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OCCC 2022 Sports Gaming Rule Batch 1 – (Ohio Adm.Code 3775-1 (General Provisions) 
& 3775-15 (Independent Testing Laboratories) 

Rule Number(s): 3775-1-02, 3775-1-03, 3775-1-04, 3775-1-05, 3775-1-06, 3775-1-07, 3775-
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Rule Type/Number of Rules: 
New/ 8 rules 
Amended/ 0 rules (FYR? N/A) 

No Change/ 0 rules (FYR? N/A) 
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The Common Sense Initiative is established in R.C. 107.61 to eliminate excessive and 
duplicative rules and regulations that stand in the way of job creation.  Under the Common 
Sense Initiative, agencies must balance the critical objectives of regulations that have an 
adverse impact on business with the costs of compliance by the regulated parties. Agencies 
should promote transparency, responsiveness, predictability, and flexibility while developing 
regulations that are fair and easy to follow. Agencies should prioritize compliance over 
punishment, and to that end, should utilize plain language in the development of regulations. 

Reason for Submission 
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1. R.C. 106.03 and 106.031 require agencies, when reviewing a rule, to determine whether
the rule has an adverse impact on businesses as defined by R.C. 107.52.  If the agency
determines that it does, it must complete a business impact analysis and submit the rule
for CSI review.

Which adverse impact(s) to businesses has the agency determined the rule(s) create?

The rule(s):

a. ☒     Requires a license, permit, or any other prior authorization to engage in or 
operate a line of business. 

b. ☒   Imposes a criminal penalty, a civil penalty, or another sanction, or creates a 
cause of action for failure to comply with its terms.  

c. ☒   Requires specific expenditures or the report of information as a condition of 
compliance. 

d. ☒     Is likely to directly reduce the revenue or increase the expenses of the lines of
business to which it will apply or applies.

Regulatory Intent 

2. Please briefly describe the draft regulation in plain language.
Please include the key provisions of the regulation as well as any proposed amendments.

The rules presented here are the Commission’s first batch of sports gaming rules, adopted
pursuant to House Bill 29 of the 134th General Assembly (“HB 29”). As you know, that bill set a 
comprehensive licensing and regulatory framework for sports gaming, under the jurisdiction and 
broad rulemaking authority of the Commission. The bill also requires that this business sector 
starts by January 1, 2023, under the Commission’s regulation. To implement HB 29 in a timely 
manner, Commission staff is advancing the below rules for approval. The batch contains rules 
related to many of the important provisions that must be in place sooner in the process, including 
general provisions (Chapter 3775-1) and independent testing laboratories (rule 3775-15-01). In 
particular, rule 3772-15-01 will need to be in place well in advance of the sports gaming program’s 
start date, so that laboratories and can certified and equipment tested for compliance.  

These rules use the same general procedural framework the Commission is accustomed to with 
respect to its regulations, while substantively using regulations in place in the statute or other 
jurisdictions that the regulated community is accustomed to. 

• 3775-1-02, titled “Authority and purpose.” This rule covers, and its purpose is to provide,
the general authority of the Commission to adopt rules ensuring the integrity of sports
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gaming. The rule also further specifies how such rules will be adopted and contains 
authority for the Commission to delegate responsibilities to the Executive Director and 
other employees in accordance with how the Commission does so under its other regulatory 
frameworks. 
 

• 3775-1-03, titled “Construction.” This rule states, and its purpose is to provide, the 
principles of construction that will govern Ohio Adm.Code Agency 3775. These principles 
are in accordance with the Commission’s other regulatory frameworks. 
 

• 3775-1-04, titled “Waivers and variances.” This rule governs waivers and variances from 
Ohio Adm.Code Agency 3775. The rule allows the Commission to waive or vary from any 
provision of the rules, either on its own or upon a written request, if the waiver or variance 
is in the best interest of the public. However, the rule makes clear that no person may 
request to waive either the requirement to obtain a license or to pay a different fee amount 
than what is required for a license by rule. This rule also governs the form and process for 
all requests and waivers. Finally, the rule specifies that the Commission may condition any 
waivers that may be granted. The purpose of this rule is to give the Commission and the 
regulated community the flexibility to waive or vary from requirements under Ohio 
Adm.Code Agency 3775, while providing appropriate guardrails in so doing. 
 

• 3775-1-05, titled “Records retention.” This rule requires those sports gaming proprietors, 
mobile management services providers, management service providers, and suppliers 
regulated by the Commission to keep certain records related to their operation for five years 
from their date of creation, including business and financial records, as well as records 
related to the conduct of sports gaming in Ohio. Additionally, the rule sets shorter retention 
period for personnel files and advertising records at three and two years, respectively. The 
rule also requires these entities to organize these records and to produce them to the 
Commission, upon request. The purpose of this rule is to allow for a consistent expectation 
from the regulated community and the public in investigating past occurrences, while 
maintaining the orderly operation of sports gaming.  

 
• 3775-1-06, titled “Access to records, examinations under oath, and subpoena power.” This 

rule governs the Commission’s powers with respect to records, examinations, and 
subpoenas, and is consistent with the Commission’s powers under its other regulatory 
frameworks. The purpose of this rule is to ensure the Commission has the tools in place to 
ensure the integrity of sports gaming, consistent with its R.C. 3772.04 and 3775.02 
statutory authority. 
 

• 3775-1-07, titled “Hearings.” This rule governs any administrative action taken under R.C. 
Chapter 3775 and provides that the provisions of R.C. Chapter 119 and Chapter 3772-21 
of the Administrative Code will apply. The referenced rules currently apply in any 
administrative action taken under the Commission’s other regulatory frameworks. The 
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purpose of this rule is to ensure compliance with the due process of law as articulated in 
R.C. Chapter 119.

• 3775-1-08, titled “Sanctions.” This rule states the reasons for which a person may be
sanctioned, including violating the law, engaging in fraud or misrepresentation, failing to
cooperate with the Commission or certain terms or conditions imposed by the Commission,
failing to comply with commission attempts to investigate, or engaging in other conduct
that undermines the integrity of sports gaming. The rule also spells out certain sanctions
that may be imposed, including actions against the person’s license or the person’s conduct,
fines, or monetary civil penalties. The purpose of the rule is to permit the Commission to
effectively regulate the integrity of sports gaming by ensuring that those who violate sports
gaming law are held accountable, pursuant to the Commission’s statutory authority.

• 3775-15-01, titled “Independent testing laboratory certification.” This rule states that
independent testing laboratories must be certified by the Commission to conduct the
scientific testing and technical evaluations necessary to ensure compliance with R.C.
Chapter 3775. This evaluation is based off current Ohio Adm.Code Chapter 3772-15,
which applies to casino gaming equipment and ensures the independence, capability, and
expertise of testing laboratories using standards common to the industry. In addition to
those standards laid out in Chapter 3772-15, a testing laboratory would also need to
undergo a supplemental evaluation specifically targeted at the laboratory’s ability to and
expertise in testing and evaluating sports gaming equipment. To cover the cost of this
evaluation, the laboratory would pay an additional $2,000 fee, and the supplemental sports
gaming certification will run concurrently with the five-year terms for independent testing
laboratories. The purpose of this rule is to meet R.C. 3775.02(E)’s requirement that sports
gaming equipment undergo scientific testing or technical evaluation by the Commission or
a competent and qualified independent testing laboratory.

3. Please list the Ohio statute(s) that authorize the agency, board or commission to adopt
the rule(s) and the statute(s) that amplify that authority.

R.C. Chapter 119, 3772.031, 3772.04, 3775.01, and 3775.02.

4. Does the regulation implement a federal requirement?   Is the proposed regulation being
adopted or amended to enable the state to obtain or maintain approval to administer and
enforce a federal law or to participate in a federal program?
If yes, please briefly explain the source and substance of the federal requirement.

Not Applicable.

5. If the regulation includes provisions not specifically required by the federal government,
please explain the rationale for exceeding the federal requirement.
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This question is not applicable because the federal government does not regulate sports gaming 
in this state. Rather, sports gaming is permitted and controlled by Ohio’s Sports Gaming 
Control Act (i.e., R.C. Chapter 3775).  

6. What is the public purpose for this regulation (i.e., why does the Agency feel that there 
needs to be any regulation in this area at all)? 

R.C. Chapter 3775 requires the Commission to ensure the integrity of sports gaming and to 
prescribe rules for how sports gaming should be conducted, including general provisions and 
independent testing laboratories. To ensure the integrity of sports gaming and requirements of 
R.C. Chapter 3775, it is imperative to protect sports gaming patrons. It is also imperative to 
ensure the integrity of sports gaming equipment by ensuring sports gaming equipment meets 
the statutory requirements of R.C. Chapter 3775. Moreover, these rules implement the General 
Assembly’s statutory directives for the Commission to stand up the regulatory framework for 
sports gaming by January 1, 2023, including through general provisions and independent 
testing laboratories regulations. Without the promulgation of these rules, the statutory mandate 
would be in jeopardy. 
 

7. How will the Agency measure the success of this regulation in terms of outputs and/or 
outcomes? 

Overall, the Commission will measure the success of these rules in terms of whether they help 
the Commission meet its statutory mission to ensure the integrity of sports gaming. This can 
be done in two ways: First, through evaluating whether the public benefit of implementing and 
enforcing these rules outweigh their administrative and business costs. And second, through 
analyzing the regulated community’s comments about requests for amendments to the rules or 
for waivers or variances to or from the rules.  

8. Are any of the proposed rules contained in this rule package being submitted pursuant 
to R.C. 101.352, 101.353, 106.032, 121.93, or 121.931?   
If yes, please specify the rule number(s), the specific R.C. section requiring this submission, 
and a detailed explanation. 
No.  

Development of the Regulation 

9. Please list the stakeholders included by the Agency in the development or initial review 
of the draft regulation.   
If applicable, please include the date and medium by which the stakeholders were initially 
contacted.  

Even before the passage of HB 29 on December 8, 2021, the Commission took several steps 
to engage with the stakeholder community regarding the sports gaming market and the 
development of potential regulations. This included several meetings, phone calls, and emails, 
exchanged with several different stakeholders, ranging from sports teams, Ohio’s current 
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casinos and racinos, sportsbook operators, small retail establishments, vendors and suppliers 
in the space, and—most importantly—Ohio’s general citizenry.  

