
























From: McCarthy, Kevin [mailto:KMccarthy@NewPennFinanclal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 10:29 AM 
To: MGCcomments (MGC) 
Subject: Regarding RHDF 

 
Good morning, I am wondering how you can let a self-appointed individual sign a purse agreement w/ 
the Carney's to race in Brockton? Wouldn't it be prudent to have the horseman's group that has 
experience signing purse agreements and who were elected in the most recent election to represent the 
horseman? Allowing "sour grapes"....individual/s who ran for election and were not selected by the 
horseman to represent the horseman and negotiate a purse agreement to me seems wrong. This 
splinter group has waged a propaganda "war" against the 70 year old NEHBPA because 1) they weren't 
chosen and 2) because Suffolk Downs has chosen not to race any longer. Neither the fault of the 
NEHBPA. They all knew that Suffolk stated if they didn't win the Casino...they were not going to race 
any longer. 

 
Please don't jump in now and decide at this critical time to harm the organization that has and is trying 
hard to restore racing to Massachusetts...the NEHBPA. 

Thank you, 

Kevin McCarthy 
Owner and Trainer 

 
 
 
 
New Penn Financial, LLC is an Equal Housing Opportunity Lender, NMLS # 3013 
(www.nrnlsconsumeraccess.org). Loans will be made or arranged pursuant to our applicable 
license(s), which may be found at www.newpennfinancial.com. This communication does not 
constitute a commitment to lend or the guarantee of a specified interest rate. All loan programs 
and availability of cash proceeds are subject to underwriting and property approval.This email 
may contain privileged and confidential information. The information is intended only for the 
use of the sender's intended recipient(s). 

mailto:KMccarthy@NewPennFinanclal.com
http://www.newpennfinancial.com/


Maclachlan, Amy  (MGC) 

1 

 

 

 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marvin Jewell <marvinjewell@sbcglobal.net> 
Thursday, July 21, 2016 8:35 PM 
MGCcomments (MGC) 
Support Brockton ,Fund The Horsemen 

mailto:marvinjewell@sbcglobal.net
mailto:marvinjewell@sbcglobal.net
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rom: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Chris Davis <CLDavis@myactv.net> 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016 8:55 PM 
MGCcomments (MGC) 
Support Brockton, Fund the Horsemen 

 
 
 

Hello, 
 
 

Please do everything possible to fund the horsemen immediately so that the planned for meet at the Brockton 
Fairgrounds can begin as quickly  as possible. 

So many people of depending on this meet! 

Thanks, 

 
Chris 

mailto:CLDavis@myactv.net
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rom: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Larry Mason <lmason2121@aol.com> 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016 5:01PM 
MGCcomments (MGC) 
Fwd: Support Brockton and the Mass THA 

 
 
 
 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
 

Begin forwarded message: 
 

From: Larry Mason <Lmason212l @aol.com> 
Date: July 20, 2016 at 4:59:31 PM EDT 
To: "Gayle.cameron@massmail.state.ma.us'' <Gayle.cameron@massmail.state.ma.us> 
Subject: Support Brockton and the Mass THA 

 
Please support Brockton and the Mass THA. Our lives and our horses lives matter also. 
The NEHBPA is more concerned with the RHDF and withholding the money for its purpose! In 
the past our contract and purses had been funded from the Simulcast Revenue and Live Day 
Race Handle long before the RHDF. Now it's a issue not talked about. The Mass THAis also 
eligible for that money. However, if that money was made available Brockton and the Mass 
THA could use that money to offset less of the RHDF. But they will not share for all horseman 
to race at Brockton. This is not right and the Gaming Commission should act on the location of 
the Simulcast Revenue Location. That's  about 7-8 million dollars a year.  Please help us get back 
on our feet. 
Lawrence Mason 

 
Sent from my iPhone 

mailto:lmason2121@aol.com
mailto:lmason2121@aol.com
mailto:Gayle.cameron@massmail.state.ma.us
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tim Widdison  <wddsntm@yahoo.com> 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016 8:37 PM 
MGCcomments (MGC) 
Racing @ Brockton 

 

 
 

I live in western mass & have a farm,  I'm planning on selling hay @ the meet, please allow racing in Brockton. 
 

Thanks 
Tim Widdison 

mailto:wddsntm@yahoo.com
mailto:wddsntm@yahoo.com
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:rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paui.Noun@ricoh-usa.com 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016 3:34 PM 
MGCcomments (MGC) 
"SUPPORT BROCKTON FUND THE HORSEMEN" 

mailto:Paui.Noun@ricoh-usa.com
mailto:Paui.Noun@ricoh-usa.com






























 
 

 
 

 

TO: Commissioners  

FROM: John Ziemba, Derek Lennon, Catherine Blue, Joe Delaney and Mary Thurlow 
Members of the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Review Team 

DATE: July 28, 2016  

RE: 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Application Review 

This memorandum provides an analysis of the applications for funding under the three 
different components of the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund (“CMF”):  Use of 2015/2016 
Reserves; Transportation Planning Grants; and Specific Impact Grants.  We, the community 
mitigation Review Team (“Review Team”) reviewed the applications to determine the 
suitability of the applications and to ensure the applications were in compliance with the 
2016 Guidelines.  We also received input from Rick Moore of City Point Partners, who 
advises the Commission on environmental, transportation and mitigation matters.  As part 
of this review process, copies of the applications were sent to the licensees for their review 
and comment.  Telephone conferences or in-person meetings were held between the 
applicants and the Review Team.  Additional information requests were submitted to the 
applicants (attached) and numerous meetings were held by the Review Team to ensure a 
thorough review process.  The Review Team also considered comments that the 
Commission received after it issued a request for public comments on such applications. 

For a brief background, in December 2015, the Commission established the Guidelines for 
the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund (“CMF”).  In order to access funding from the 2016 
CMF, communities and any other eligible entities were required to submit an application 
documenting the community’s anticipated mitigation need.   

On March 3, 2016, the Commission initially reviewed the 2016 applications, approved 
funding of the Springfield Historic Preservation Trust application, and created $100,000 
reserves for a number of new communities, including the three host communities (Everett, 
Plainville, and Springfield), Revere, Attleboro, Hampden, Melrose, and North Attleboro.  
Four towns, Attleboro, Hampden, Melrose and North Attleboro the Commission preserved 
their right to apply for a reserve in 2016 as they had either not filed or did not file in time 
for the 2015 Reserve. 

Since the Commission meeting on March 3, 2016, several events have occurred that may 
impact the projected annual allocation of funding in this and future years.  The 2016 
Application process anticipated that there would be approximately $4.9 million dollars 
available per year until the two Category 1 casinos are operational.  That annual amount 
was based on projections of Wynn Boston Harbor opening sometime in 2018 and MGM 
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Springfield opening in September 2018.  The CMF will not receive new funding until full 
casino facilities are operational and generate gaming taxes which partially go to the CMF.  
However, it is now apparent that the Wynn casino will not open until sometime in 2019 
and thus will not contribute further funding to the CMF until that time.   

Another factor to be considered in disbursing the CMF funds is that the Wampanoag Tribe 
began construction of a gaming facility in Taunton and stated the intention to open a 
facility in in 2017.  Consequently, there may be some communities in Region C that soon 
may experience construction or operational impacts.  According to the Compact between 
the Commonwealth and the Tribe, the Tribe will not begin to contribute to the CMF until 
after it has commenced operations. 

Summary of the Community Mitigation Funds 

Initial Balance from License Fees   $17,500,000  
2015 Reserve and Preserved 

 
  ($2,400,000) 

