scratch tickets, bingo, 
betting against a friend on a game of skill or 
chance, betting on horse racing or sports, 
investing in high risk stocks, etc.” 
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Gambling Activities Included 

• Large jackpot lottery tickets 
• Instant tickets & pull tabs 
• Daily lottery games  
• Raffles  
• Sports betting 
• Bingo 
• Casino gambling 
• Betting on horse racing 
• Betting money against others  
• Gambling online  
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Past-year Gambling Participation by 

Activity  
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Past-year Gambling Participation by 

Gender, Age, and Race/Ethnicity 

76% 

69% 

57% 

71% 
77% 

69% 
64% 

68% 

76% 

51% 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Male Female 18-24 25-34 35-64 65+ Hispanic Black White Asian

Gender Age Race/Ethnicity

P
e

rc
e

n
t 

Gambling  by gender, age and race/ethnicity 
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Frequency of Gambling Participation 

by Activity 
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Past-year Casino Participation by 
Gender, Age, and Race/Ethnicity 
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Casino participation by gender, age and race/ethnicity 
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States Most Visited for Casino 
Gambling 
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Patterns of Gambling Participation 

• non-gamblers:  
– have not participated in any type of gambling in the past 

year (27.8%); 

• past-year gamblers:  
– have participated in one or more types of gambling in the 

past year but not on a monthly or weekly basis (37.9%);  

• monthly gamblers:  
– participate in one or more types of gambling on a monthly, 

but not weekly  basis (19.6%)  

• weekly gamblers:  
– participate in one or more types of gambling on a weekly 

basis (14.7%) 
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Characteristics of 3 regions 

Greater Boston  
(GB) 

Southeastern 
Massachusetts (SEMA) 

Western Massachusetts  
(WMA) 

 70% of population 
 Higher levels of 

education than SEMA 
& WMA 

 Higher levels of 
employment than 
SEMA & WMA  

 Lowest rates of past-
year & weekly 
gambling  

 Lowest past-year 
participation in lottery  

 Lowest past-year 
participation in raffles 

 17% of population 
 Older population than 

GB & WMA, more 
likely to be retired than 
GB 

 Least racially & 
ethnically diverse 
region 

 13% of population 
 Lowest percentage of 

annual household 
income > $100K 

 Higher past-year 
participation in horse 
race betting than 
SEMA 
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Reasons for Gambling 
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GAMBLING ATTITUDES 

Baseline Population Survey Results  
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Gambling Legalization 
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Opinion about legalizing gambling 
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Current Availability  
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Gambling opportunities in Massachusetts 
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Impact of Gambling Expansion on 
State  
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Perceived impact of gambling in Massachusetts 
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Impact of Gambling Expansion on 
Community  
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PROBLEM GAMBLING IN 
MASSACHUSETTS  

Baseline Population Survey Results  
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Definition of Terms 
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Problem Gambling Prevalence 
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Problem gambling prevalence 
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Problem Gambling Status by Gender, 

Race/Ethnicity, & Education  
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Problem gambling by gender, race/ethnicity and 
education 
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Comparing MA to Other States 

State Year Sample Size Standardized 
PG Rate 

Connecticut 2006 2298 1.1 
Kentucky 2008 850 1.1 
New Mexico 2005 2850 1.2 
New York 2006 5100 1.2 
Louisiana 2008 2400 1.3 
Georgia 2007 1602 1.4 
Michigan 2006 957 1.6 
California 2006 7121 1.7 
Iowa 2013 1826 1.7 
Massachusetts 2014 9578 1.7 
Maryland 2010 5975 1.9 
Oregon 2005 1554 2.1 
Washington 2004 6713 2.1 

 



PROBLEM GAMBLING SERVICES 
EVALUATION  

Baseline Population Survey Results  
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Awareness of Media Campaigns & 
Programs  
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Prevention Awareness by PG Status  
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Desire for Help & Help-Seeking 

• Based on their problem gambling scores, 
some respondents were asked if in the past 
year: 