This engagement continued after the passage of HB 29, where the Commission then further 
provided information to stakeholders through more formal means. Soon after the bill’s passage, 
the Commission created its sports gaming webpage, where it posts relevant information related 
to sports gaming for all members of the public of see, including its draft rules, FAQs, and 
presentations it has made to the Commission, explaining both HB 29 and the process the 
Commission will use to implement the sports gaming regulations. Moreover, this website is 
not something stakeholders have to proactively check for updates, the Commission has created 
a sports gaming listserv to ensure all interested parties can be notified when the Commission 
posts new drafts of rules or new information on sports gaming. The link to the listserv is 
publicly available on the Commission’s website. To help build this listserv, the Commission 
also sent emails to its casino gaming and fantasy sports listservs, notifying those stakeholders 
(of which the Commission expects significant cross pollination) of the new sports gaming-
specific listserv and how to sign up. All of these outreach efforts have led to additional calls, 
emails, and meetings, regarding the Commission’s draft regulations. 

Using the listserv and website posting, the Commission is currently sending out each batch of 
rules for two rounds of informal stakeholder comment. In between each round staff is 
compiling and reviewing all comments received. These comments are then held up against HB 
29 and evaluated based on whether they comport with the statute, help ensure the integrity of 
sports gaming, and whether any potential business impact of the rules or comments are 
justified. Changes made between rounds are redlined for stakeholders, so they can see the 
results of a comment round. The Commission plans to continue this pattern for stakeholders, 
allowing ample feedback from stakeholders even before the formal process starts with CSI 
while still moving quickly to accomplish a sports gaming market launch ahead of the January 
1, 2023, mandate. 

In reviewing these specific rules, the Commission’s website was updated and an email was 
sent on December 27, 2021, to the Commission’s sports gaming, fantasy sports, and casino 
gaming listservs.  (Exhibits 1-6). Stakeholders were asked to submit any written comments on 
this rule by 5:00 p.m. on January 7, 2022. (Exhibit 1, 3, and 5). These stakeholders included 
employees or representatives from sports teams, casinos, racinos, small retail establishments, 
sportsbooks, suppliers, testing laboratories, integrity monitors, and general Ohio citizens. As 
discussed above, this first round of comments were reviewed by staff, changes were made with 
redlines, and the rule was sent back out to stakeholders. This second round sent out on January 
18, 2022, with comments due by 5:00 p.m. on January 28, 2022. (Exhibits 7-8). Again, staff 
reviewed all comments, redlined any changes, and the rules were then prepared to begin the 
formal filing process, including consideration at a public meeting on February 16, 2022. 

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
https://ohio.us20.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=cd0e7717b10ed1409b4f797fb&id=db543ddb99
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10. What input was provided by the stakeholders, and how did that input affect the draft
regulation being proposed by the Agency?

As discussed in Question 9 above, the initial draft of Batch 1, itself, was a direct result of
engagement with and input from the stakeholder community, and the initial draft included
many thoughts, comments, and ideas provided by stakeholders. Additionally, the Commission
received written comments from 14 individuals or entities, enclosed as Exhibits 9 (round 1)
and 10 (round 2). As a result of those comments, the Commission made several changes to the
draft rules, including:

• Clarifying that the foreign records which must be retained are those with foreign
gaming regulatory bodies. 3775-1-05(A)(2).

• Reducing the record retention period to only three years for personnel files of sports
gaming employee applicants or licensees. 3775-1-05(B).

• Reducing the record retention period to only two years and limiting the scope of
advertisement materials which must be retained. 3775-1-05(C).

• Clarifying that all records required to be maintained must be organized or furnished by
the records holder in a way that enables the commission to analyze records with
reasonable ease, only when the records are requested by the commission. 3775-1-
05(D).

• Further clarifying that engaging in misrepresentations must be “material” or
“intentional” under the sanctions rule.  3775-1-08(A)(2).

• Specifying the type of records subject to this sanction rule as those required under
Chapter 3775 of the Revised Code and the rules adopted thereunder. 3775-1-08(A)(7).

• Removing the provision which allowed the commission to consider a person’s finances
in determining the amount of a fine. 3775-1-08(D).

11. What scientific data was used to develop the rule or the measurable outcomes of the rule?
How does this data support the regulation being proposed?

This question does not apply to these rules because no scientific data was necessary to develop
or measure their outcomes. Instead, Commission staff reviewed the Commission’s statutory
mandates, the rules currently in effect in its other regulatory frameworks, and looked at how
other jurisdictions approached the topics in these rules. This included several jurisdictions
stakeholders themselves recommended to the Commission, including New Jersey, Arizona,
Colorado, Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. Additionally, as outlined above, staff also reviewed,
considered, and used the comments of stakeholders in developing these rules. In so doing, the
Commission was able to use, as much as possible, rules the regulated community is
accustomed to in other jurisdictions, with minor adaptations to remain in compliance with Ohio
law and the Commission’s general procedures.
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12. What alternative regulations (or specific provisions within the regulation) did the Agency 
consider, and why did it determine that these alternatives were not appropriate?  If none, 
why didn’t the Agency consider regulatory alternatives? 

Commission staff carefully reviewed and considered the statutes and rules adopted in other 
jurisdictions, in particular those jurisdictions listed in Question 11. In reviewing these statutes 
and rules, staff considered past practices of the Commission in its other regulatory frameworks, 
any stakeholder comments, and the current trends in the sports gaming regulatory environment. 
As such, these rules are a conglomeration of the rules used in other jurisdictions with 
adaptations made for Ohio law and current industry trends.  

13. Did the Agency specifically consider a performance-based regulation? Please explain. 
Performance-based regulations define the required outcome, but don’t dictate the process 
the regulated stakeholders must use to achieve compliance. 

While many of these rules are foundational requirements and thus not well suited to 
performance-based regulations, these rules do still allow for some indirect performance-based 
measurement. Specifically, Ohio Adm. Code 3775-1-04 allows persons to seek waivers and 
variances from these rules, which the Commission will evaluate on a case-by-case basis, 
including considering the past and present performance of persons engaged in sports gaming 
and their ability to comply with the law. 

14. What measures did the Agency take to ensure that this regulation does not duplicate an 
existing Ohio regulation?   

This question largely does not apply to these rules because no other regulations in these areas 
currently exist with respect to sports gaming. However, the Commission has reached out to 
and is working closely with several of the other named agencies in HB 29 to ensure that the 
Commission is not promulgating rules or standards that conflict with or encroach upon the 
regulatory authority of other Ohio agencies, particularly the Ohio Lottery Commission. The 
Commission will continue to do so as the sports gaming rules make their way through the 
process. 

15. Please describe the Agency’s plan for implementation of the regulation, including any 
measures to ensure that the regulation is applied consistently and predictably for the 
regulated community. 

The Commission ensures any issues that arise are funneled through the respective division 
director and vetted with the Legal Division before being brought to the Executive Director, so 
that he can coordinate a consistent response and have staff conduct outreach to the regulated 
community. Moreover, if necessary, any sanctions could only be approved by the Commission 
at a public meeting through a vote. Therefore, the regulated community can expect consistent 
and transparent compliance work. 



 

 
- 9 - 

Adverse Impact to Business 

16. Provide a summary of the estimated cost of compliance with the rule.  Specifically, please 
do the following: 
a.   Identify the scope of the impacted business community; and 

The regulated business community consists of all persons who may conduct sports gaming 
in Ohio, including proprietor, services provider, supplier, or type C gaming host licensees. 
These include Ohio’s professional sports teams and events, casinos and racinos, as well as 
small retail establishments, gaming-related supply or service companies, and sportsbook 
operators. In addition, the regulated business community consists of independent testing 
laboratories.  
 

b. Identify the nature of all adverse impact (e.g., fees, fines, employer time for    
compliance,); and  
The nature of the potential adverse impact from these rules includes fees for testing 
laboratory certification. In addition to these fees, the testing laboratory will incur 
administrative costs related to the submission of applications. Moreover, entities involved 
in sports gaming may face costs for employee time and payroll, in particular related to the 
records retention rule, as well as potential fines for noncompliance, as laid out in the 
sanctions rule. 

c.    Quantify the expected adverse impact from the regulation.  
      The adverse impact can be quantified in terms of dollars, hours to comply, or other 

factors; and may be estimated for the entire regulated population or for a “representative 
business.” Please include the source for your information/estimated impact. 

 
3775-1-02 “Authority and purpose.” (new)  
 
The Commission does not anticipate a negative impact on business from this rule itself. 
However, because this rule provides the general authority of the Commission to adopt rules 
ensuring the integrity of sports gaming, it is filing this rule and has made it available for 
stakeholder comment. Any potential business impact would likely be triggered by other rules’ 
substantive provisions. 

 
3775-1-03, titled “Construction.” (new)  
 
The Commission does not anticipate a negative impact on business from this rule itself. 
However, because this rule provides the principles of construction that will govern Ohio 
Adm.Code Agency 3775, it is filing this rule and has made it available for stakeholder 
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comment. Any potential business impact would likely be triggered by other rules’ substantive 
provisions. 

 
3775-1-04, titled “Waivers and variances.” (new)  
 
Although certain administrative costs may be incurred in the submission of a waiver or 
variance request, nothing requires a person to seek a waiver or variance and the procedure is 
minimally burdensome, considering it would allow for a person to not have to comply with a 
rule that would otherwise apply. The Commission anticipates that this rule will overall have a 
strong positive impact on business because it allows the Commission to address the specific 
needs of a requester and view each request and requestor in an individualized manner, allowing 
for more flexible, performance- and risk-based regulations. 

 
3775-1-05, titled “Records retention.” (new)  
 
The adverse impact from this rule is the cost of retaining records, including those related to 
business and financial records, as well as records related to the conduct of sports gaming in 
Ohio. This may include costs related to document management systems and employee time 
and management. However, this impact is blunted by the fact that maintenance of records is a 
required rule the Commission must adopt under R.C. 3775.02(B)(4). Moreover, the rule largely 
mirrors the retention periods for the Commission’s other regulatory frameworks, except that it 
sets shorter retention period for personnel files and advertising records at three and two years, 
respectively, as a result of the stakeholder comment process. Finally, the maintenance of 
records is a necessary corollary to ensure those involved in the conduct of sports gaming 
comply with Chapter 3775 of the Revised Code and that the Commission can access the records 
necessary to ensure enforcement of the sports gaming law, pursuant to its R.C. 3772.05 
authority. Therefore, this rule’s business impact is statutorily contemplated and a necessary 
corollary to the legalization and regulation of this market in the first place. 
 