2016 Reserve Funding   ($400,000) 
    

2016 Previously Awarded  
Springfield Preservation Trust   ($350,000) 

Balance of Community Mitigation Fund 
Not Reserved or Awarded 

  $14,350,000 

~~~ 

Below is a chart of the recommendations of the Review Team for consideration by the 
Commission.   These recommendations are explained in detail below. 

 
Requests to Use 2015/2016 Reserve Funds 

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount 

Review Team 
Proposal 

East Longmeadow Transportation planning Withdrawn $100,000 - 

Chelsea Transportation/Roadway Planning  $100,000 $100,000 

Lynn Transportation Studies $100,000 $100,000 

Malden Planning and marketing $100,000 $100,000 

Saugus Analysis of impacts and 
opportunities for Saugus 
businesses 

$100,000 
($65,000 

deferred) 

$35,000 

Wrentham Study of Corridor - Route 1 $50,000 $50,000 

 Total $550,000 $385,000 
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2016 Transportation Planning Applications 

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount  

Review Team 
Proposal 

Chelsea Planning Study $167,150 $167,150 

Everett Planning Study $150,000 $150,000 

Malden Planning Study $100,000 $100,000 

Medford Transportation Planner and 
Consultants, water transportation 

$600,000(multi-
year request) 

$267,000 (one 
year funding) 

West Springfield Cover shortfall of SCA amount of 
Planning Study 

$247,500 $247,500 

 Total: $1,264,650 $931,650 

 

Specific Use  

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount 

Review Team 
Proposal 

Hampden County 
Sheriff’s Department 

Rental disparity $2,000,000 
(multi-year 

request) 

$280,000 (one 
year funding) 

Springfield/Caring 
Health 

Parking, lost business  $275,000 $150,000 
Pending further 

review  

 Total: $2,275,000 $430,000 

Pending further 
review 

 
2016 APPLICATIONS FOR USE OF RESERVE FUNDS 

 
In accordance with the 2016 Guidelines, communities can use reserves to cover impacts 
that may arise in 2016 or thereafter.  They may also use funds for planning, either to 
determine how to achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize any 
adverse impacts.  Communities that received reserves in 2015 or 2016 must first expend 
those funds before accessing any Transportation Planning Grant funds.  Communities may 
submit applications for the use of reserves on a rolling basis throughout the year.  Up for 
consideration by the Commission at this time are reserve applications from Chelsea, Lynn, 
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Malden, Saugus, and Wrentham.  East Longmeadow has withdrawn an application and has 
been informed that it can submit a proposal at a later time. 

Chelsea – Use of Reserve $100,000:  Discussed in analysis of Transportation Planning 
Grant Requests. 

Lynn - Use of Reserve $100,000:   

Lynn is concerned with potential additional traffic and transportation issues that may arise 
from the construction and operation of the Wynn Boston Harbor gaming facility.  In this 
regard, Lynn plans to utilize its reserve to fund transportation studies to further Lynn’s 
goals of reducing and and/or minimizing vehicular related congestion including a 
commuter rail study, a Route 107 connection study, Lynn ferry analysis, and studies related 
to Route 1A/Lynnway.   
 
Lynn’s impact description detailed how many of the “…[c]onstruction workers employed 
by the Licensee will reside in Lynn. These individuals will be traveling on Lynn’s congested 
roadways during rush hour further congesting Lynn roads. It is likely the majority of these 
individuals will utilize Route 1A and Route 107 to travel back and forth to the construction 
site in Everett. Concrete/cement contractors from Lynn and the immediate surrounding 
areas will likely be utilized during the construction phase.  These construction vehicles and 
trucks would be utilizing Routes 1A and 107 to and from the Everett facility.” 

“Lynn would utilize these funds to alleviate the significant traffic issues…The City is also 
actively seeking funding to continue to operate the ferry…the ferry shuttle from Lynn to 
Boston has been operational…. with the assistance of state funds.  At this time, no such 
funding has been allotted to the City of Lynn.” 

“The city is also seeking funding to add additional stops of the Rockport/Newburyport 
Commuter Rail Line.” 

The applicant included a Conceptual Improvement Plan for Lynnway (Route 1A at Blossom 
Street in Lynn by VHB dated September 9, 2015; construction cost estimates by Vanasse 
Hangen Brustlin, Inc.; traffic counts by Precision Data Industries, LLC and a Long-Range 
Transportation Plan Needs Assessment by Boston Region Metropolitan Planning 
Organization dated April 17, 2015.  

Wynn Commentary on Lynn Application 

Upon review of this request, the licensee, Wynn Boston Harbor stated that:  “Wynn 
supports the Lynn Mitigation Fund Application for improvements and alternatives aimed at 
streamlining vehicular traffic into and out of the city.  We also support Lynn’s efforts to 
operate ferry service during the busy summer season. These requests support the intent of 
our Neighboring Community Agreement.” 
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Relevant Sections of Neighboring Community Agreement 

The City of Lynn entered into a Neighboring Community Agreement in which there was no 
specific funding made available for impacts.  However, Wynn “agrees to meet with the City 
to consider, in good faith, the mitigation of such impacts.”   

Recommendation:  We believe that Lynn’s request for assistance is consistent with the 
2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  Lynn’s proposed use of its CMF reserve for 
transportation studies fits within the allowed following uses of reserves in such Guidelines 
- “either to determine how to achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or 
minimize any adverse impacts.” 
 
In support of its application, Lynn referenced a study that opined that all efforts should be 
made by governmental actors to not add a single vehicle to Lynn’s roadways.”  The city 
notes that it “is seeking to be ahead of the curve in avoiding and /or minimizing the effects 
of the Wynn Resort on its roadways.” 
 
As transportation planning studies and Lynn’s goal of reducing and/or minimizing 
vehicular traffic related congestion are reasonable, the Review Team believes that these 
studies are an acceptable use of its reserve.  We recommend that the Commission authorize 
the City of Lynn to utilize its $100,000 reserve for transportation studies, which may 
include a commuter rail study, a Route 107 connection study, Lynn ferry analysis, and 
studies related to Route 1A/Lynnway.  Staff will continue to work with Lynn on the scope 
of its studies in the grant contract process. 

Malden:  Use of Reserve $100,000:  Malden is requesting $25,000 a year for three years 
(2016-2019) to hire and subsidize the annual salary to be paid to a senior planner.  The 
Malden Redevelopment Authority would pay the balance of the planner’s salary ($65,000- 
$70,000 per year).  Malden is also requesting $15,000 for the City to launch a 
comprehensive marketing campaign in partnership with the Malden Redevelopment 
Authority and the Malden Chamber of Commerce to promote opportunities and growth for 
Malden businesses as a result of the Wynn Everett project in Everett.  Finally, Malden plans 
to utilize $10,000 of its reserve to launch a comprehensive Citizens Engagement Program 
for Malden residents promoting employment opportunities that will become available with 
this project. 

Wynn Commentary on Malden Application.  Upon review of the requests,  Wynn Boston 
Harbor stated that “Wynn also supports Malden’s request for planning and marketing 
efforts to reinvigorate the Malden commercial district abutting Everett in support of the 
Wynn Boston Harbor Project.” 

Relevant Sections of Surrounding Community Agreement:  “…Malden believes that the 
Project will bring economic development to Malden, create new jobs for Malden residents 
and new sources of revenue for the Malden business community, and as such, Malden 
desires to enter into this Agreement with Wynn to address the anticipated impact on 
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Malden businesses, residents, infrastructure, public safety, transportation and roadway 
needs;” 

“5.1. The Parties acknowledge that Malden desires to help its community members and 
residents who are interested in attaining employment at the Project. The Parties agree that 
Malden’s demographic is an appropriate, suitable, desirable and employable work force for 
the Project, and therefore it is mutually beneficial to provide a structured program to 
educate Malden’s residents about available employment opportunities. 

5.2.B. Prior to beginning the process of hiring employees (other than internally) for the 
Project.  Wynn shall advertise and hold at least one event for Malden residents at venues to 
be approved by Malden at which it will publicize its hiring needs and explain to attendees 
the process by which they may seek to be hired in connection with the Project.  In seeking 
to fill vacancies at the Project, Wynn will give preference to properly qualified residents of 
Malden, to the extent that such a practice and its implementation is consistent with Federal, 
State or Municipal law or regulation. 

5.2.D.  Wynn agrees to work with Malden on an annual basis to identify prospective, 
qualified Malden employees to effectuate the terms and conditions herein.” 

Recommendation:  We believe that Malden’s request for assistance is consistent with the 
2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  Malden’s proposal to use its CMF Reserve 
fits within the purpose of reserve funds for planning: - “either to determine how to achieve 
further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts.” 
 
Malden notes that the advertisement for the position has been written and that the hiring 
process can begin immediately.  It also notes that its proposed citizen engagement program 
and marketing campaign may begin as soon as possible.  Malden is providing significant 
matching funding for the grant of $40,000 to $45,000 for the planner position request of 
$25,000.   
 
The City of Malden has also requested funding under the Transportation Planning Grant, 
discussed below.  There is a potential timing issue involving the two requests.  Pursuant to 
the 2016 CMF Guidelines “communities that requested and received reserves in 2015 or 
2016 must first expend those funds before accessing any Transportation Planning Grant 
Funds.” 
 
Malden has indicated that it would like to utilize such planning funds in the near term.  The 
City could potentially meet this requirement of the Guidelines by expending more grant 
funds in the first year for the planner (more than the $25,000 planned) and then utilize the 
dollars allocated for local match in future years.  Malden would still need to demonstrate 
that all of the Malden planner’s year one activities paid under the grant are gaming related.  
In the event that this does not remedy the timing issue, Malden could request relief from 
this timing guideline. 
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We recommend that the Commission authorize up to $100,000 for Malden for the Senior 
Planner, marketing campaign and a citizens engagement program.  Malden will need to 
demonstrate that the activities of the Senior Planner through the Community Mitigation 
Fund are related to the Wynn Gaming facility. 

Saugus – Use of Reserve $35,000 
 
Saugus is requesting $35,000 to assess potential opportunities for Saugus businesses 
relative to the operation of the Wynn Boston Harbor facility.  Saugus plans to connect with 
the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) and the North Shore Economic 
Development Council in its efforts.  Once specific steps are identified, Saugus would seek to 
utilize the balance of its reserve for implementation of steps identified in the assessment.  
The application is for an initial $35,000 for the procurement of a Phase one consultant.  The 
balance “to be utilized for implementation of specific steps once they are identified and 
plotted” in the Phase one study. 

Wynn Commentary on Saugus Application 

Upon review of this request, Wynn Boston Harbor stated that: “Wynn supports the Saugus 
request for the 2015 Mitigation Reserve Fund. We understand the money will be used to 
assess potential opportunities for Saugus businesses to connect with the Wynn Boston 
Harbor Project through areas such as goods and services procurement”. 
 
Recommendation:  The Review Team found this application to be well reasoned and in 
compliance with the 2016 Guidelines.  We believe that Saugus’s request for assistance is 
consistent with the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines in that it is being used 
“either to determine how to achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize 
any adverse impacts.” 
 
We recommend that the Commission authorize Saugus to utilize $35,000 of the 2015 
Reserve for this purpose.  Funding for implementation would require a subsequent 
approval by the Commission once those implementation steps are identified. 

Wrentham - Use of Reserve $50,000:  Wrentham applied for funding to be used to hire a 
consultant to conduct a study of the Route 1 corridor in Wrentham.  The focus of the study 
would be “to determine constraints to development such as zoning, environmental factors 
and traffic” as well as “identify the type of development that would succeed along the 
corridor.” 

Plainridge Park Commentary on Wrentham Application:  Upon review of this request, 
the licensee, Plainridge Park Casino stated that:  “As you are aware, the Surrounding 
Community Agreement entered into between the Town and Plainville Gaming and 
Redevelopment, LLC ("PGR") requires PGR to conduct a series of baseline studies (the 
"Impact Studies") to address "traffic, public safety, emergency response, and problem 
gaming." Our understanding, based on the information contained in the Application, is that 
the studies being proposed by the Town will be focused on mitigating future development, 
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as opposed to determining the impact of the Casino. We therefore have no reason to believe 
that the studies contemplated by the Application will be duplicative with the Impact 
Studies and, accordingly, support the Town's request as set forth in the Application.” 

Recommendation:  The Review Team found this application to be well reasoned and 
consistent with the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  Wrentham’s proposal to 
use its CMF Reserve fits within the purpose of reserve funds for planning: - “either to 
determine how to achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize any 
adverse impacts.”  The town anticipates submitting further applications after the study is 
done. 