– They wanted help for a gambling problem 

– They sought help for a gambling problem  

• If so, how helpful it was  

• Too few respondents answered yes to these 
questions to report out 



Springfield Economic and Fiscal 
Baseline Profile 

a presentation to Partners for a Healthier Community 

 
Dr. Mark Melnik, Director 

Economic and Public Policy Research  
UMass Donahue Institute 

October 21, 2015 
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Overview 

• Overview of SEIGMA economic analysis 
plan 

• Springfield Baseline Profile 

–Industrial base 

–Socioeconomic conditions 

–Fiscal and real estate profile 

• Additional work in progress 
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ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

Overview  

36 



Goal/Objective of the Economic Research 

Measure and determine the net economic and 
fiscal impacts of casino facilities at the local, 
regional, and state level  

• Business dynamics 

• Labor market conditions 

• Government finance 

• Real estate trends  

37 

Primary and 
secondary data 



Products of Economic Analysis 

• Baseline analyses 

 Tracking economic and fiscal conditions 
 before gaming facilities 

• Development/Construction 

 Measuring impacts as construction occurs at 
 each gaming facility 

• Operations 

 Measuring and monitoring impacts from
 operations of gaming facilities  

38 



Examples of Economic & Fiscal 
Measurements 

• Employment, firms and wages 
• Industry mix 
• Business sales 
• Unemployment  
• Labor force participation  
• Household income 
• Poverty  
• Housing  
• Tourism 
• Gambling-related revenue  
• Government expenditures & revenue  
• Public services 
• Regulatory costs 

 
 

39 

How they look now 

How they change over time 



 
Two Complementary Approaches to Measure 

Economic and Fiscal Impacts 

 
• Secondary data sources  

– Primarily from public government data sets to track conditions over 
time  
• unemployment rate, household income, and property values 

 
• Primary data 

– Data on direct impacts provided by the gaming facilities 
• jobs, wages, construction investment, and local expenditures. 

 
– Data collected through surveys 

• New employees (online survey) 
• Patrons (on-site survey) 

 
– To be used as inputs to the REMI model to estimate regional and state 

economic impacts. 
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Secondary Data Analysis 

• Host community profiles and 
monitoring 

• Special topics:  

–Real estate analysis  

–Lottery impacts analysis  

• Community comparisons method 

41 



SPRINGFIELD BASELINE 
PROFILE 

Findings  

42 



Host Community Profiles 

43 



Host Community Profiles: 
Economic & Fiscal Topics 

 

• Industrial Base and Business Indicators 
– Employment, establishments and wages 
– Industry mix 
– Business sales 
– Leisure and hospitality 

 
• Resident Indicators 

– Population 
– Educational attainment and English proficiency 
– Unemployment and labor force participation 
– Income and poverty 

 
• Local Area Fiscal Indicators 

– Expenditures 
– Revenue 
– Assessed property values by class 
– Property tax revenue 

 
• Real estate Trends 

– Residential sales and prices 
– Commercial/industrial inventory, vacancies, lease rates, net absorption, etc. 
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INDUSTRIAL BASE AND 
BUSINESS CONDITIONS 

Findings  

45 



Employment and Establishments 
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Springfield Industry Mix – Jobs by 
Industry Compared to MA 

47 



Employment Growth by Industry 
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SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

Findings  

49 



 
Resident Socioeconomic Indicators 

 

Springfield 
Economic Indicators 

2009-2013 
Poverty Rate 

2009-2013 
HH Income 

2014 
Unemployment 

Rate 

Springfield 29.4% $34,311  10.8% 

Hampden County 17.7% $49,094  7.8% 

Hampshire County 13.0% $61,227  5.0% 

Massachusetts 11.4% $66,866  5.8% 
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Educational Attainment 