3775-1-06, titled “Access to records, examinations under oath, and subpoena power.” 
(new)  
 
The costs associated with this rule would vary based on any subpoenas issued or 
testimony/records requested by the Commission but would include costs associated with 
producing documents or providing testimony. However, this rule merely provides some 
additional details to the Commission’s statutory authority under by R.C. 3772.05 and R.C. 
3772.04. Therefore, the Commission anticipates little to no adverse impact to business. 
 
3775-1-07, titled “Hearings.” (new)  
 
The Commission does not anticipate a negative impact on business from this rule itself. This 
rule describes the hearing process in place should the Commission need to take administrative 
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action against a person subject to sports gaming law. This process is consistent with R.C. 
Chapter 119 and is the same as the process used with respect to the Commission’s other 
regulatory frameworks. As the hearing procedures afford the regulated community with 
consistent due process protections, the Commission does not anticipate an adverse business 
impact. 

 
3775-1-08, titled “Sanctions.” (new)  
 
The Commission anticipates an adverse business impact from this rule that will vary 
depending upon the performance of stakeholders under other rules. Sanctions, by their very 
definition, carry an adverse impact to a business. That being said, sanctions are an important 
tool in ensuring the integrity of gaming. They are also one of the Commission’s required 
rules under R.C. 3772.02(A)(9) and are further contemplated by R.C. 3772.04 and 
3772.02(G)&(H). The Commission uses its sanction power not simply as a punishment but as 
a tool to ensure future compliance, and those facing sanctions have all the due process 
guarantees that Ohio law affords to them prior to sanctions being imposed. Finally, only 
those who violate R.C. Chapter 3775. or the rules adopted thereunder face potential 
sanctions. 
 
3775-15-01, titled “Independent testing laboratory certification.” (new)  
 
The Commission anticipates a minimal adverse impact to business as it relates to the 
certification of independent testing laboratories. While the Commission acknowledges the 
fee cost in this rule and the employer time and payroll necessary to under the certification, 
this cost is outweighed by the Commission’s statutory mandate under R.C. 3775.02(E) to 
certify independent testing laboratories. A testing laboratory is not required to be certified by 
the Commission to do business in Ohio, but instead only must seek certification if it intends 
to step into the shoes of the state and conduct the scientific testing or technical evaluation of 
sports gaming equipment. Moreover, certified testing laboratories receive the benefit of being 
the only entities that can provide testing for this equipment—thus creating a book of potential 
clients. Therefore, the burdens of this rule are all statutorily contemplated and voluntarily 
undertaken by a business. 

17. Why did the Agency determine that the regulatory intent justifies the adverse impact to 
the regulated business community? 

The regulatory intent justifies any adverse impact because HB 29 requires the Commission to 
ensure the integrity of sports gaming, specifically by licensing, regulating, investigating, and 
penalizing those involved in sports gaming in a manner consistent with the commission’s 
authority to do the same with respect to casino gaming. Moreover, the bill gives the 
Commission broad authority to adopt rules that cover topics such as licensure, certification, 
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record keeping, hearings, sanctions, and general consumer protections. As such, any business 
impact is justified as statutorily contemplated. 

Moreover, the regulatory intent justifies any adverse impact because sports gaming is a highly 
regulated industry and is accustomed to detailed regulations in every jurisdiction. Unregulated 
gaming poses a threat to the public welfare and raises the potential for fraud and abuse. To 
mitigate these threats, the Commission, like other gaming regulatory bodies, is using its 
regulatory authority to establish a best practice framework in consultation with the regulated 
community. For a more detailed analysis of the individual justifications applicable to this 
specific rule, please see the answer given in Question 16.c. 

Regulatory Flexibility 

18. Does the regulation provide any exemptions or alternative means of compliance for small 
businesses?  Please explain. 

Yes, these rules provide exemption or alternative means of compliance through Ohio Adm. 
Code 3775-1-04, which permits the Commission, upon written request, to grant waivers and 
variances from the rules adopted under R.C. Chapter 3775, including these rules, if doing so is 
in the best interest of the public and will maintain the integrity of sports gaming in the State of 
Ohio. 

19. How will the agency apply Ohio Revised Code section 119.14 (waiver of fines and 
penalties for paperwork violations and first-time offenders) into implementation of the 
regulation? 

To the extent R.C. 119.14 would apply to a violation of these rules, the Commission will 
provide verbal and written notification to the small business to correct the paperwork violation. 
Thereafter, the Commission would allow the small business a reasonable amount of time to 
correct the violation. The Commission and its staff would also offer any additional assistance 
necessary to aid in remediation of the violation. No administrative action would be taken unless 
the small business fails to remedy the violation within the reasonable time allotted by the 
Commission.  

20. What resources are available to assist small businesses with compliance of the regulation? 

The Commission and its staff are dedicated to working with members of the regulated 
community and the public to effectively and efficiently regulate sports gaming in this state. As 
a result, the following resources are available: 
 

• Commission’s mailing address: 100 E. Broad St., 20th Floor, Columbus, OH 43215 
• Commission’s toll-free telephone number: (855) 800-0058 
• Commission’s fax number: (614) 485-1007 
• Commission’s sports gaming webpage: 

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx, including FAQs, staff’s 

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/SportsGaming/SportsGamingFAQs.aspx
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/Portals/0/Sports%20Gaming/OCCC%20Sports%20Gaming%20-%20December%202021.pdf?ver=zbNaVWAkVd7HCoyCuztHAw%3d%3d
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presentation on HB 29 and the rule making process, and all currently available draft 
regulations. 

• Commission’s email: info@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 
• Commission’s sports gaming listserv: 

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx  

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/Portals/0/Sports%20Gaming/OCCC%20Sports%20Gaming%20-%20December%202021.pdf?ver=zbNaVWAkVd7HCoyCuztHAw%3d%3d
mailto:info@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
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Cox, William

From: Ohio Casino Control Commission <Jessica.franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 12:59 PM
To: Cox, William
Subject: Sports Gaming Rule for Comment
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Casino Gaming Stakeholders, 

  

The Commission is sending out its first batch of sports gaming rules for comment. 

Because the Commission believes there is some overlap between its casino 

gaming and sports gaming stakeholders, it is also sending the rules out to this 

listserv. However, please note that after this, the Commission will be sending all 

sports gaming rules and other notifications out only through the sports gaming 

listserv. As such, if you would like to continue to receive these messages, please 

sign up here. 

  

As outlined in the Commission’s original sports gaming presentation, rules are 

being batched out according to subject matter and stakeholders will have the 

opportunity to review and comment on rules twice before the formal statutory 

process starts. The rules being provided for comment in this set concern general 

provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing laboratories, and integrity 

monitoring providers. 

  

The proposed versions of those rules can be found here. 

  

Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may be 

Exhibit 1



2

 

interested in these rules. If you would like to unsubscribe from this listserv, you 

may do so using the link located at the bottom of this email. 

  

If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written 

comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by 

January 7 at 5:00 PM. 

  

While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including when 

they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”), please note 

that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for stakeholders to work 

out any questions or comments directly before the rules start the formal process 

with CSI. 

   
 

 

 

Follow us on Facebook
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Email Address First Name Last Name

rong@genesisgaming.com Ron G

bbenson@GalaxyGaming.com Bruce Benson

Jeffj@eclipsetesting.com Jeff J

chris.soriano@pngaming.com Chris Soriano

Crystal.Fite@hrccincinnati.com Chrystal Fite

OfficeOfRegulatoryAffairs@scientificgames.com Reg Affairs Scientific Games

HJackson@foxrothschild.com Harry Jackson

bgleye1@yahoo.com Bruce Loprete

ComplianceRegReview@igt.com Carrie Porterfield

licensing@playags.com AGS Licensing

Caty.Abbott@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Caty Abbott

nyoung@galaxygaming.com Nicole Young

jim.meier@acrestechnology.com Jim Meier

Chris.Fleenor@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Chris Fleenor

Wendi.McGee@pngaming.com Wendy McGee

Bcarney@apollo.com Brian Carney

John.Oberle@icemiller.com John Oberle

ChadBarnhill@jackentertainment.com Chad Barnhill

GARRYPREBYNSKI@jackentertainment.com Garry Prebynski

William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov William Cox

gary.dewitt@hrccincinnati.com Gary DeWitt

John.Muir@pngaming.com John Muir

Bennie.Mancino@hrccincinnati.com Bennie Mancino

ALLYSONMILLER@JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM Allyson Miller

Sunita.Sailor@hrccincinnati.com Sunita Sailor

AnnaMarin.Russell@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Anna Marin Russell

ahuysmans@GalaxyGaming.com Ann Huysmans

Ben.Humann@pngaming.com Ben Humann

Regulator.Notices@aristocrat.com Notices Aristocrat

Kevin.Goskowsky@shrss.com Kevin Goskowsky

debs@genesisgaming.com Debie S

jingoli0616@konamigaming.com Thomas Jingoli

Craig.Donahue@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Craig Donahue

Matthew.Spitnale@pngaming.com Matt Spitnale

lisapowers@jackentertainment.com Lisa Powers

PerryMontesi@jackentertainment.com Perry Montesi

sutherland0705@konamigaming.com Steve Sutherland

BComin@gpi‐gaming.com B Comin

EdDick@jackentertainment.com Ed Dick

mstarr@bhfs.com Mark Starr

Deborah.Davis@hrccincinnati.com Deborah Davis

k.mullally@gaminglabs.com Kevin Mullally

Jessica.McGrady@pngaming.com Jessica McGrady

Ilkim.Hincer@hardrock.com Ilkim Hincer

Chris.Dziak@pngaming.com Chris Dziak

JeffreyKnapp@jackentertainment.com Jeff Knapp
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monica.wilcoxen@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Monica Wilcoxen