~~~ 
2016 APPLICATIONS FOR USE OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GRANTS 

 
Chelsea – Use of Reserve $100,000  / Transportation Planning Grant  $167,150 
 
Although Chelsea’s request to use its $100,000 reserve and its $167,150 Transportation 
Planning Grant application could be reviewed separately, we believe it advisable to view 
them together as they relate to the same use (transportation planning) and the same 
corridor (Beacham Street / Williams Street).  The assessment of existing and future traffic 
conditions under the $100,000 reserve study would be utilized to develop a conceptual 
plan for this section of corridor between Pearl Street and the Everett City Line.  Chelsea 
applied for the conceptual plan as part of its Transportation Planning Grant Request.   
 
As noted by Chelsea in its July 7th response to the Review Team:  “[i]mportantly, the 
Reserve study provides a necessary foundation through the collection and analysis of data 
that will directly inform the study carried out under the Transportation Planning Grant, 
specifically the collection and analysis of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicyclist volume and 
directional statistics.” 
 
Reserve Application:  Chelsea applied to use its 2015 Mitigation Reserve Fund ($100,000) 
for a Transportation Corridor Study.  The Scope of Work provided to Chelsea by Stantec 
Consulting detailed the use of funds “to prepare a comprehensive Transportation Corridor 
Study…The Corridor Study will assess existing and future traffic conditions at these key 
intersections…”  The intersections listed in the scope of work are not specifically listed on 
the Surrounding Community Agreement (“SCA”) or environmental filings. 

Transportation Planning Grant  Application:  The City of Chelsea applied for $167,150 in 
its Transportation Planning Grant application to “further assess existing conditions and 
develop a conceptual plan for the section of corridor between Marginal Street/Pearl Street 
and the Everett City line.”  “The proposed Scope of Work includes a field survey, condition 
assessment, environmental screening, Road Safety Audit, and conceptual plan development 
with illustrative renderings. ... A final report will be prepared to summarize the major 
findings of the planning effort.  The information contained in the report will form the basis 
for future funding applications prepared by the City.” 
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Wynn Commentary on Chelsea Application 

Upon review of the requests, the licensee, Wynn Boston Harbor stated that “Wynn supports 
… the Chelsea Beacham Street/Williams Street Conceptual Planning Study… these requests 
fit with the cooperation envisioned in our Surrounding Community Agreements.”   

Relevant Sections of Chelsea Surrounding Community Agreement 

In accordance with the Surrounding Community Agreement, Chelsea will receive additional 
funding by Wynn for Transportation related impacts as follows: 

$275,000 

(estimated) 

Transportation 
Impacts 

“Contingent upon …an unconditional, non-appealable 
License”; Wynn agreed to complete all necessary 
improvements as determined in accordance with MEPA 
process”  

$300,000 Transitional 
Roads Payments: 
(a) 

One-time, upfront, non-refundable payment; to “make 
certain roadway improvements on all transitional roads 
in preparation for the Project” 

$225,000 (b) On or before 90th day following opening (aesthetic  
quality, signage and safety needs) 

$250,0000 (c) On or before 90th day following opening (pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic) 

 

Recommendation:  We believe that Chelsea’s request for assistance meets the purposes of 
the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  As noted in Chelsea’s application. 

“Beacham Street/Williams Street conceptual Planning Study”:  “The Beacham Street/ 
Williams Street corridor is a key connector route between East Boston, Chelsea and 
Everett. The corridor serves an important role for commerce, connecting to commercial 
and industrial areas in Chelsea and the Lower Broadway District in Everett. Once the Wynn 
Everett facility is operational, it is anticipated that this corridor will see increased use from 
casino patrons, employees, and deliveries and effectively function as one of the gateways to 
the casino. 
… 
This effort will also include additional public outreach with abutters and key stakeholders. 
A final report will be prepared to summarize the major findings of the planning effort. The 
information contained in the report will form the basis for future funding applications 
prepared by the City.” 

Chelsea also noted in its application that “Given the existing conditions of the corridor, 
which are poor with particularly damaged pavement conditions, a plan for the route is 
warranted in order to bring the roadway up to a standard with which it can accommodate 
casino traffic.” 
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In this regard we believe that the project is “clearly related to addressing transportation 
issues or impacts directly related to the gaming facility,” as required under the 2016 CMF 
Guidelines. Chelsea also noted significant public benefits that could be obtained from the 
improvement of road conditions including: 

• “Enhanced bicycle and pedestrian amenities, including designated bike lanes, sidewalks, 
and crosswalks; none of which are currently present in the corridor; 

• Access to Island End Park, a public park and boardwalk situated adjacent to the 
corridor, overlooking the Island End River; 

• Economic development and job retention related to the New England Produce Terminal 
and associated food distribution facilities, large local employers that depend on the 
corridor for their logistics network. A reconstructed corridor would increasingly 
facilitate commerce while inducing economic development and reuse of underutilized 
facilities; 

• Improved public safety, with a reconstructed, fully-marked, and signalized corridor 
reducing vehicular crashes and protecting the well-being of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
The addition of lighting along the corridor would also increase visibility and, 
subsequently, the safety of its users; 

• A diminished urban heat island effect, as corridor reconstruction would include the 
installation of street trees, improving local air quality; 

• Pollution control and environmental benefits related to the capturing and diversion of 
surface run-off, currently infiltrating and damaging the Island End River’s salt marsh.  A 
reconstructed corridor would include the strategic placement of green infrastructure to 
prevent polluted freshwater runoff from entering the salt marsh;  

• Redevelopment of underutilized sites.  We have found that public investment often 
results in private investment, and we see no reason why that will not be the case on 
Beacham Street. With the casino development less than a mile away, we expect that 
uses servicing or desiring close proximity to the facility will seek to locate in the area 
and that some of the underdeveloped parcels will undergo redevelopment.” 

The Review Team requested further information regarding how the City of Chelsea could 
coordinate the two studies for potential efficiencies and cost savings.  The City of Chelsea’s 
response emphasizes “a balanced analysis of preexisting conditions, traffic volume and 
directional data, and crash statistics” in its Reserve Study which would take place while 
school is in session.  The City is planning on using the same consultant (Stantec) for both 
studies and anticipates that there would be cost savings ($15,000 - $20,000) if the two 
studies were approved at the same time.  Chelsea is also working on its Complete Streets 
requirements to enable the City to obtain federal/state funding for the corridor 
reconstruction.   

Therefore we recommend that the Commission approve $247,500 for these combined 
studies.  $100,000 for the City of Chelsea’s Reserve and $147,500 for the Transportation 
Planning Grant Funds. 
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Commission staff will monitor the achievement of the City’s estimated cost efficiencies 
($15,000-$20,000) from the coordination of the two grants through the grant contract 
process. 
 
Everett:  Transportation Planning $150,000  

The City of Everett is requesting funding to study the expansion of the Everett portion of 
the Northern Strand Community Trail bike path.  The scope of this study will include 
survey, environmental impact assessment, design development, public outreach and cost 
estimation up to the level required for a 25% design submission to appropriate state 
agencies.  Completion of the bike path from its current terminus to the Wynn site will 
provide safe, convenient access for workers and patrons of the gaming facility, thereby 
reducing traffic on adjacent roadways. 

This application included letters of support from: MyRWA; MassBike, Bike to the Sea, Inc., 
MAPC, Livable Streets Alliance Board, the Commissioner of DCR, the Lawrence &Lillian 
Solomon Foundation, and East Coast Greenway Alliance.   The application also included a 
scope of work estimated by Nelson Nygaard for a Preliminary Design cost of $150,000. 

Wynn Commentary on Everett Application 

Upon review of the request, the licensee, Wynn Boston Harbor stated that “Wynn supports 
Everett’s efforts to study the extension of the Northern Strand Community Trail to improve 
bicycle facilities from its current terminus to the Mystic River. This effort was envisioned as 
part of our Host Community Agreement with Everett.” 

Relevant Sections of Everett Host Community Agreement 

In the Host Community Agreement:  “A below grade connection beneath the MBTA 
Commuter Rail tracks will be developed and will include pedestrian and bicycle 
connections to the Project site, allowing for an extension of access to the linear park system 
along the Mystic River and as may be expanded as a riverwalk along the Project 
waterfront.”  In Section 6.C.5, “The City/DCR park and pathway system to the Project site to 
allow pedestrian and bicycle access to and from Wellington Station on the MBTA Orange 
line.” 

The following are payments Everett will receive as part of its Host Community Agreement 
between Wynn, MA LLC and the City of Everett: 

Host Community Agreement: 

$30,000,000 Community 
Enhancement Fee 

$5,000,000 after Wynn commences construction; 
$12,500,000 on or before 1st anniversary of initial 
payment; 12,500,000 on or before the 2nd anniversary 
of initial payment 
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$5,000,000 Annual Community 
Impact Fee 

30 days after commencement of operations with 
increase of 2.5% per annum 

$20,000,000 PILOT 30 days after commencement of operations with 
increase of 2.5% per annum 

Second Amendment to the Host Community Agreement February __, 2016 

$1,000,000 Additional 
paragraph to 
Exhibit A – 
Community Impact 
Payment. 