51 



Unemployment and Labor Force 
Participation 

Unemployment Rate 2003 2008 2009 2013 

Percentage 
Point 

Change 
2003-2013 

 Percentage 
Point 

Change 
2009-2013  

Springfield 8.1% 8.0% 11.2% 11.1% 3.0% -0.1% 
Hampden 6.6% 6.5% 9.4% 8.9% 2.3% -0.5% 
Hampshire 4.2% 4.4% 6.5% 6.1% 1.9% -0.4% 
Massachusetts 5.8% 5.3% 8.2% 7.1% 1.3% -1.1% 
United States  6.0% 5.8% 9.3% 7.4% 1.4% -1.9% 
Labor Force Participation Rate 
Springfield 58.2% 57.0% 58.0% 55.8% -2.4% -2.2% 
Massachusetts 67.7% 66.8% 66.3% 64.7% -3.0% -1.6% 
United States  66.2% 66.0% 65.4% 63.2% -3.0% -2.2% 
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Host and Surrounding Communities 

53 

Resident Indicators, 
Springfield and 

Surrounding 
Communities 

Population 

Limited 
English 

Proficiency, 
2009-2013 

Percent 
Foreign 
Born, 
2009-
2013 

Percent 
Bachelor's 
Degree or 

Higher, 
2009-2013 

Unemployment 
Rate, 2013 

Median 
Household 

Income, 
2009-2013 

Poverty 
Rate, 
2009-
2013 

Levels 
(2013) 

% 
Change 
2009-
2013 

Massachusetts 6,692,824 2.7% 5.8% 15.0% 39.4% 7.1% $66,866 11.4% 

Springfield 153,703 0.5% 12.8% 11.0% 17.2% 11.1% $34,311 29.4% 

Surrounding 
Communities                 

Agawam 28,705 1.1% 1.2% 8.6% 26.6% 7.2% $63,609 9.9% 

Chicopee 55,717 0.9% 7.2% 9.3% 17.6% 8.7% $46,708 13.6% 

East Longmeadow 16,022 2.7% 0.9% 5.8% 38.0% 6.4% $80,469 4.4% 

Holyoke 40,249 1.0% 14.7% 5.8% 20.2% 10.6% $31,628 31.5% 

Longmeadow 15,882 0.7% 1.1% 10.6% 61.4% 5.4% $106,173 4.8% 

Ludlow 21,451 1.6% 6.7% 15.8% 20.8% 9.4% $61,073 5.1% 

West Springfield 28,684 1.2% 5.8% 16.6% 26.8% 7.7% $54,126 12.3% 

Wilbraham 14,477 2.2% 0.6% 5.0% 44.9% 6.3% $86,958 4.8% 



FISCAL AND REAL ESTATE 
INDICATORS 
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Springfield Fiscal Indicators 
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Springfield's Government Expenditures with Tax Levies by Class 
FY2003-FY2013 (2013 dollars, millions) 

General Government Police Fire Other Public Safety

Education Public Works Human Services Culture & Recreation

Debt Service Fixed Costs Intergovernmental Other Expenditures

Residential Tax Levy Comm-Ind-Pers Tax Levy
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ADDITIONAL WORK IN 
PROGRESS 
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Community Comparisons Analysis  
A method to measure economic impacts 

Casino communities compared with matched 
control communities 

– Communities that are economically and 
demographically similar but do not have a casino 
and are not influenced by the casino.  

– Used to improve estimation of economic impact 

– Full report on this method available at: 
• http://www.umass.edu/seigma/blog/measuring-

economic-effects-casinos-local-areas-applying-
community-comparison-matching-method  
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Host and Matched Communities 
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CLOSING REMARKS 

SEIGMA Overview  



www.umass.edu/seigma  

 

 

http://www.umass.edu/seigma


Contact information 
 

Dr. Rachel Volberg, Principal Investigator  
Social and Economic Impacts of Gambling in 

Massachusetts (SEIGMA) study 
rvolberg@schoolph.umass.edu 

 
Dr. Mark Melnik, Director 

Economic & Public Policy Research  
UMass Donahue Institute 

mmelnik@donahue.umassp.edu 
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