rdove@keglerbrown.com Robert Dove

d.daniels@gaminglabs.com Dave Daniels

lisa.caserta@everi.com Lisa Caserta

tracy.caballero@jcmglobal.com Tracy Caballero

john.acres@acres4.com John Acres

MZatezalo@keglerbrown.com

ABartlett@boselaw.com Ali Bartlett

r.mcadoo@gaminglabs.com Robert Mc Adoo

gerald.papaj@pngaming.com Gerald Papaj

robert.wamsley@hrccincinnati.com Robert Wamsley

NCasiello@foxrothschild.com Nicholas Casiello

m.robbins@gaminglabs.com Mike Robbins

Nicole.Forte@interblockgaming.com Nicole Forte

danreinhard@jackentertainment.com Dan Reinhard

Michael.brunet@gameco.com Michael Brunet

IGT‐RCMailings@IGT.com Compliance IGT

tracey.white@shrss.com Tracey White

FDiGiacomo@duanemorris.com Frank DiGiacomo

Mark.Begrin@pngaming.com Mark Begrin

d.golda@gaminglabs.com Diana Golda

Brian.Jeffries@pngaming.com Brian Jeffries

debie.west@aruze‐gaming.com Debie West

Eric.Skalski@hrccincinnati.com Eric Skalski

Cory.Simmons@pngaming.com Cory Simmons

Jay.Tarbell@pngaming.com Jay Tarbell

Bruce.loprete@pngaming.com Bruce Loprete

AdamLeuschen@jackentertainment.com Adam Leuschen

Jeff.Barbin@phelps.com Jeff Barbin

Ryan.Hinthorne@pngaming.com Ryan Hinthorne

Tim.Kelley@pngaming.com Tim Kelley

ComplianceLV@agtslots.com Compliance LV AGT

Samuel.Porter@icemiller.com Sam Porter

tdifuntorum@galaxygaming.com

Lisa.Burton@pngaming.com Lisa Burton

Anthony.Blanton@hrccincinnati.com Tony Blanton

mfurillo@glpropinc.com Melissa Furillo

Susan.Foster@pngaming.com Susan Foster

LeslieCook@jackentertainment.com Leslie Cook

AnthonyCarolo@jackentertainment.com Tony Carolo

jim.nasca@hrccincinnati.com Jim Nasca

JAMESKARA@JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM James Kara

Derek.Smith@BMM.com Derek Smith

deana.beal@usplayingcard.com Deana Beal

DRuttenberg@itsgames.com Daymon Ruttenberg

George.Goldhoff@hrccincinnati.com George Goldhoff

DanCoil@jackentertainment.com Dan Coil



Chris.Riley@pngaming.com Chris Riley

eelliott@bhfs.com Erin Elliott

Jason.birney@pngaming.com Jason Birney

compliance@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

TCox@gpi‐gaming.com T Cox

Joel.Newhouse@pngaming.com Joel Newhouse

ABerger@duanemorris.com Adam Berger

Licensing@everi.com Licensing Everi

erika.dinapoli@bmm.com Erika DiNapoli

PSicuso@boselaw.com Philip Sicuso

licensingteam@aristocrat.com Licensing Aristocrat

OMAR.KHOURY@EVERI.COM OMAR KHOURY

Lynne.Mackin@pngaming.com Lynne Mackin

lj.williams3@globalpay.com LJ Williams

SCOTTLOKKE@jackentertainment.com Scott Lokke

Miha.Pancur@interblockgaming.com Miha Pancur

Pete.Boldin@hrccincinnati.com Pete Boldin

brian.hopkins@pngaming.com Brian Hopkins

PAULYVANDERCICA@jackentertainment.com Pauly Vandercica

slui@mintz.com Shirley Lui

jessica.franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

olk0321@konamigaming.com

Kathy.Haynes@jcmglobal.com Kathy Haynes

StephanieKrummert@usplayingcard.com

MJones@foxrothschild.com

Aleah.Page@casinocontrol.ohio.gov

bhopcroft@nrttech.com Brenda Hopcroft
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Cox, William

From: Ohio Casino Control Commission <Jessica.Franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 12:59 PM
To: Cox, William
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules for Initial Comment

 

  View this email in your browser  
    

 

 

   

Fantasy Contest Stakeholders, 

 

The Commission is sending out its first batch of sports gaming rules for comment. 

Because the Commission believes there is some overlap between its fantasy 

contest and sports gaming stakeholders, it is also sending the rules out to this 

listserv. However, please note that after this, the Commission will be sending all 

sports gaming rules and other notifications out only through the sports gaming 

listserv. As such, if you would like to continue to receive these messages, please 

sign up here. 

  

As outlined in the Commission’s original sports gaming presentation, rules are 

being batched out according to subject matter and stakeholders will have the 

opportunity to review and comment on rules twice before the formal statutory 

process starts. The rules being provided for comment in this set concern general 

provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing laboratories, and integrity 

monitoring providers. 

  

The proposed versions of those rules can be found here. 

  

Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may be 
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interested in these rules. If you would like to unsubscribe from this listserv, you 

may do so using the link located at the bottom of this email. 

  

If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written 

comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by 

January 7 at 5:00 PM. 

  

While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including when 

they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”), please note 

that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for stakeholders to work 

out any questions or comments directly before the rules start the formal process 

with CSI. 

   
 

 

 

Follow us on Facebook
  

  

   

 

Copyright © 2021 Ohio Casino Control Commission, All rights reserved.  

You are receiving this email because you expressed an interest in receiving updates on the regulation of fantasy 

contests by the Ohio Casino Control Commission.  

 

Our mailing address is:  

Ohio Casino Control Commission  

100 East Broad Street 

20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

Add us to your address book 

 

 

unsubscribe from this list    update subscription preferences   

 

 
  

  

 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  



Email Address First Name Last Name

mw@weremblewski.com Mike Weremblewski

jessica.franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Jessica Franks

spdoyle240@gmail.com Sean Doyle

deldredge@hannah.com Danny Eldredge

bweishaar@fantiniresearch.com Blake Weishaar

satkins@fftoolbox.com Scott Atkins

duke@fultzrentals.com Duke Fultz

dave@boomfantasy.com Dave Behr

PSicuso@boselaw.com

dan@draftboard.com Dan Quinn

brandon@underdogfantasy.com

skoch@draftkings.com Sarah Koch

mforney@deleoneassociates.com Matthew Forney

LawClerk2@CharlesFranklinLaw.com Ryan Endsley

gary@playboomsports.com

Jonathan.Ahrens@RubinBrown.Com

gfinan@draftkings.com Griffin Finan

Eileen.McManmon@RubinBrown.Com

steve@playboomsports.com

tmcauley@thedailynumber.com Thomas McAuley

jonathan.genovese@worldpay.com Jon Genovese

mfava@draftkings.com

tom@tompappas.com Tom Pappas

jpelzer@cleveland.com Jeremy Pelzer

tlesiak@rlbllp.com Theodore Lesiak

mike@myffpc.com Michael Petropoulos

steve@fantasydraft.com Steve Krombolz

jeremy@draft.com Jeremy Levine

motieno@draftkings.com

steve@sbfsta.org Steve Brubaker

jfeil@ifrahlaw.com Jessica Feil

tim@rtsports.com

mcheek@yahoosports.com

jason@shgn.com

marcedelman@aol.com

mcheek@oath.com Meredith Yu

Charie@fssharks.com Charie Skinnell

jtomdecker@gmail.com john decker

mmagnuson@eidebailly.com

William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Will Cox

rwinder@beneschlaw.com Rachel Winder

hboyden@draftkings.com

john@trimacadvisors.com John McClelland

jd.garner@tsevo.com

jason@stathero.com

ABartlett@boselaw.com
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emailgale@hotmail.com Gale Kenny

masters@mastersfantasyleagues.com John Beese

steve.brubaker@comcast.net Steve Brubaker

joe32077@gmail.com Joe Lombardo

alex@myffpc.com Alex Kaganovsky

zg.dfs.tracker@gmail.com Nick Jackson

thomas@starting11.io Thomas Braun

edg@TrippScott.com

tyler@bid.ventures

racheledelman@live.com

jenaguiar@draftkings.com Jennifer Aguiar

dustin@underdogfantasy.com

sphagan@velawoodlaw.com SP Hagan

cory.fox@fanduel.com Cory Fox

dfschat@gmail.com

mark@rtsports.com Mark Hanna

peter@rotowire.com Peter Schoenke

walker.reiss@sportshubtech.com Walker Reiss

joes@superdraft.io

JJumes@aafcpa.com

rbitonte@zhfconsulting.com Rich Bitonte

lherf@bakerlaw.com Lori Herf

dave@myffpc.com David Gerczak

tparilla@draftkings.com

tdent@draftkings.com

chrissieroty@gamblingcompliance.com Chris Sieroty

kristalr@gamblingcompliance.com Kristal Rovira

Aleah.Page@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Aleah Page

jwg@josephgradlaw.com

info@cheetahinteractive.com

nsulsky@fssharks.com Nic Sulsky

nick@stathero.com

ckelly@aafcpa.com

Dustin@DRAFT.com Dustin Cooper

dhaight@yahoosports.com

alex@draft.com Alex Zelvin

dave@jockmkt.com

tim@fantasydraft.com

mmccarthy@fantasydraft.com Matt McCarthy

mguy@eidebailly.com

ncrudele@saiber.com Nicholas Crudele

David.Paragas@btlaw.com

msingh@verdictmma.com

michael@honormountain.com

dataforceff@gmail.com
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Cox, William

From: Ohio Casino Control Commission <communications@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 1:02 PM
To: Cox, William
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules for Comment

 

View this email in your browser  

  

   

 

 

Sports Gaming Stakeholders, 
  
The Commission is sending out its first batch of sports gaming for comment. As 
outlined in the Commission’s original sports gaming presentation, rules are 
being batched out according to subject matter and stakeholders will have the 
opportunity to review and comment on rules twice before the formal statutory 
process starts. The rules being provided for comment in this set concern 
general provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing laboratories, and 
integrity monitoring providers. 
  
The proposed versions of those rules can be found here. 
  
Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may 
be interested in these rules. Additionally, anyone may sign up for the 
Commission’s sports-gaming listserv themselves here. If you would like to 
unsubscribe from this listserv, you may do so using the link located at the 
bottom of this email. 
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If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written 
comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by 
January 7 at 5:00 PM. 
  
While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including 
when they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”), 
please note that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for 
stakeholders to work out any questions or comments directly before the rules 
start the formal process with CSI. 
   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

Copyright © 2021 Ohio Casino Control Commission, All rights reserved.  

You are receiving this email because you expressed interest in receiving updates regarding sports gaming 

from the Commission.  