“new and innovative additional methods to deploy 
public safety resources in the general area…may 
include…expenses for enhanced police technology, 
infrastructure, supportive equipment, and personnel 
services, as well as … dissemination of information to 
the public.” 

Recommendation: 

We believe that the City of Everett request for $150,000 to study the expansion of the 
Everett portion of the Northern Strand community Trail Bike Path is consistent with the 
2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  We believe that the project is “clearly related 
to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the gaming facility”.  
Specifically, the study of the bike path extension could help promote greater options for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that may visit or work at the Wynn Boston Harbor facility.  As 
noted by Everett, “Section 4.4.4 in the Final Environmental Impact Report issued on June 
30, 2014 details the commitment by Wynn Everett to improving bicycle accommodations 
along Lower Broadway and the Mystic River.  These commitments were re-iterated in 
section 2.2.3.2 of the Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report issued on February 
17, 2015. Subsequently, several cycling advocacy groups raised the issue that the proposed 
alterations to Sweetser Circle, which connects Lower Broadway to Everett Square and 
Malden, did not address a serious gap in the bicycle network as there were no safe 
provisions for bicycles in the traffic circle. A meeting was held at MassDOT on March 18, 
2015 which included Wynn Everett, the City of Everett, and MassDOT staff. It was 
determined that right-of-way constraints would make formal bicycle accommodations 
impossible in the traffic circle.” 
 
The City has and will provide in-kind matching funds if it receives this assistance.  As noted 
in its response letter from Tony Sousa, “[t]he City has provided and will continue to 
provide substantial in-kind services and staff time towards planning the extension and 
completion of the Northern Strand Trail. To date, the City has committed staff time for 
preliminary planning work, coordination with Wynn Boston Harbor, Gateway Mall, DCR 
and the MBTA. Going forward, the City will continue to provide staff time for the 
management of the planning study and coordination efforts between all parties.  The City 
will also provide meeting space for any public outreach efforts necessary for the study.” 
 
Therefore we recommend that the Commission approve $150,000 for the study.   As a 
community requesting a Transportation Planning Grant, Everett must first utilize its 2016 
Reserve before receiving any Transportation Planning Grant funds.  The review committee 
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requests that the Commission allow the use of the Reserve for this project and grant an 
additional $50,000 to cover the planning study as requested. 
 
Malden:  Transportation Planning $100,000:  The City of Malden is requesting $100,000 
to assess parking capabilities and pedestrian safety around public transportation and 
parking.  In particular these funds will be used to study the expanding demand by the 
Casino for the City’s parking resources and determine an appropriate course of action to 
ensure that there are sufficient parking options for the current needs and City’s expected 
growth.  The study could and would encompass the feasibility of converting existing lots 
into additional parking structures.  Additionally, the study will assess current facilities’ 
physical conditions so as to understand the need and costs for upkeep over the life of 
increased casino use.  The impacts requiring studies and planning and are anticipated at 
the following locations: 1.  Jackson Street Garage, 2. Central Business District Garage, 3.  
Malden Center MBTA parking lot, 4.  Main Street parking lot, 5.  Dartmouth Street parking 
lot.” The cost of this first part of the study is $60,000. 
 
A second component of the study will be to oversee a full redesign of the Malden Center 
area and its environs to provide both pedestrian and bike rider safety improvements.  The 
cost of this study is $40,000. 
 
Relevant Sections of the Surrounding Community Agreement 
 
In Section 1 of the Surrounding Community Agreement, Malden is recognized as a 
““transportation hub” for the project”.  Wynn will be providing shuttle services from 
Malden Center for both employees and patrons by buses, trains, water services or 
commuter rail services.  As a result of this, public safety upgrades, improved lighting, 
coordination of transit bodies as well as additional staffing by the City would be necessary.   
 
The following are payments Malden will receive as part of its Surrounding Community 
Agreement between Wynn, MA LLC and the City of Malden: 

$500,000 Transportation Hub 
Payment “THP” 

One-time upfront date that the License is awarded 

$325,000 Annual “THP” On or before 90th day following opening with increase 
of 2.5% per annum  

$100,000 Annual “THP” On or before 90th day following opening (assist 
business in aesthetic updates) with increase of 2.5% 
per annum  

$325,000 Transitional Roads 
Payment “TRP” 

One-time upfront date that the License is awarded 

$225,000 Annual “TRP”  On or before 90th day following opening (aesthetic  
quality, signage and safety needs) with increase of 
2.5% per annum 
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$200,000 Public Safety Payment 
“PSP” 

One-time upfront on the date that the License is 
awarded 

$250,000 Annual PSP On or before 90th day following opening (assist 
business in aesthetic updates) with increase of 2.5% 
per annum 

 
Recommendation: 
 
We believe that Malden’s request for assistance is consistent with the 2016 Community 
Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  The City of Malden in its response letter noted that it “needs to 
have a solid understanding of the new gaming facility related demands being placed on its 
parking facilities, in particular those new demands reviewed within the context of other 
developments.  The City of Malden has viewed the potential for casino visitors to the City as 
a positive, and has embraced the potential that these visitors to the region will bring about 
additional business for their local restaurants. However, to fully understand the potential 
and the impacts, the additional demands on parking resources needs to be looked at in 
conjunction with: 

• The redevelopment of 200 Exchange Street, which will bring on line up to 320,000 SF of 
office space and bring with it the potential for 2,000 additional professionals working in 
Malden. 

• Ongoing construction of nearly 1,000 apartment homes in the downtown area. 

• The addition of over 40,000 SF of new retail space coming on line over the next several 
years. 

With the additional dynamic added from a gaming facility, it’s critical that the city take a 
holistic approach in reviewing how to be positioned to not only meet the new demands but 
capitalize on them. Each of these uses have unique demands on parking facilities in terms 
of nights, weekends, weekdays, short term, long term. The City needs to take a proactive 
approach to being best positioned to deal with the additional gaming facility related 
demands in the context of the additional variables outlined above.” 

 
Malden further noted that “[i]n particular, these pedestrian and bicycle connections are 
related to the casino impacts because of the casino’s role in that increase in congestion. 
Clearly, the largest transportation hub nearest to the Wynn Boston Harbor site will be a 
draw for patrons looking to visit the casino via bicycle trips or public transportation. 
Malden’s bike path near Malden Center Station is a short, lovely ride to the casino, and will 
provide another mode for them of getting to the casino – without driving. Therefore, as 
stated in 2013, the connections used by pedestrians and bicyclists at a multi-modal 
transportation hub are imperative to be improved upon. 

It further notes that “[t]he redesign of connecting from Malden Station to the Pleasant 
Street bike path will eliminate the constant crossing of the street at mid-block, walking 
between the cars that are stacked up because of the succession of lights ahead of them as 
they navigate around the Malden Center Station. There are five intersections adjoin the 



 
 

15 
 

Malden Center Station and cause backups through the intersections as traffic backs up due 
to the intermingling of pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobile traffic.” 
 
Given this background and the importance of the Malden Center as a transportation Hub, 
we believe that Malden’s application for funding the study of a redesign of the Malden 
Center is in keeping with the Community Mitigation Fund Transportation Planning Grants 
program. 
 
We recommend that the Commission authorize up to $100,000 for Malden’s 
Transportation Planning Grant Program.  Staff will work with Malden on the scope of such 
studies.  Malden will need to address the timing issue regarding expenditures of funding 
identified in the discussion of Malden’s Reserve Request. 
 
Medford – Transportation Planning $600,000:  

The City of Medford is requesting a total of $600,000 in transportation planning grants.  
The City of Medford’s application stated that “[t]he City proposes to utilize $450,000 to hire 
a Transportation Planner and consultants to work with Wynn, private property owners and 
State transportation officials to identify a financing and implementation transportation 
plan within the City of Medford.  Activities will also include creation of a city-wide parking 
permit program to prevent employees and other long term parking on neighborhood 
streets, as well as identification of essential roadway, bicycle, pedestrian and water 
transportation improvements to offset impacts, review financing and construction 
alternatives and conduct a participation process for input by the public and interested 
parties.” 

Medford also stated that: “… $150,000 of funds would be utilized to provide a match of a 
$750,000 federal earmark for studying the feasibility, design and construction of facilities 
for a water shuttle to key areas in Medford on the Malden and Mystic River including 
River's Edge, Wellington Circle Area and Medford Square.” 

Transportation Planner   $240,000 ($80,000 x 3 years) 
Consultant Services    $210,000  
Water Transportation Matching Funds $150,000  
   Total   $600,000  

As a community requesting Transportation Planning Grant funds, Medford must first utilize 
its 2015 Reserve before receiving any Transportation Planning Grant funds. 

Wynn Commentary on Medford’s Application.  Upon review of this request, the licensee, 
Wynn Boston Harbor stated that:  “We support the City of Medford’s request for 
Transportation Planning Funding as they are a Surrounding Community to the Wynn 
Boston Harbor project.” 
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Relevant Sections of the Medford Surrounding Community Agreement 

In Section 1 of the Surrounding Community Agreement, Medford is recognized as a 
““transportation hub” for the project”.  Wynn will be providing shuttle service for guests, 
invitees, employees and/or vendors of the Project arriving to the area via public 
transportation.  Additionally it is anticipated that Medford and Wynn will be entering into a 
separate agreements related to parking facilities.  As a result of this, public safety upgrades, 
improved lighting, coordination of transit bodies as well as additional staffing by the City 
could be necessary.   

The following are some of the payments Medford will receive as part of its Surrounding 
Community Agreement between Wynn, MA LLC and the City of Medford: 

$325,000 Transportation Hub 
Payment “THP 

On or before 90th day following opening to promote 
Wellington MBTA Station and its surrounding areas 

$100,000 Annual “THP” On or before 90th day following opening (assist 
business in aesthetic updates)  

$250,000 Annual Public Safety On or before 90th day following opening to fund 
staffing and other public safety initiatives related to 
increased pedestrian and vehicular traffic  

All annual payments will increase by 5% after the 15th year. 