 

Our mailing address is:  

Ohio Casino Control Commission  

100 E Broad St Fl 20 

Columbus, OH 43215-3688 

 

Add us to your address book 

 

 

Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  
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CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
 
 



Email Address First Name Last Name

communications@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Jessica Franks

Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.govAndromeda Morrison

William.cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov William Cox

Aleah.Page@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Aleah Page

AnnaMarin.Russell@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Anna Marin Russell

monica.wilcoxen@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Monica Wilcoxen

Jennifer.Shaffer@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Jenn Shaffer

gregory.bailey@blankrome.com Gregory Bailey

mjones@foxrothschild.com Marie Jones

dkrisch@foxrothschild.com Daniel Krisch

laura.burd@888holdings.com Laura Burd

neil.stapleton@williamhill.com Neil Stapleton

jessica.franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Jessica Franks

compliance@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Compliance

john.o'brien@casinocontrol.ohio.gov John O'Brien

cpohl@mgmresorts.com Chandler Pohl

j.pauley@sportradar.com John Pauley

d.lobo@sportradar.com Daniel Lobo Guerrero

t.smith@sportradar.com Tracy Smith

Zahra@preserveagency.com Zahra Emamhosseini

john.wellendorf@tipico.com John Wellendorf

dhestermann@caesars.com Dean Hestermann

ssloane@delawarenorth.com Stefen Sloane

jworthington@delawarenorth.com John Worthington

thehoop@hotmail.com Robert Kortsen

etully@aicuo.edu Emily Tully

matthewmcauliffe@kpmg.com Matthew McAuliffe

berena.seifert@casinocontrol.ohio.gov BERENA SEIFERT

jdeleone@deleoneassociates.com Jeff DeLeone

RyanSoultz@boydgaming.com Ryan Soultz

john@corridordc.com John Pappas

atobias@cleveland.com Andrew Tobias

nicholas.ciofani@lottery.ohio.gov Nicholas Ciofani

gregory.bowers@lottery.ohio.gov Greg Bowers

karen.russo@lottery.ohio.gov Karen Russo

charles.lopresti@lottery.ohio.gov Charles LoPresti

samuel.porter@icemiller.com Sam Porter

daniel.carter@lottery.ohio.gov Dan Carter

joseph.volpi@lottery.ohio.gov Joseph Volpi

mjameson@willislawohio.com Michael Jameson

activmonk@gmail.com MONK Hines

dlongmeier@pgnohio.org Derek Longmeier

cbrown@pgnohio.org Cory Brown

Sang.Nguyen@mvgrllc.com Sang Nguyen

mobrien@cavs.com Matt OBrien

robert@mojo.com Robert Lo Giudice
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rdove@keglerbrown.com Robert Dove

robert.wamsley@hrccincinnati.com Robert Wamsley

dandodd@zhfconsulting.com Dan Dodd

steve.brubaker@comcast.net Steven Brubaker

kcochran@draftkings.com Kevin Cochran

lbriggs@fantiniresearch.com Laura Briggs

SXIA@CAVS.COM Summer Xia

Josh.Pearl@pngaming.com Josh Pearl

Meron.Schwartz@888holdings.com Meron Schwartz

andrew.moreno@pointsbet.com Andrew Moreno

matthew.ashton@pointsbet.com Matthew Ashton

matthew.king@pointsbet.com Matthew King

complianceus@pointsbet.com Compliance Department

Reshenbaugh@capitoladvocates.net Rob Eshenbaugh

ldlevenson@cooperlevenson.com Lloyd Levenson

Brenda.McDonald@tax.state.oh.us Brenda McDonald

stefan.nigam@kambi.com Stefan Nigam

jennifer.mcfarland@tax.state.oh.us Jennifer McFarland

quentin.turner@tax.state.oh.us Quentin Turner

mark.williams@tax.state.oh.us Mark Williams

Catherine.DeRose@tax.state.oh.us Catherine DeRose

laura.stanley@tax.state.oh.us Laura Stanley

perera.1@osu.edu Brian Perera

jamie.brinkman@klgates.com Jamie Brinkman

cody.fitch@tax.state.oh.us Cody Fitch

mholt@usintegrity.com Matthew Holt

eric@edfcompliance.com Eric Frank

mwilson@smithillner.com Michael Wilson

gabeja80@gmail.com Gabriel Adams

trevor.mauck@bakermckenzie.com Trevor Mauck

dpc@pacainc.com David Corey

management@didjos.com Jake Didion

michael.fries@scientificgames.com Michael Fries

jukeboxcle@gmail.com Alex Budin

angela.mcnair@tax.state.oh.us Angela McNair

kristal.rovira@trustly.com Kristal Rovira

sdalsheim@ifrahlaw.com Sara Dalsheim

hy@mattkallner.com Hannah Yuhl
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Cox, William

From: Ohio Casino Control Commission <Jessica.Franks@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 8:44 AM
To: Cox, William
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules for Comment

 

View this email in your browser  

  

   

 

 

Sports Gaming Stakeholders, 
  
The Commission is sending the first batch of sports gaming rules for a second 
round of stakeholder comments. The rules being provided for comment in this 
set concern general provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing 
laboratories, and integrity monitoring providers and were provided to 
stakeholders on December 28, 2021. The Commission has made changes to 
these rules, based upon feedback received from stakeholders.  Added language 
is underlined and deletions are stricken. Changes to formatting or organization 
are not denoted. 
  
The proposed versions of those rules can be found here. 
  
Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may 
be interested in these rules. Additionally, anyone may sign up for the 
Commission’s sports-gaming listserv themselves here. If you would like to 
unsubscribe from this listserv, you may do so using the link located at the 
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bottom of this email. 
  
If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written 
comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by 
January 28 at 5:00 PM. 
  
While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including 
when they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”), 
please note that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for 
stakeholders to work out any questions or comments directly before the rules 
start the formal process with CSI. 
   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

Copyright © 2022 Ohio Casino Control Commission, All rights reserved.  

You are receiving this email because you expressed interest in receiving updates regarding sports gaming 

from the Commission.  

 

Our mailing address is:  

Ohio Casino Control Commission  

100 E Broad St Fl 20 

Columbus, OH 43215-3688 

 

Add us to your address book 

 

 

Want to change how you receive these emails? 

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.  
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CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
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gregory.bailey@blankrome.com Gregory Bailey

mjones@foxrothschild.com Marie Jones
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laura.burd@888holdings.com Laura Burd

neil.stapleton@williamhill.com Neil Stapleton
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compliance@casinocontrol.ohio.gov Compliance

john.o'brien@casinocontrol.ohio.gov John O'Brien

cpohl@mgmresorts.com Chandler Pohl

j.pauley@sportradar.com John Pauley

d.lobo@sportradar.com Daniel Lobo Guerrero

t.smith@sportradar.com Tracy Smith

Zahra@preserveagency.com Zahra Emamhosseini

john.wellendorf@tipico.com John Wellendorf

dhestermann@caesars.com Dean Hestermann

ssloane@delawarenorth.com Stefen Sloane

jworthington@delawarenorth.com John Worthington

thehoop@hotmail.com Robert Kortsen

etully@aicuo.edu Emily Tully

matthewmcauliffe@kpmg.com Matthew McAuliffe

berena.seifert@casinocontrol.ohio.gov BERENA SEIFERT

jdeleone@deleoneassociates.com Jeff DeLeone

RyanSoultz@boydgaming.com Ryan Soultz

john@corridordc.com John Pappas

atobias@cleveland.com Andrew Tobias

nicholas.ciofani@lottery.ohio.gov Nicholas Ciofani

gregory.bowers@lottery.ohio.gov Greg Bowers

karen.russo@lottery.ohio.gov Karen Russo

charles.lopresti@lottery.ohio.gov Charles LoPresti

samuel.porter@icemiller.com Sam Porter

daniel.carter@lottery.ohio.gov Dan Carter

joseph.volpi@lottery.ohio.gov Joseph Volpi

mjameson@willislawohio.com Michael Jameson

activmonk@gmail.com MONK Hines

dlongmeier@pgnohio.org Derek Longmeier
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Sang.Nguyen@mvgrllc.com Sang Nguyen

mobrien@cavs.com Matt OBrien

robert@mojo.com Robert Lo Giudice
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rdove@keglerbrown.com Robert Dove

robert.wamsley@hrccincinnati.com Robert Wamsley

dandodd@zhfconsulting.com Dan Dodd

steve.brubaker@comcast.net Steven Brubaker

kcochran@draftkings.com Kevin Cochran

lbriggs@fantiniresearch.com Laura Briggs

SXIA@CAVS.COM Summer Xia

Josh.Pearl@pngaming.com Josh Pearl

Meron.Schwartz@888holdings.com Meron Schwartz

andrew.moreno@pointsbet.com Andrew Moreno

matthew.ashton@pointsbet.com Matthew Ashton

matthew.king@pointsbet.com Matthew King

complianceus@pointsbet.com Compliance Department

Reshenbaugh@capitoladvocates.net Rob Eshenbaugh

ldlevenson@cooperlevenson.com Lloyd Levenson

Brenda.McDonald@tax.state.oh.us Brenda McDonald

stefan.nigam@kambi.com Stefan Nigam

jennifer.mcfarland@tax.state.oh.us Jennifer McFarland

quentin.turner@tax.state.oh.us Quentin Turner

mark.williams@tax.state.oh.us Mark Williams

Catherine.DeRose@tax.state.oh.us Catherine DeRose
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To whom it may concern,
 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, we would like to express gratitude for the
opportunity to submit comments to the Ohio Casino Control Commission in relation to the Initial
Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1. As a sportsbook provider with operations globally and across the US,
we are looking forward to the launch of Ohio’s sports betting market and hope we can assist the
Commission throughout the launch period.
 
Please see attached our submission on the rules for your consideration.
 
Let us know if it would be helpful to discuss our submission further, or if we can be of assistance in
any other way.
 
Kind regards,
Stefan
 
Stefan Nigam
Legal and Regulatory Counsel
+44 7759 832617
www.kambi.com 

UK: 3rd Floor, 1 Queen Caroline Street, London, W6 9HQ               
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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C O M M E N T S  O N  D R A F T  R E G U L A T I O N S 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, I would like to express gratitude for the opportunity to 
submit comments to the Ohio Casino Control Commission (the Commission) in relation to the Initial Sports Gaming 
Rules Batch 1 (the Draft Regulations).    
 
To give some context to these comments, and to clarify Kambi’s interest in the Draft Regulations, we note that Kambi 
is a premium sportsbook provider currently operational online and on-property across 16 US states, providing major 
operators/skins such as Barstool Sports/Penn National Gaming, Rush Street Interactive/BetRivers, Churchill 
Downs/TwinSpires, Parx Casino and Kindred/Unibet, with the technology and expertise they require to provide their 
varied target audiences with a premium sports wagering experience.   


Kambi has been performing these sports wagering functions on a global scale for more than a decade, with operations 
in regulated markets across six continents. Kambi is therefore able to bring unique experience and expertise to Ohio’s 
online sports wagering market and a deep awareness of the importance of ensuring the integrity, sustainability and 
safety of sports wagering markets.  
 
1) Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 
 


(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted in this state in 
order to identify any unusual betting activities or patterns. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports 
gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and monitoring 
results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor provider identifies as 
suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification. 


 
As currently drafted, Rule 3773:1-16-04 may be interpreted as requiring integrity monitor providers to actively monitor 
all sports gaming conducted in Ohio, as opposed to the approach taken in the vast majority of other US states, where 
operators/proprietors are responsible for monitoring activities on their own platform and then reporting such 
incidents to independent integrity monitor providers or the relevant regulator. While we understand and appreciate 
the importance of the integrity of sports gaming, we respectfully submit our concerns of this approach, and/or any 
language of the Draft Regulations that may lead to this interpretation.  
 
Giving an independent integrity monitor provider full authority or obligation to monitor conducted sports gaming 
would negatively impact the effectivity of the operators’/proprietors’ own monitoring activities and daily operations, 
as well as leading to the risk that too much (often confidential or personal) data is being shared with the integrity 
monitor that goes above what is strictly necessary to identify any unusual betting activity or pattern.  
 
Further, monitoring activity for integrity concerns requires analysis of a multitude of data points for which the Integrity 
Monitoring Provider would not possess the Operators’ internal context. Identifying a large wager on a game cannot 
be labelled as suspicious without knowledge including analysis of the suspicious patrons’ details, metrics, typical 
betting patterns as well as input from the trading team as to how the odds compare to the market, usual wager size 
on such a market and whether the participant/team has been involved in suspicious events previously. Allowing sports 
gaming proprietors to harvest their vast experience and knowledge in these areas prior to escalating to the Integrity 
Monitoring Provider increases the effectiveness of integrity alerts and investigations. Therefore, sports wagering 
operators are best placed to provide the first line analysis as they will have individual sports experts setting the lines 







 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


and monitoring the market for each event and will also have far more robust structures and tools in place to monitor 
integrity risks. By way of example, Kambi is a 24/7/365 trading operation employing more than 300 trading, risk, and 
integrity management staff. An integrity monitoring provider will not have such resources attempting to run a similar 
service. 
 
Moreover, credible sports gaming proprietors will be required to have internal controls as well as conduct monitoring 
activities. Pursuant to article 3775.10(A)(9) and (B)(2), a sports gaming proprietor shall ensure that all sports gaming 
is monitored as well as immediately report to the Commission any abnormal sport gaming activity or patterns that 
may indicate a concern regarding the integrity of a sporting event. Hence, a sports gaming proprietor will in all cases 
monitor all sports gaming conducted in the state in order to identify any unusual betting activity or pattern. Therefore, 
we believe that in order to limit the risks of negatively impacting the effectivity of the operations and the risk that an 
inappropriate amount of data is being shared, a sports gaming proprietor should properly be the party sharing 
information of unusual betting activities or patterns to the independent integrity monitor provider. 
 
The approach of having the sports gaming proprietor sharing such information as discussed is also in accordance with 
other major states providing sports wagering. Pursuant to section 13:69N-1.6(a) of the New Jersey regulations, “Sports 
pool operators shall have controls in place to identify unusual betting activity and report such activity to an integrity 
monitoring provider”.1 Pursuant to § 1408a.9(b) of the Pennsylvania regulations, “A sports wagering certificate holder 
or sports wagering operator must share information of unusual wagering activity or other suspicious wagering activity 
regarding sports wagering in this Commonwealth with: (1) Other sports wagering certificate holders or sports wagering 
operators, (2) The Board.”.2 
 
Given that this approach has been very successful in other major states providing sports wagering while not putting 
the operations of operators or the integrity of sports events at risk, we believe the same approach would be successful 
in the state of Ohio. We therefore respectfully submit that the Commission revise rule 3773:1-16-04 to remove any 
possibility that independent integrity monitors will be required to actively monitor all sports gaming activity in Ohio.  
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tommaso Di Chio  
SVP Regulatory Affairs and Compliance 
Sports Information Services Limited D/B/A Kambi 
 


 
1 Section 13:69N-1.6(a) of the New Jersey Administrative Code 
(https://www.nj.gov/oag/ge/docs/SportsBetting/FinalAdoptionRegisterPublishedOct7.pdf) 
2 § 1408a.9(b) of the Pennsylvania Code (https://gamingcontrolboard.pa.gov/files/regulations/Final_Regulations_Master.pdf) 


Tommaso Di Chio
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Sports Gaming Stakeholders,
 
The Commission is sending out its first batch of sports gaming for comment. As
outlined in the Commission’s original sports gaming presentation, rules are
being batched out according to subject matter and stakeholders will have the
opportunity to review and comment on rules twice before the formal statutory
process starts. The rules being provided for comment in this set concern
general provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing laboratories, and
integrity monitoring providers.
 
The proposed versions of those rules can be found here.
 
Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may
be interested in these rules. Additionally, anyone may sign up for the
Commission’s sports-gaming listserv themselves here. If you would like to
unsubscribe from this listserv, you may do so using the link located at the
bottom of this email.
 
If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written
comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by
January 7 at 5:00 PM.
 
While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including
when they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”),
please note that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for
stakeholders to work out any questions or comments directly before the rules
start the formal process with CSI.
 

 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fohio.us20.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Dcd0e7717b10ed1409b4f797fb%26id%3D8b8f9f6d88%26e%3Df5abae8fba&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C01ec886d6c3941ddbba108d9d2079be6%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771753566735906%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=twrDVVZmsadAvQNR8WnnGL1K3ES88COoLZe7pR0GYtw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fohio.us20.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Dcd0e7717b10ed1409b4f797fb%26id%3D9dd1a03b7e%26e%3Df5abae8fba&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C01ec886d6c3941ddbba108d9d2079be6%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771753566735906%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=%2FtorJ1hAbXs5yCzvgFA0JVYthltbvKta%2Bjl3d4upgAE%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fohio.us20.list-manage.com%2Ftrack%2Fclick%3Fu%3Dcd0e7717b10ed1409b4f797fb%26id%3D4f3ae49331%26e%3Df5abae8fba&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C01ec886d6c3941ddbba108d9d2079be6%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771753566735906%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=thY4lqxDkL9%2FsfVHuJpkGbUyoj0VK9azXo90WpfyGHY%3D&reserved=0
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov?subject=Rules
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C O M M E N T S  O N  D R A F T  R E G U L A T I O N S 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, I would like to express gratitude for the opportunity to 
submit comments to the Ohio Casino Control Commission (the Commission) in relation to the Initial Sports Gaming 
Rules Batch 1 (the Draft Regulations).    
 
To give some context to these comments, and to clarify Kambi’s interest in the Draft Regulations, we note that Kambi 
is a premium sportsbook provider currently operational online and on-property across 16 US states, providing major 
operators/skins such as Barstool Sports/Penn National Gaming, Rush Street Interactive/BetRivers, Churchill 
Downs/TwinSpires, Parx Casino and Kindred/Unibet, with the technology and expertise they require to provide their 
varied target audiences with a premium sports wagering experience.   

Kambi has been performing these sports wagering functions on a global scale for more than a decade, with operations 
in regulated markets across six continents. Kambi is therefore able to bring unique experience and expertise to Ohio’s 
online sports wagering market and a deep awareness of the importance of ensuring the integrity, sustainability and 
safety of sports wagering markets.  
 
1) Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 
 

(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted in this state in 
order to identify any unusual betting activities or patterns. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports 
gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and monitoring 
results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor provider identifies as 
suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification. 

 
As currently drafted, Rule 3773:1-16-04 may be interpreted as requiring integrity monitor providers to actively monitor 
all sports gaming conducted in Ohio, as opposed to the approach taken in the vast majority of other US states, where 
operators/proprietors are responsible for monitoring activities on their own platform and then reporting such 
incidents to independent integrity monitor providers or the relevant regulator. While we understand and appreciate 
the importance of the integrity of sports gaming, we respectfully submit our concerns of this approach, and/or any 
language of the Draft Regulations that may lead to this interpretation.  
 
Giving an independent integrity monitor provider full authority or obligation to monitor conducted sports gaming 
would negatively impact the effectivity of the operators’/proprietors’ own monitoring activities and daily operations, 
as well as leading to the risk that too much (often confidential or personal) data is being shared with the integrity 
monitor that goes above what is strictly necessary to identify any unusual betting activity or pattern.  
 
Further, monitoring activity for integrity concerns requires analysis of a multitude of data points for which the Integrity 
Monitoring Provider would not possess the Operators’ internal context. Identifying a large wager on a game cannot 
be labelled as suspicious without knowledge including analysis of the suspicious patrons’ details, metrics, typical 
betting patterns as well as input from the trading team as to how the odds compare to the market, usual wager size 
on such a market and whether the participant/team has been involved in suspicious events previously. Allowing sports 
gaming proprietors to harvest their vast experience and knowledge in these areas prior to escalating to the Integrity 
Monitoring Provider increases the effectiveness of integrity alerts and investigations. Therefore, sports wagering 
operators are best placed to provide the first line analysis as they will have individual sports experts setting the lines 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

and monitoring the market for each event and will also have far more robust structures and tools in place to monitor 
integrity risks. By way of example, Kambi is a 24/7/365 trading operation employing more than 300 trading, risk, and 
integrity management staff. An integrity monitoring provider will not have such resources attempting to run a similar 
service. 
 
Moreover, credible sports gaming proprietors will be required to have internal controls as well as conduct monitoring 
activities. Pursuant to article 3775.10(A)(9) and (B)(2), a sports gaming proprietor shall ensure that all sports gaming 
is monitored as well as immediately report to the Commission any abnormal sport gaming activity or patterns that 
may indicate a concern regarding the integrity of a sporting event. Hence, a sports gaming proprietor will in all cases 
monitor all sports gaming conducted in the state in order to identify any unusual betting activity or pattern. Therefore, 
we believe that in order to limit the risks of negatively impacting the effectivity of the operations and the risk that an 
inappropriate amount of data is being shared, a sports gaming proprietor should properly be the party sharing 
information of unusual betting activities or patterns to the independent integrity monitor provider. 
 