In the SCA, Wynn agreed to complete all necessary improvements (as determined in 
accordance with the MEPA process) to the intersections listed on the Transportation 
Application at an estimated cost of $1,000,000.  Additionally, Wynn will fund up to 25% of 
the concept design up to $1,500,000 for Wellington Circle improvements.  

In the SCA, Wynn agreed to pay an annual $100,000 to facilitate a water transportation 
connection between Medford and the casino project.   

Recommendation:   

We believe that Medford’s requests for assistance are consistent with the 2016 Community 
Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  A significant percentage of Wynn Boston Harbor’s traffic will 
go through the City of Medford, particularly through Wellington Circle.  As part of the City 
of Medford’s surrounding community agreement and as required by Wynn Boston Harbor’s 
Section 61 Findings, Wynn is required to provide $1.5 million dollar to MassDOT toward a 
transportation study to develop alternatives for long-term fix for Wellington Circle.  In 
addition to potential traffic impacts, Medford’s Station Landing is proposed as a site for 
employee and construction parking.  The City’s request for finances for planning would 
enable Medford to continue to evaluate any additional potential needs related to the Wynn 
facility that were not anticipated during Wynn Boston Harbor’s Section 61 process.  In 
establishing the Transportation Planning Grants, the Commission determined that planning 
now is wise given the long lead time associated with transportation projects.  By focusing 
on planning now, the Commission can significantly reduce any delays in responding to 
currently unanticipated impacts. 
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In this regard, Medford’s request for a transportation planner is a reasonable request.  The 
City currently does not have such a planner.  We questioned whether the planner would be 
engaged in just casino related duties or would focus as well on non-casino related general 
municipal planning activities.  Central to this question was the fact that the Community 
Mitigation Fund is not a general municipal funding program but instead is designed to 
address potential impacts from a gaming facility. 

In Medford’s application, during our conference call and in its follow-up response, Medford 
referenced a number of planning activities that relate to the casino, including further 
reviews of numerous intersections that could be impacted by gaming related traffic, 
parking impacts, the study of potential expansion of water ferry services, and coordination 
of the Wellington Circle Study.  In our judgement, for the near term, these activities could 
reasonably take up the efforts of a full-time or part-time planner.  Sometime after a planner 
is on board, the planner may need to utilize some technical consultants to assist the 
planner’s work. 

While such work may require the full-time efforts in the short-term, a planner may be 
needed to cover general municipal activities over time.  We believe that the costs of such 
general municipal activity should more appropriately be borne by the City of Medford.  In 
its response letter, Medford indicated that “[t]he City will not contribute planning funds 
unless planning funds can be received by a grant source.”  Although this lack of ability to 
provide funding may present an obstacle in future years, we believe that given the levels of 
activities in the short term, the CMF could reimburse the City for 100% of the cost of a 
planner in the first year.  Similar to the conditions that the Commission placed on a 
Mansfield Community Mitigation Fund Grant, we would require the City to certify that all 
expenses to be reimbursed are gaming related.  Medford indicated that it is unrealistic to 
expect a planner to work in an isolated fashion on one subject.  We agree with that 
prognosis of the likelihood that the planner would likely be called upon to work on non-
gaming matters at some point.  However, we believe that given the projects listed, the 
planner’s scope could be carefully monitored in the short term to ensure that the portion of 
the planner’s salary paid with CMF funds is focused on gaming facility related activities. 
We do note that Medford will provide office space and oversight by the planner as in-kind 
services and will coordinate with the Metropolitan Area Planning Council. 

Recommendation on Planner and Consultants: 

Given this, we recommend that the Commission agree to pay for 100% of the planner’s 
costs through FY17, subject to the requirements that Medford certifies that the planner’s 
activities are gaming related.  Medford would need to reapply for future years. 
In such applications, Medford could specify and the Commission would evaluate what 
percentage of the planner’s time would be on gaming related activities.  Medford could use 
the first year to seek out additional fiscal funds or other grants to cover non-gaming related 
matters in future years. 
 
Medford notes that it will hire a planner within 3 months of the grant award and that it 
plans to pay $80,000 for the planner.  Thus we recommend the award of $60,000 for the 
planner, which represents 100% of the first year cost of the planner prorated.   
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Medford asked for $210,000 of consultants for the request grant period.  We also 
recommend a one year allocation for the consultants.  Medford does not anticipate to 
provide consultants until 2 months after the hire of a planner, or 5 months.  Although a 
7/12 proration of a year with worth of consultant service represents approximately $40K, 
we recommend that we authorize $50K for first year consultant services.  Medford may 
apply in future years for additional assistance, assuming this future year’s program will 
include planning. 

Staff would work with the City of Medford to determine the scopes for the planner and 
consultant services.  We recommend that such scopes could include work related to a 
parking permit program providing that it is related to potential gaming related parking.  
We would need to carefully evaluate what could be reimbursed for a city wide parking 
permit program that would have less of a connection to potential casino impacts. 
 
Water Study 
Medford has also requested funding for match funding for a water transportation study.  
The study could be useful in expanding the community options for Wynn’s patrons and 
employees especially if it serves Station Landing.  The current scope of the study does not 
include the Wynn Casino as a departure point.  
 
Recommendation on Water Study: 
We recommend that the Commission require that the study include an analysis of Wynn 
Boston Harbor as a docking facility and that the scope continues to include Station Landing.  
Staff would work with Medford on the final scope.  We recommend that the Commission 
funding would only be made available upon approval of a revised scope by state and 
federal funding sources.  Pursuant to the Commission 2016 Community Mitigation Fund 
Guidelines, $100,000 of the $150,000 would come from the City of Medford’s 2015 CMF 
Fund Reserve.  We finally recommend that this grant be up to $150,000 in the event that 
the overall scope of the study and cost is reduced. 

West Springfield - Transportation Planning $247,500:  West Springfield is requesting 
funding for the design and permitting of a project to reconstruct Memorial Avenue, which it 
notes will be impacted due to its close proximity and access to the MGM Springfield project.   

West Springfield received $665,000 in its surrounding community agreement for design 
and permitting of Memorial Avenue Reconstruction project.  When the Town issued a 
Request for Proposals for the design work, the bids came in substantially higher than the 
initial estimate ($665,000) by $147,500.  There are also costs related to the Memorial 
Avenue Complete Streets project of $75,000 - $100,000.  West Springfield included in its 
application a fully executed contract between the Town and GPI and a copy of the estimate 
for additional costs.  The Funds would be expended solely to pay invoices from Greenman-
Pedersen, Inc. (“GPI”) related to the design and permitting of the Memorial Avenue 
reconstruction project.   
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MGM Springfield Commentary on West Springfield Request 

Upon review of this request MGM stated that:  “The Town of West Springfield has applied 
for a 2016 Transportation Planning Grant from the Community Mitigation Fund in the 
amount of $247,500 in addition to the substantial funding MGM has already provided for 
such design and permitting.  MGM supports a disbursement in that amount from the 
Community Mitigation Fund to help further fund the design and permitting of the project to 
reconstruct Memorial Avenue, as that reconstruction project will likely be mutually 
beneficial to residents of West Springfield, residents of the Greater Springfield area and 
MGM's patrons and employees.” 

Relevant Sections of the West Springfield Surrounding Community Agreement 

The West Springfield Surrounding Community Agreement, which was entered into after an 
arbitration between MGM Springfield and West Springfield, states that “MGM shall pay to 
the Community Six Hundred and Sixty-Five Thousand Dollars ($665,000.00), representing 
the design and permitting costs (but not the construction costs) for reconstruction of 
Memorial Avenue in West Springfield.” 

The following are payments West Springfield either has or will receive as part of its the 
Surrounding Community Agreement between Blue Tarp LLC and the City of West 
Springfield’s: 

$665,000 Upfront Payment Within 30 days of award of Gaming License - 
Design and permitting costs for reconstruction of 
Memorial Avenue.  (not construction costs) 

$375,000 Annual  Annual Mitigation Payment 

$750,000 $50,000 year 1; $100,000 
year 2; $50,000 years 3-5; 
$100,000 year 6; $50,000 
years 7 - 13 

Annual Study Cost Reimbursement:  
Reimbursement of expenses for participation on 
Look Back Studies 

West Springfield “shall look exclusively to the Annual Mitigation Payment for satisfaction of 
the first $375,000.00 of the Net Adverse Impact Amounts.” 
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Recommendation:  

 The Review Team believes that West Springfield’s request for assistance meets the 
purposes of the 2016 CMF Guidelines.  In referencing MGM Springfield’s MEPA approvals, 
West Springfield application states that “the MEPA office determined that the funding 
under the SCA for the Memorial Avenue redesign (believed at the time to be adequate to 
fully fund design and permitting of that project) was an appropriate mitigation measure by 
MGM. However, what was clearly not anticipated by any party was that the cost of 
designing the Memorial Avenue reconstruction would exceed the estimate by $247,500.” 

A panel of three arbitrators operating under the Commission’s Surrounding Community 
Arbitration Regulations, 205 CMR 125.00, recognized the impact to the town of the MGM 
Springfield facility to this corridor stating the “"MGM shall pay to the Community Six 
Hundred and Sixty-Five Thousand Dollars ($665,000.000), representing the design and 
permitting costs (but not the construction costs) for reconstruction of Memorial Avenue in 
West Springfield." 
 
The town is requesting $247,500 because the estimated cost of the design work will exceed 
the amount ordered in the arbitration.  West Springfield has provided sufficient detail to 
justify the additional costs [see response to question 1 in West Springfield’s July 8, 2016 
response to the Review Team].   
 