The approach of having the sports gaming proprietor sharing such information as discussed is also in accordance with 
other major states providing sports wagering. Pursuant to section 13:69N-1.6(a) of the New Jersey regulations, “Sports 
pool operators shall have controls in place to identify unusual betting activity and report such activity to an integrity 
monitoring provider”.1 Pursuant to § 1408a.9(b) of the Pennsylvania regulations, “A sports wagering certificate holder 
or sports wagering operator must share information of unusual wagering activity or other suspicious wagering activity 
regarding sports wagering in this Commonwealth with: (1) Other sports wagering certificate holders or sports wagering 
operators, (2) The Board.”.2 
 
Given that this approach has been very successful in other major states providing sports wagering while not putting 
the operations of operators or the integrity of sports events at risk, we believe the same approach would be successful 
in the state of Ohio. We therefore respectfully submit that the Commission revise rule 3773:1-16-04 to remove any 
possibility that independent integrity monitors will be required to actively monitor all sports gaming activity in Ohio.  
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tommaso Di Chio  
SVP Regulatory Affairs and Compliance 
Sports Information Services Limited D/B/A Kambi 
 

 
1 Section 13:69N-1.6(a) of the New Jersey Administrative Code 
(https://www.nj.gov/oag/ge/docs/SportsBetting/FinalAdoptionRegisterPublishedOct7.pdf) 
2 § 1408a.9(b) of the Pennsylvania Code (https://gamingcontrolboard.pa.gov/files/regulations/Final_Regulations_Master.pdf) 

Tommaso Di Chio
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From: Morrison, Andromeda
To: Rule Comments
Subject: FW: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 8:37:19 AM
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From: Lisa Powers <LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 6, 2022 6:19 PM
To: Morrison, Andromeda <Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Cox, William
<William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Cc: Allyson Miller <AllysonMiller@jackentertainment.com>; Adam Suliman
<AdamSuliman@jackentertainment.com>
Subject: RE: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
 
Hi Andromeda,
 
There was some miscommunication when I discussed with HR when we create an employee
file. To clarify, we do retain information for non-hired applicants, such as interview
summaries, math assessments, etc. Our records retention requirement for non-hired
applicants is four years, which is less than the proposed five years of the new rule. Since claims
regarding not being hired are filed in three years, we hold information an additional year to
ensure we retain the necessary documentation. Due to the personal information contained in
job applications and supporting documentation, we typically do not want to hold onto such
documentation longer than the business needs.
 
Thank you for consideration of our comments regarding the rule. Please let me know if you
have any questions.
 
Thank you,
Lisa
 
LISA POWERS
DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE
D: 216-297-4798
M: 513-667-4506
LISAPOWERS@JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM
100 PUBLIC SQUARE, CLEVELAND, OH, 44113

mailto:Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com
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From: Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
<Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 4:30 PM
To: Lisa Powers <LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com>; William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
Cc: Allyson Miller <AllysonMiller@jackentertainment.com>; Adam Suliman
<AdamSuliman@jackentertainment.com>
Subject: RE: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
 

***This email comes from an external source. Do not click on links or
open attachments that you do not recognize.***

Hi Lisa,
 
Thank you for the additional information. 
 
I will include your comment as a stakeholder comment for rule 3772:1-1-05 that will allow staff to
review for possible changes before the next draft is released.  If anyone on staff need additional
information on this comment, we will reach out to you.
 
Thanks,
Andromeda
 

 

From: Lisa Powers <LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 3:44 PM
To: Morrison, Andromeda <Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Cox, William
<William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Cc: Allyson Miller <AllysonMiller@jackentertainment.com>; Adam Suliman
<AdamSuliman@jackentertainment.com>
Subject: RE: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
 
Hi Andromeda,
 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.jackentertainment.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C6401c7ac43dd495acda308d9d1e2d2dc%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771594390187288%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=2ksLBAUUWGXmtWBbp4dubYQ%2B5Sdf6DG9O1IrfJZhv0I%3D&reserved=0
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A file is created after an individual is hired. The documents entered in a team member file are
generated after they complete their onboarding documentation.
 
Thank you,
Lisa
 
LISA POWERS
DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE
D: 216-297-4798
M: 513-667-4506
LISAPOWERS@JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM
100 PUBLIC SQUARE, CLEVELAND, OH, 44113
WWW.JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM  

 
From: Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
<Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov> 
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 3:01 PM
To: Lisa Powers <LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com>; William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
Cc: Allyson Miller <AllysonMiller@jackentertainment.com>; Adam Suliman
<AdamSuliman@jackentertainment.com>
Subject: RE: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
 

***This email comes from an external source. Do not click on links or
open attachments that you do not recognize.***

Hi Lisa,
 
Thank you for your inquiry.  I wanted to seek some clarification from you as it relates to records.  If a
person has applied for a position with the casino and have been tentatively offered the position
pending licensure with the Commission, would you have a file on that individual? Or, put another
way, at what point would a file (i.e. documentation related to that person’s application and tentative
offer of employment) be started on a potential employee?
 
Thanks,
Andromeda
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From: Lisa Powers <LisaPowers@jackentertainment.com> 
Sent: Monday, January 3, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Morrison, Andromeda <Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Cox, William
<William.Cox@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Cc: Allyson Miller <AllysonMiller@jackentertainment.com>; Adam Suliman
<AdamSuliman@jackentertainment.com>
Subject: Question on Sports Rule 3772: 1-1-05
 
Good Afternoon, Andromeda and Will,
 
I had a quick question regarding one of the rules in the first batch of sports gaming rules.
Under Rule 3772:1-1-05 Records retention, paragraph A(6) requires personnel files for all sports
gaming occupational license applicants or licensees.
 
I would not expect to create an employee file for a gaming occupational license applicant who
had their license denied or an individual who does not take the position once their sports
gaming occupational license is approved because they are not our employee. The related
casino gaming rule requires personnel files for all employees.
 
Is there a reason this rule extends to applicants instead of employees?
 
Thank you!
Lisa
 
LISA POWERS
DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE
D: 216-297-4798
M: 513-667-4506
LISAPOWERS@JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM
100 PUBLIC SQUARE, CLEVELAND, OH, 44113
WWW.JACKENTERTAINMENT.COM  
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CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not
click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert
Button if available.
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From: Sang Nguyen
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Craig Robinson; Roger Bryant; John Worthington; Luisa Woods (DNC); Lou Frascogna (CDI); Chad Riney (CDI);

Andrew Silver
Subject: Rules
Date: Thursday, January 6, 2022 4:59:33 PM
Attachments: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules Comments MVGR.docx

Dear Ohio Casino Control Commission,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules. Miami Valley
Gaming and Racing LLC would like to propose the following changes regarding 2021 Initial Sports
Gaming Rules.
 
Thank you.
 

Sang Nguyen
Director of Compliance │Miami Valley Gaming & Racing LLC│6000 State Route 63 Lebanon, OH 45036
Office: (513) 934-7196│ Email: Sang.Nguyen@mvgrllc.com | https://miamivalleygaming.com
 
 
 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 
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January 6, 2022



Ohio Casino Control Commission

100 E. Broad St Fl 20

Columbus, OH 453215



Re: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules



Dear Ohio Casino Control Commission, 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules. 

Miami Valley Gaming and Racing LLC would like to propose the following changes regarding 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules:

3772:1-1-05 

(A)(7) Any materials used to advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote Terms and conditions related to a sports gaming promotion offered in this state;

Given the length of time required, the current language could be read to include non-material items such as digital images used to advertise on social media, etc.  We would suggest limiting this to promotional terms which might be necessary to resolving patron dispute matters.

(A) (8) Records related to the conduct of sports gaming in this state; and

(A) (9) Any other books, records, or documents the commission requires, in writing, to be retained and maintained.

Given the length of time required, the current language of subsections (A)(8) and (A)(9) is extremely broad and open ended and could result in the retention of non-material items.  To avoid unnecessary retention of records, these categories should be more narrowly tailored to clarify what specific records are required to be retained.

(B) All records required to be maintained must be organized or furnished by the record holder in a manner that enables the commission to locate, inspect, review, and analyze the records with reasonable ease and efficiency.

The additional phrase is intended to address provision of records that may need to be retrieved from back-ups or archives that could require the record holder to facilitate access.

3772:1-1-06

Consistent with the authority to do the same with respect to fantasy contests, skill-based amusement machine operations, and casino gaming and in the discharge of any duties imposed by Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised Code, the commission may utilize enforce its authority to access sports wagering records and conduct examination under oath as well as its subpoena power in accordance with section 3772.05 of the Revised Code, division (D) of section 3772.04 of the Revised Code, and rule 3772-2-06 of the Administrative Code.

The scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction pursuant to the statute is limited to the conduct of sports gaming.  For entities currently regulated by the Lottery Commission, some of the items subject to potential sanction in this section could be read to include matters outside the jurisdiction of the Commission.  The additional language clarifies the scope of the Commission’s authority to avoid potential conflict between regulations and regulatory bodies.



3772:1-1-08 

(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code for any of the following actions or omissions relating to the conduct of sports gaming: …

(B) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the Revised Code, has the authority to impose any discipline set forth in Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised Code and any rules adopted thereunder with respect to the conduct of sports gaming, including any of the following: …

The scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction pursuant to the statute is limited to the conduct of sports gaming.  For entities currently regulated by the Lottery Commission, some of the items subject to potential sanction in this section could be read to include matters outside the jurisdiction of the Commission.  The additional language clarifies the scope of the Commission’s authority to avoid potential conflict between regulations and regulatory bodies.

Miami Valley and Gaming LLC urges the Ohio Casino Control Commission to examine the impacts of these proposed rules on Sports Gaming in Ohio and consider the points made in this comment.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to present these comments on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules. 



Sincerely, 

Sang Nguyen

Director of Compliance

Miami Valley Gaming and Racing LLC

513-934-7196



cc: 	Craig Robinson, MVGR 

	Roger Bryant, MVGR

	John Worthington, DNC

	Luisa Woods, DNC

	Lou Frascogna, CDI

	Chad Riney, CDI

	Andrew Silver, CDI



miamivalleygaming.com

Must be 21 or older to gamble.  Problem Gambling? Ohio Problem Gambling Helpline (1-800-589-9966) or visit www.org.ohio.gov
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January 6, 2022 
 
Ohio Casino Control Commission 
100 E. Broad St Fl 20 
Columbus, OH 453215 
 
Re: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules 
 
Dear Ohio Casino Control Commission,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules.  

Miami Valley Gaming and Racing LLC would like to propose the following changes regarding 2021 Initial Sports 
Gaming Rules: 

3772:1-1-05  

(A)(7) Any materials used to advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote Terms and conditions related to a sports 
gaming promotion offered in this state; 

Given the length of time required, the current language could be read to include non-material items such as digital 
images used to advertise on social media, etc.  We would suggest limiting this to promotional terms which might be 
necessary to resolving patron dispute matters. 

(A) (8) Records related to the conduct of sports gaming in this state; and 

(A) (9) Any other books, records, or documents the commission requires, in writing, to be retained and 
maintained. 