Specifically the increase in costs is attributable to the passage of the time between the 
arbitration estimate and the bidding of work and changes in transportation design criteria.  
As noted in West Springfield’s response, “Since this project is following the MassDOT 
Design process and is pursuing state and federal funds, the above-referenced state and 
local engineering directives and design guidelines must now be followed.”  In addition to 
demonstrating that the project is “clearly related to addressing transportation issues or 
impacts directly related to the gaming facility” as required in the 2016 CMF Guidelines, the 
town of West Springfield detailed that it will “commit to a minimum of 10% in-kind service 
match ($24,750) of staff time for design support, development meetings, reviews, and 
coordination.  This translates into 395 hours of municipal staff time.  The Town has already 
committed substantial staff time to the project planning and development as well as 
$147,500 in funds as noted in the application.” 
 
Therefore, we recommend that the Commission approve $246,000 in Transportation 
Planning Grant Funds to assist the Town of West Springfield with the design costs of the 
Memorial Avenue Complete Streets Design.  The town of West Springfield will be required 
to utilize the remaining $1,500 of its Reserve for the design program. 
 

2016 SPECIFIC MITIGATION APPLICATIONS 

Hampden County Sheriff’s Department - Springfield - $2,000,000  Western 
Massachusetts Correctional Alcohol Center (WMCAC) Springfield was forced to move after 
29 years due to the MGM-Springfield Casino.  This regional correctional treatment facility’s 
budget cannot afford the increase in rent.  The annual rent at the former location in 
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Springfield was $666,276.17 including utilities and the rent at the new site is $1,025,000 
which does not include utilities.  The Sheriff’s office is requesting to use the Community 
Mitigation Fund to offset the increased rent at the new location.  The amount of the 2016 
Specific Application is $2,000,000 and would enable the applicant to reduce its annual rent 
by over $400,000 per year. 

MGM Commentary on Hampden County Sheriff Application 

Upon review of this request the licensee, MGM Springfield, stated that:   

“MGM fully supports the Hampden County Sheriff's application for a grant in the amount of 
$2 million to reduce the rent obligation in connection with the Sheriff's relocation of the 
Western Massachusetts Correctional Alcohol Center (WMCAC).  As the Sheriff has 
indicated, the WMCAC is a very important program which has been widely recognized as a 
model correctional substance abuse treatment center over nearly three decades of 
operations.  Sheriff Ashe rightly deserves praise for his efforts and success with this 
program. 

It is our understanding that because (i) the Sheriff's rent for the W MCAC facility at 26 
Howard Street has been well below market for years based on longstanding support of the 
prior landlord and (ii) any new location will require costly improvements associated with 
the modern security and surveillance requirements of a correctional facility, the Sheriff will 
likely face an annual rent increase (inclusive of utilities cost) in excess of $650,000 
annually. MGM understands that this presents a challenge for the Sheriff and the 
Commonwealth. The Sheriff is effectively requesting a subsidy of $400,000 per year to 
offset this increase. His request is reasonable and understandable. MGM supports this 
request. 

MGM's full support of the Sheriff's Application notwithstanding, I must address the 
repeated statement made in the Sheriff's Application that it would be "grossly unfair and 
unacceptable" for the WMCAC "to be put out of existence to make room for a casino, 
without appropriate mitigation." Of course, no one is suggesting that the WMCAC should be 
put out of existence. MGM has long recognized the importance of the WMCAC and the need 
to relocate this state facility to allow MGM's state-licensed casino development to timely 
open and accomplish the legislative objective of generating thousands of jobs, spin-off 
economic development and millions in tax revenues for the citizens of the Commonwealth. 
The Commonwealth, through the Legislature and the voters, has overwhelmingly endorsed 
and supported casino gaming as an economic development engine and form of 
entertainment appropriate and desirable in Massachusetts.  We believe that any 
implication that the analysis surrounding the relocation of the WMCAC and the need for 
mitigation funding should be any different because MGM's project involves casino gaming 
is misplaced.” 

Relevant Sections of  Springfield Host Community Agreement  The Hampden County 
Sheriff’s Department is a separate governmental entity from the City of Springfield.  
However, it is noted that Springfield’s Host Community Agreement states that “[t]he 
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Developer will pay displaced tenants at the project site that agree to relocate within the 
City $3/square foot towards their new security deposit and moving costs, increasing to 
$4/square foot if such tenants relocate within the City’s business improvement districts.” 

We received a comment from Michael Albano of the Governor’s Council regarding the 
Hampden County Sheriff’s Department’s application.  He noted his intention, if elected, to 
not locate the Western Massachusetts Correctional Alcohol Center at its currently planned 
location.  He also noted litigation that had been filed in regarding to the planned location. 

Recommendation:   

We believe that the application by the Hampden County Sheriff’s Department meets the 
purposes of the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  The Western Massachusetts 
Correctional Addiction Center (WMCAC) was impacted by the construction of the MGM 
Springfield facility as it was evicted from its location of over 29 years.  Although the 
Hampden County Sheriff’s Department is not a community, it is eligible for funding as a 
regional governmental entity.  As noted in the 2016 CMF Guidelines, “[t]he Commission 
may also distribute funds to a governmental entity or district other than a single 
municipality in order to implement a mitigation measure that affects more than one 
community.”  Through the WMCAC, the Sheriff’s office has provided a vital rehabilitative 
service for approximately 17,000 Berkshire, Franklin, Hampden, Hampshire and Worcester 
county offenders since 1985.  Without the funding made available through the Community 
Mitigation Fund, this highly successful governmental program would be in jeopardy. 
We recommend that the Commission approve funding to assist the Hampden County 
Sheriff’s Office with its currently unfunded lease costs through FY17.  The Sheriff’s office 
request of $400,000 per year prorated due to the November 1, 2016 lease start date would 
be equivalent to $280,000. 
 

$856,000 FY17 cost assuming November start =   approx. 70% 
$1,225,000   

 70% x $400,000 =$280,000 
 
Under the recommendation, the Sheriff’s Office would be required to annually request 
funding for lease expenses.  We further recommend that the Commission state that the 
total amount of assistance shall be no greater than $2 million spread over a period of 5 
calendar years.  As a condition to the grant, the Sheriff’s office would be required to 
annually report to the Commission steps it is taking to allow it to pay for the costs of its 
lease.  Further, given current litigation, we recommend that the Commission include 
language in its grant contract that provides the Commission with appropriate remedies in 
the event the facility does not move forward as planned.  
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City of Springfield  on behalf of Caring Health Center, Springfield’s Dept. of Health & 
Human Services $275,000.   

The City of Springfield submitted an application for $275,000 on behalf of Caring Health 
Center.   

The City of Springfield is requesting mitigation funds to address the additional costs 
incurred by Caring Health Center as a result of prior construction impacts and for 
mitigation funds to address the continuing impacts of construction which are present today 
and are expected to continue throughout the period of construction.   

The City of Springfield’s $275,000 application includes $143,042 for a valet parking pilot 
initiative for patient parking at Caring Health Center’s complex; $66,050 for the net 
increased cost of replacement of off-street parking; $47,983 for additional staffing and 
contractor costs due to time expended on utility disruptions, securing new parking sources 
and managing problems related to parking, delays in patient arrival due to traffic 
congestion and not parking; and $17, 925 for administrative costs for the City of Springfield 
to administer a MA Gaming Commission Award. 

MGM Springfield Commentary on Springfield Application 
 
Upon review of this request the licensee, MGM Springfield, stated that:   

“MGM Springfield is in support of the City of Springfield's request for 2016 Community 
Mitigation Funds for Specific Impacts related to the Caring Health Center Richard E. Neal 
Community Health Center at 1049 Main Street.  MGM Springfield has been working with 
Caring Health Center to address the construction impacts upon their operations, 
particularly the needy patients served by Caring Health.  MGM Springfield is providing a 
small off-street parking lot with twelve spaces for patient parking on a temporary basis 
until summer 2016.  MGM believes the request for the Valet Parking Initiative pilot for 
patient parking is an excellent solution for patient parking given the extensive construction 
activity in the immediate area. 

“The City is applying for $275,000 for various costs to Caring Health Center in connection 
with more limited parking and business interruptions due to construction within the MGM 
Springfield project vicinity, as well as to fund a valet parking program to address patient 
parking constraints moving forward. As set forth in my letter of support included with the 
application and for the reasons set forth therein, MGM fully supports this application. 

MGM Springfield's strong support of the application and understanding that the City's need 
to make a compelling case for the requested funds notwithstanding, I feel it is important to 
make a few clarifications:    

(i) as a good neighbor and in recognition of Caring Health Center's important mission, MGM 
has continued to work closely with Caring Health Center to mitigate impact stemming from 
the construction of our Project, including as referenced in the application, by donating 
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temporary use of a lot for interim patient parking and as further evident from the enclosed 
letter of support of MGM from Caring Health Center's President/CEO, Tania Barber; 

(ii) the application explains that increased real estate development pressures in the 
immediate vicinity of the project have caused the cost of parking to rise, and it is important 
to highlight that such "spin off" economic development is precisely one of the underlying 
goals of the Gaming Act; 

(iii) the references to telecommunications and internet outages relative to local utility work 
do not acknowledge that there is ongoing utility work downtown and related 
inconveniences that are not directly part of nor necessarily related to the MGM's project; 
and (iv) the critical references to jersey barriers and construction fencing fail to 
acknowledge that those were erected as required by and pursuant to the Construction 
Management Plan and Temporary Traffic Control Plan requested and approved by the 
City.” 

Relevant Sections of Springfield Host Community Agreement 
 

Springfield’s Summary of Original Host Community Agreement 

MGM is required to make substantial payments to the City.  Upfront and advance payments 
total over $15 Million and annual payments to be made upon opening of the facility total 
over $25 Million. 

This agreement has been recently modified. 

The Review Team received several comment letters in support of Caring Health’s 
application from the following parties:  Representative Michael J. Finn; James W. Hunt, 
President and CEO of Massachusetts League of Community Health Centers; Mayor Domenic 
Sarno, Senator James T. Welch, Representative Jose F. Tosado, Jacqueline M. Johnson, C.O.O. 
of Caring Health Center; Jeffrey S. Ciuffreda, President, Springfield Regional Chamber of 
Commerce; Representative Benjamin Swan; a signed petition with signatures of employees 
of Caring Health and by the Board of Directors of Caring Health Center and Senator Eric P. 
Lesser. 

Recommendation:  The Review Team believes that it is unclear if portions of Springfield’s 
application for funding are consistent with the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund 
Guidelines. 

The 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines provided further guidance on funding for 
non-governmental entities.  The Guidelines state that: 

“Communities and other parties may apply for funds to mitigate the impact to non-
governmental entities. However, the Commission strongly encourages applicants to 
ensure the impacts are directly related to the gaming facility. For example, an 
applicant could limit a request for assistance for impacts to businesses within 1000 
feet of a gaming facility.  Further, applicants should demonstrate that the 
governmental entity, the licensee, or both will also financially contribute to any 
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program of assistance.  The Commission does not anticipate funding any 
applications for assistance to non-governmental entities unless the applicant 
governmental entity or the licensee or both provide significant funding to match or 
partially match the assistance required from the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund. 
Communities may ask the Commission to waive these match or partial match 
requirements.  Communities seeking a waiver should include a statement in its 
application specifying the reason for its waiver request.  Please note that as stated 
by the Commonwealth’s Comptroller’s Office:  “The Anti-Aid Amendment of the 
Massachusetts Constitution prohibits “public money or property” from aiding non-
public institutions… Article 46 has been interpreted to allow the expenditure of 
public funds to non-public recipients solely for the provision of “public purposes” 
and not for the direct benefit or maintenance of the non-public entity… Any 
community seeking funding for mitigation to non-public entities should provide 
detail how its planned use is in conformity with this provision of the Massachusetts 
Constitution and with Municipal Finance Law.” 

 
Springfield did not pledge significant funding for assisting the non-governmental entity 
that was the subject of its application but did note in its answer that MGM has “assisted 
Springfield’s Caring Health Center by providing off-street temporary parking on Union 
Street for Caring Health's patients at no cost to CHC.  The value of these fourteen parking 
spaces at the Union Street lot as an MGM contribution for twelve months in 2015-2016 
(based on market parking rates established by the Springfield Parking Authority) is 
$14,280.  In addition, MGM has assisted Springfield's Caring Health Center as a facilitator to 
arrange parking through MGM partners and venders in the area.” 
 
Springfield requests a waiver of this matching requirement and noted that it “is willing to 
waive its administrative cost portion of the grant even though it is [their] practice to 
recover them as part of the sound municipal fiscal practices.” 
 
Before analyzing the specific requests in the application, we note that it is clear that even 
with the provision of the assistance requested that Caring Health would still face parking 
issues during the construction period.  In Springfield’s Response letter, Springfield noted 
that the Caring parking arrangement is due to expire six months before the availability of 
the garage.  Pursuant to MGM Springfield’s Section 61 requirements ordered by the 
Commission, “MGM or its general contractor shall develop a parking plan for the City of 
Springfield’s review and approval, which shall include the general contractor's plans and 
protocols for enforcing the prohibition on construction personnel parking personal 
vehicles on streets in the adjacent neighborhood.  Terms and conditions to maximize 
protection of the neighborhoods related to workforce parking will be written into each 
subcontract and reviewed with each worker during a mandatory orientation.  Terms and 
conditions encouraging public transportation use will be included in each subcontract.  
MGM shall coordinate with the Springfield Parking Authority, City of Springfield, and 
owners of private parking facilities throughout downtown Springfield to identify locations 
to accommodate construction employee parking, as well as parking for uses displaced from 
the site during construction.” 
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Although we have not sufficiently determined whether this application meets the 2016 
CMF Guidelines and passes Constitutional muster, we do recommend that staff be 
requested to work with MGM Springfield and the City of Springfield to discuss short term 
and long term parking needs, taking into account concerns issued by Caring Health. 
 
There remains a question whether Springfield’s application sufficiently demonstrates that 
the request for assistance is in conformity with Article 46 of the Massachusetts 
Constitution. 
 
The Commission is subject to state requirements relating to the expenditure of grant funds.  
Specifically, MMARS Policy:  Procurements/ Contracts on State Grants, Federal Sub-Grants 
and Subsidies, states the following: 
  
Constitutional Restrictions of a Grant of Public Money to a Non-Public Entity 

The Anti-Aid Amendment of the Massachusetts Constitution prohibits “public money or 
property” from aiding non-public institutions.  The Anti-Aid Amendment (Art. 46, § 2, as 
amended by art. 103 of the Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution) provides in 
part that: 
  

"No grant, appropriation or use of public money or property or loan of credit 
shall be made or authorized by the Commonwealth or any political subdivision 
thereof for the purpose of founding, maintaining, or aiding any infirmary, 
hospital, institution, primary or secondary school, or charitable or religious 
undertaking which is not publicly owned and under the exclusive control, order 
and supervision of public officers or public agents authorized by the 
Commonwealth or federal authority or both..." 

  
Article 46 was drafted primarily to prohibit the use of public funds for private and 
parochial schools, and other types of non-public institutions that did not provide a benefit 
to the general public.  “Public money” is interpreted to include appropriated funds (state 
tax revenue) which can be either operating or capital appropriations.  Although the 
language of Article 46 specifies only “institutions”, the language could be interpreted to 
extend the prohibition to individuals, partnerships and corporations.  Article 46 has been 
interpreted to allow the expenditure of public funds to non-public recipients solely for the 
provision of a “public purposes” and not for the direct benefit or maintenance of the non-
public entity. 
  
Therefore, absent specific legislative authorization authorizing a grant of state 
appropriated funds to a non-public entity, 815 CMR 2.00 provides that state appropriated 
funds may not be granted to a non-public entity unless: 

1. the grant funds are used by the non-public entity solely to cover the actual costs of 
fulfilling a public purpose to benefit the general public or a segment of the general public, 
and may not provide a direct benefit or be used for maintenance of the non-public entity 
not associated with the fulfillment of the grant, and 
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2. absent specific legislative authorization awarding grant funds to a named non-public 
entity, or identifiable class of non-public entities, the non-public grantee has been selected 
through an open public award process as determined appropriate by the granting 
department in accordance with an authorized exception and the department’s grant 
funding authority; and 

3. the department has included a statement as part of the contract justifying the reasons 
why the award to the non-public entity supports the efficient, effective and appropriate use 
of state appropriated funds. 

---- 
 
In regard to this Policy, the Commission does not have specific legislative authorization to 
provide funding to reimburse non-profits for parking expenses, utility outages, staff and 
consultant time associated with parking expenses and utilities outages, and a valet parking 
program.  Therefore, in order to be able to provide funding for a non-profit (or for profit), 
the Commission would need to determine how such provision of funding would meet the 
above requirements under the Comptroller's guidance.    
 
Specifically, will the grant funds be used by the non-public entity solely to cover the actual 
costs of fulfilling a public purpose to benefit the general public or a segment of the general 
public?  In addition, will the grant funds not provide a direct benefit or be used for 
maintenance of the non-public entity not associated with the fulfillment of the grant? 
 
Springfield argues that the necessary public purpose of the grant is "to assure that CHC can 
perform its obligations under existing grant agreements with the City to provide necessary 
care."  The City further notes that "[t]he available public funds in the City's grant, like the 
funds sought from the Commission, must be used for the designated public purpose, and, 
will allow the CHC to continue to further public purposes as set forth in its grant with the 
City." 
 
It should be noted that the City in its award of a grant to CHC and the Commission in 
considering a grant to assist CHC are not in the same position.  The City awarded a grant to 
CHC so that CHC would provide services to Springfield residents.  If Springfield was 
required to abide by 815 CMR 2.00, then Springfield would need to demonstrate that the 
grant funds were used "to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public purpose."  There is a 
concern that the City is requesting funds not to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public 
purpose but instead to provide general financial assistance so that CHC can continue its 
operations and, as stated by Springfield, enable CHC to fulfill its grant with Springfield. 
 
In this regard, consistent with the Comptroller’s Guidance, the Commission may need to 
evaluate if the funding requested is meant to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public 
purpose or instead is being used for a direct benefit or maintenance of the not public entity 
not associated with the fulfillment of the grant. 
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Valet Parking Program 
 
The provision of valet services for persons with disabilities and others to help such persons 
access a section of the City of Springfield experiencing significant construction is perhaps 
the most clear public purpose identified in Springfield's application.    
 
The Community Mitigation Fund Review Team asked Springfield if it would consider a 
broader or alternative program to serve a wider section of the public that may be 
experiencing difficulties in the area.  This request partially sprang from the need to 
demonstrate that the grant must be for a public purpose and the greater difficulty in 
showing such public purpose since the valet program was designed to serve only one 
entity.  In its response, Springfield noted that it would expand the valet program to include 
its H&HS Department, which is located in the same vicinity as CHC. 
 
To the degree that the Commission determines that the valet program meets this 
requirement under the Comptroller's guidance, the Commission would need to determine 
that the non-public grantee has been selected through an open public award process.  In its 
response to the Review Team's questions, the City stated that during the Casino Overlay 
Site Plan Review process, "the City publically stated that it would consider any reasonable 
applications submitted to it which met the statutory and Constitutional limitations for 
mitigation funds.  During that process, only one entity submitted a request for mitigation 
funds in accordance with the Community Mitigation Fund."  It is unclear how aware other 
non-public entities were of the potential valet program or the City’s grant application at the 
time of the application to the Commission. 
 
In the summary of this memorandum, we included a placeholder amount for the funding of 
this program of $150,000.  This figure, which is in excess of the amount requested for this 
sub-item, may need to be adjusted based on the number of participants in the valet 
program, if one is determined to be fundable.  In any regard, further conversations with the 
City about the program would be necessary.  
 
In comparison to the valet program, it is less clear that the provision of grant funds for 
increased CHC employee and patron parking costs is consistent with the Comptroller’s 
guidance and the Anti-Aid provision in the Constitution.  It is unclear if such assistance 
could be characterized as primarily for the direct benefit or maintenance of CHC.  It is also 
unclear if this is a construction period impact or if the increased cost of parking will 
continue past the construction period. 
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Administrative Costs   

The Commission’s 2016 CMF Guidelines do not make provision for the costs of 
administering the local grant.  Instead, they include provisions for communities to 
demonstrate that they provide in-kind matching funds.  The Guidelines specifically request 
significant local or licensee contributions if assistance for non-public entities is being 
requested.  In its response to the Review Team, Springfield offered to waive its 
administrative costs.  In this regard, no reimbursement of administrative costs is 
recommended. 

Compensation for Increased Parking Costs 

It is quite unclear if compensating Caring Health center for increased parking costs would 
not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this non-public entity.   Further, it is unclear 
whether this is a construction period impact or may be reflective of ongoing or new 
increases in the cost of parking in the area.  MGM Springfield noted that “the application 
explains that increased real estate development pressures in the immediate vicinity of the 
project have caused the cost of parking to rise, and it is important to highlight that such 
‘spin off‘ economic development is precisely one of the underlying goals of the Gaming Act.”  
Given the above and the further need to evaluate MGM’s required parking plan in 
conjunction with the City, we cannot recommend reimbursement for parking at this time. 

Compensation for Additional Staffing and Contractor Costs.  It is quite unclear if 
compensating Caring Health center for additional staffing and contractor costs would also 
not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this non-public entity.  Out of the $47,983 
requested for such costs, the City of Springfield included $10,851 to address utility 
disruptions.  MGM Springfield in its response noted that “the references to 
telecommunications and internet outages relative to local utility work do not acknowledge 
that there is ongoing utility work downtown and related inconveniences that are not 
directly part of or necessarily related to MGM’s project.”  Springfield was not able to 
determine the cause of several of the utility outages.  It is also noted that Caring Health 
Center noted that it could not get reimbursed from any outages because it is the policy of 
the Springfield Water & Sewer Commission not to compensate businesses and nonprofits 
for the impacts of water and sewer disruption.  Given the above and the need for further 
conversation between the Commission, the City, and MGM Springfield to determine the 
cause and responsible party for such disruptions, we cannot recommend reimbursement 
for such outages at this time.      
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Copies of the Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can be 
found at the Massgaming.com website:   

http://massgaming.com/blog-post/a-request-for-public-comment-2016-
community-mitigation-fund-grant-applications/ 

The Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can also be found in 
the March 3, 2016 Commission Packet 

http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-
march-3-2016-2/ 











































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 

 

 
 
 
 

  

GAMING POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

COMMUNITY MITIGATION ADVISORY SUBCOMMITTEE 

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION B - SPRINGFIELD 

 

Each local committee is comprised of a representative from each host and surrounding 
community, each RPA region, and four Commission appointees from the region (a 
representative from a Chamber of Commerce, an economic development organization 
and 2 human service providers).  Each local committee shall annually elect 1 committee 
member from those members appointed by surrounding community to represent the 
local committee in the subcommittee on community mitigation. 

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION C -  

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION A - EVERETT 

The Community Mitigation Advisory Subcommittee is comprised of members from each 
host community, a Commission representative, a Department of Revenue representative, 
a Massachusetts Municipal Association, one member from each local community 
mitigation advisory committee and three appointed by the Governor: (i) a community 
mitigation professional; (ii) a host community small business owner; and (iii) a chamber 
of commerce member.  

The Gaming Policy Advisory Committee is comprised of the Commission chair, Governor’s 
designee as chair, 2 members of the Senate, 2 members of the House, the Commissioner of 
the Dept. of Public Health or designee, and 8 persons appointed by the Governor (3 gaming 
licensees, a federally recognized Indian tribe, organized labor, and 3 from the vicinity of each 
gaming establishment (host and surrounding communities)). 



 
 

 

 
 

 
  

GAMING POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

MEMBERS OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
ADDICTION SERVICES  

MEMBERS OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

The Subcommittee on Public Safety is comprised 
of 7 members: a Commission member, the 
Secretary of Public Safety or designee, the 
Attorney General or designee, a representative 
from the Massachusetts District Attorney 
Association, the Colonel of the State Police or a 
designee, a representative from the 
Massachusetts Chiefs of Police Association, and a 
representative of a public safety labor union. 

The Subcommittee on Addiction Services is 
comprised of 5 members: a representative from 
the Department of Public Health’s Bureau of 
Substance Abuse Services; a representative from 
the Massachusetts Council on Compulsive 
Gambling, Inc.; a representative of the 
Commission; and 2 members appointed by the 
Governor with professional experience in the 
area of gambling addictions. 

The Gaming Policy Advisory Committee is comprised of the chair of the Commission, Governor’s designee as 
chair, 2 members of the Senate, 2 members of the House, the Commissioner of the Dept. of Public Health or 
designee, and 8 persons appointed by the Governor (3 gaming licensees, a federally recognized Indian tribe, 
organized labor, and 3 from the vicinity of each gaming establishment (host and surrounding communities). 

The Subcommittee shall develop 
recommendations for regulations to be 
considered by the Commission in addressing 
issues related to addiction services as a result of 
the development of gaming establishments in the 
Commonwealth including, by not limited to, 
prevention and intervention strategies.  
 
 

The Subcommittee shall develop recommendations 
for regulations to be considered by the Commission 
to address public safety issues as a result of the 
development of gaming establishments in the 
Commonwealth including, but not limited to, ways to 
mitigate the impact of gaming establishments on 
crimes committed in the Commonwealth. The 
Subcommittee shall also study the impact of gaming 
establishments on all aspects of public safety in the 
Commonwealth. 

ROLE OF SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON ADDICTION SERVICES 

ROLE OF SUBCOMMITTEE  
ON PUBLIC SAFETY 



 
 
 

 

 
 

GAMING POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

COMMUNITY MITIGATION ADVISORY SUBCOMMITTEE 

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION B - SPRINGFIELD 

Each Local Community Mitigation Advisory Committee may provide information and develop 
recommendations for the Community Mitigation Advisory Subcommittee on any issues related to the 
gaming establishment located in its region including, but not limited to: (i) issues of community 
mitigation; (ii) ways in which funds may be expended from the Community Mitigation Fund; and (iii) 
the impact of the gaming establishments on the host and surrounding communities. Additionally, each 
Local Community Mitigation Advisory Committee may present information to the Commission 
consistent with the rules of the Commission on any issues related to the gaming establishment located 
in its region. 

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION C -  

LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MITIGATION ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
REGION A - EVERETT 

The Subcommittee shall develop recommendations to address community mitigation issues including 
but not limited to how funds may be expended from the Community Mitigation Fund and the impact of 
gaming establishments on the host and surrounding communities. The Subcommittee will receive input 
from Local Community Mitigation Advisory Committees; review annually the expenditures of 
Community Mitigation Funds and propose regulations to the Commission upon which the Subcommittee 
shall review prior to promulgation. 

The Committee shall designate subcommittees to examine community mitigation, compulsive 
gambling, and gaming impacts on cultural facilities and tourism.  The Committee shall meet at 
least once annually for the purpose of discussing matters of gaming policy.  The Committee shall 
advise the Commission on the development of its annual gaming research agenda. 







































From: Burt Peretsky [mailto:peretsky@verizon.net]  
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 2:45 PM 
To: Crosby, Steve (MGC) 
Subject: The Taunton Decision 
  
Chairman Crosby: 
  
I hope you’re having a good summer and that you’re well. 
  
I’m writing to strongly suggest that the MGC re-consider as soon as feasible the Brockton casino 
resort proposal your commission had rejected.  In light of yesterday’s federal court ruling 
upholding the Carcieri vs. Salazar decision as it applies to the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribal 
Nation and its proposed Taunton casino resort, your re-consideration of the Brockton proposal 
is vital to the nascent gaming industry in Massachusetts (not to mention the horse racing 
industry) and extremely important to the citizens of the Southeast Region of the 
Commonwealth, Region C. 
  
We’ve already seen lengthy delays in developing both the Springfield and Everett projects, and 
now the Southeastern Region is back to square 1.  The Taunton casino resort might never be 
built, and the deference the MGC had exhibited to the tribal community seems only to deny 
Region 3, of any licensed casino, to the jobs and taxes benefit of Rhode Island and Connecticut, 
but not to the Commonwealth you serve. 
  
The Brockton proposal was and is nearly shovel-ready, and the economic benefit to Brockton 
and its environs would be extremely helpful to that struggling community.  Reconsidering it 
would be the right thing to do. 
  
I write to you only as a citizen and resident of Region C – I do not have any financial or other 
interest in any casino or casino proposal – but I do have senior-level experience in the gaming 
industry (in Las Vegas), and I follow the industry closely. 
  
Thanks for your consideration, 
  

Burt Peretsky  <peretsky@verizon.net>    
Peretsky Strategy Communications: www.peretsky.com 
facebook.com/burt.peretsky                  @burt_peretsky   
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
42 Waterfall Drive, Suite L, Canton, MA 02021 
T: 781-828-4714. C: 781-696-5579.   
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Executive Director and Board Member, Massachusetts Broadcasters Hall of Fame     www.massbroadcastersHOF.org 
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