Given the length of time required, the current language of subsections (A)(8) and (A)(9) is extremely broad and 
open ended and could result in the retention of non-material items.  To avoid unnecessary retention of records, 
these categories should be more narrowly tailored to clarify what specific records are required to be retained. 

(B) All records required to be maintained must be organized or furnished by the record holder in a manner that 
enables the commission to locate, inspect, review, and analyze the records with reasonable ease and efficiency. 

The additional phrase is intended to address provision of records that may need to be retrieved from back-ups or 
archives that could require the record holder to facilitate access. 

3772:1-1-06 

Consistent with the authority to do the same with respect to fantasy contests, skill-based amusement machine 
operations, and casino gaming and in the discharge of any duties imposed by Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the 
Revised Code, the commission may utilize enforce its authority to access sports wagering records and conduct 
examination under oath as well as its subpoena power in accordance with section 3772.05 of the Revised Code, 
division (D) of section 3772.04 of the Revised Code, and rule 3772-2-06 of the Administrative Code. 

The scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction pursuant to the statute is limited to the conduct of sports gaming.  For 
entities currently regulated by the Lottery Commission, some of the items subject to potential sanction in this 
section could be read to include matters outside the jurisdiction of the Commission.  The additional language 
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clarifies the scope of the Commission’s authority to avoid potential conflict between regulations and regulatory 
bodies. 

 

3772:1-1-08  

(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, 
applicant, or other person subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of the Revised 
Code for any of the following actions or omissions relating to the conduct of sports gaming: … 

(B) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the Revised Code, has the authority to impose 
any discipline set forth in Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised Code and any rules adopted thereunder with 
respect to the conduct of sports gaming, including any of the following: … 

The scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction pursuant to the statute is limited to the conduct of sports gaming.  For 
entities currently regulated by the Lottery Commission, some of the items subject to potential sanction in this 
section could be read to include matters outside the jurisdiction of the Commission.  The additional language 
clarifies the scope of the Commission’s authority to avoid potential conflict between regulations and regulatory 
bodies. 

Miami Valley and Gaming LLC urges the Ohio Casino Control Commission to examine the impacts of these 
proposed rules on Sports Gaming in Ohio and consider the points made in this comment. 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to present these comments on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules.  

 

Sincerely,  

Sang Nguyen 
Director of Compliance 
Miami Valley Gaming and Racing LLC 
513-934-7196 

 

cc:  Craig Robinson, MVGR  
 Roger Bryant, MVGR 
 John Worthington, DNC 
 Luisa Woods, DNC 
 Lou Frascogna, CDI 
 Chad Riney, CDI 
 Andrew Silver, CDI 
 



From: Tywang, Ted
To: Rule Comments
Subject: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules -- Haslam Sports Group Batch 1 Comments
Date: Thursday, January 6, 2022 3:40:17 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
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Please find attached Haslam Sports Group’s comment to Batch 1 of the 2021 Initial Sports Gaming
Rules.  Please do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions or would like to discuss.
 
Ted Tywang
Vice President, General Counsel
CrossCountry Mortgage Campus
76 Lou Groza Blvd • Berea, OH 44017
Office: (440) 824-6245
TTywang@haslamsports.com
www.HaslamSports.com

HaslamSports.com

  

This message may contain confidential, proprietary and/or legally privileged information of the Cleveland Browns. If
it has been sent to you in error, please inform the sender of the error, and immediately delete this message from your
system. Thank you. 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 
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Good day, BMM Testlabs has reviewed the proposed draft to the Sports Gaming Rules and
commends the Commission on making these changes that will allow for sports betting in the State.
 
BMM has no formal comments at this time and thanks the Commission for the opportunity to
comment on this draft.
 
Please keep BMM in mind for any future regulatory reform efforts. We are always happy to provide
insight.
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Please find attached the response from the International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA).
 
The association would welcome discussion with the OCCC on this matter and any additional
integrity issues.
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Independent Policy, Analytics and Communications Adviser/Consultant
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Chapter 1: Introduction 


1. The International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA)1 is a not-for-profit trade body representing 


the betting integrity interests of many of the largest licensed retail and online sports betting 


operators in the world. The association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Ohio Casino 


Control Commission’s (OCCC) draft rules for sports betting following the passing of House Bill 29.2   


 


2. The association’s members are licensed and operate within various regulatory frameworks for 


gambling around the world; their business operations and focus are truly international. IBIA’s 


membership is made up of 85+ retail and online/remote sports betting brands, including many 


globally recognised household names, operating across six continents. 


 


3. Those operators have US$137bn of global betting turnover per annum through their regulated 


businesses and account for c.30% of all (retail and online) regulated sports betting activity and 


c.40% of all regulated online sports betting globally. In some markets, such as Great Britain, IBIA 


members’ betting turnover can be as high as 90% of the national licensed betting market.  


 


4. IBIA’s principal goal is to protect its members, consumers and partners, such as sports bodies, 


from fraud caused by the unfair manipulation of sporting events and associated betting. The 


organisation combats this fraud with evidence-based intelligence, principally obtained from its 


global monitoring and alert system, which identifies suspicious activity on its members’ markets. 


 


5. The association has longstanding information sharing partnerships with leading sports bodies and 


gambling regulators around the world to utilise that data to investigate and prosecute corruption. 


That approach has been successful in helping to drive criminals away from regulated markets, 


creating a safe and secure environment for our members’ customers and sports. 


 


6. The association, which was established in 2005 and formerly known as ESSA, is the leading global 


voice on integrity for the licensed betting industry. It represents the sector at high-level policy 


discussion forums and maintains a policy of transparency and open debate, publishing quarterly 


integrity reports analysing activity reported on the IBIA monitoring and alert platform.3 


 


7. In particular, IBIA holds seats on betting integrity policy groups run by the International Olympic 


Committee (IOC), European Commission, UN and the Council of Europe, amongst others. The 


association also engages in mitigating actions with a range of partners, such as player betting 


education programmes and academic studies on the causes of, and solutions to, match-fixing.  


 


8. IBIA has followed the recent regulation of betting in the United States and has, or is in the process 


of, agreeing suspicious betting data sharing agreements with many of the relevant state 


authorities,4 notably those that require betting operators to be part of an integrity monitoring 


system, as in Ohio.5 IBIA welcomes the opportunity to provide its experience and knowledge of 


the global sports betting market and related integrity issues to this OCCC consultation.  


 


 
1 https://ibia.bet/   
2 https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx & https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021  
3 https://ibia.bet/resources/  
4 IBIA is currently approved in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Indiana, New York and Arizona. We also have four other applications submitted and pending at the time of writing.  
5 House Bill 49 section 3775.02 (I) (1) and draft sports gaming rules (Batch 1) 



https://ibia.bet/

https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx

https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021

https://ibia.bet/resources/
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Chapter 2: Sports Gaming Rules (Batch 1) 


Rule 3772:1-16-01 | Independent integrity monitor provider certification 


9. Whilst there appears to be no explicit reference either way, neither House Bill 29 nor the draft 


sports gaming rules appear to limit the number of independent integrity monitoring providers. 


IBIA contends that creating a monopoly body would be unnecessary and counterproductive, and 


subject to meeting the OCCC’s operational requirements, supports that licensed betting operators 


be permitted to choose an appropriate integrity partner within the regulated market structure.  


   


10. In some cases, this will involve the continuation of a positive and longstanding engagement on 


integrity covering a global market monitoring operation, as is the case with IBIA and its members. 


Maintaining that engagement across US states that regulate betting is therefore of potential 


benefit and desirable in the context of establishing a cohesive and extensive integrity monitoring 


data set that would be difficult to achieve via a more fragmented operational approach. 


 


11. With regard to the various fees (certification and renewal) and potential additional investigatory 


costs, the association notes that this varies across US states requiring operators to be part of an 


integrity monitoring provider, and where those providers have had no application fee applied or 


range up to a nominal $500 in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Virginia and Tennessee. 


 


12. IBIA and its members fully support necessary and proportionate probity assessment process and 


related costs that serve to maintain the integrity of the regulated market. However, whilst it is 


noted that some other states have higher fees and that market protection is paramount, integrity 


monitoring and related costs should also be assessed on an evidence and risk-based approach. 


 


13. From a market risk assessment, IBIA reported 39 cases of suspicious betting on US sports during 


2017-21, averaging at around 8 cases per year. That includes an anomalous 17 cases of suspicious 


betting during covid hit 2020. The other four years stand at 22 cases, or 5-6 cases per year. These 


cases are primarily in tennis and where, as with many other sports, the association already has a 


longstanding positive relationship with that sport to share and investigate that alert data. 


 


14. The advantages of integrity monitoring bodies in protecting markets and sports are widely 


understood in Europe, and where there are no fees for monitoring provider engagement and 


regulatory interaction. Market integrity protection and wider investigation costs are essentially 


covered within the general betting operator licensing fees, providing a more holistic approach. 


 


15. In practice, integrity monitoring provider fees are in any event inevitably passed on to betting 


operators as additional costs they pay to the monitor, and then passed to the regulator. This could 


therefore be seen as adding unnecessary fiscal and administrative processes, both for the 


regulator and monitoring bodies; this is especially the case for not-for-profit bodies such as IBIA. 


 


16. Whilst IBIA and its members fully support a robust independent integrity monitor certification 


process, for the reasons outlined, the association asks that the OCCC reassess the scope, level and 


appropriateness of the monitor fee, currently set at $5,000 and renewable after 5 years, against 


the state’s wider licensing income, necessity for the fee and possible alternative approaches.  
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Rule 3772:1-16-02 | Compliance investigation of an independent integrity monitor provider 


17. The OCCC compliance investigation seeks to establish if the independent integrity monitor 


provider has “Policies and procedures to determine if they prevent conflicts of interest, provide 


for segregation of duties, detect and prevent fraud, and ensure impartiality”.6 IBIA contends that 


removing conflicts of interest from the monitoring process, notably commercial, is paramount. 


 


18. The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) has moved to address this important issue 


by establishing a specific requirement within its Standards that: “Independent integrity monitors 


shall not have any perceived or real conflicts of interests in performing the independent integrity 


monitor role, including such as acting as an operator or as an oddsmaker.”7  


 


19. This does not impact bodies solely focused on betting integrity monitoring such as IBIA or the 


Global Lottery Monitoring System (GLMS), but serves to discourage and disqualify parties who 


may, for example, offer trading services to betting operators, from seeking to also incorporate 


integrity services within that platform (and where potential commercial conflicts may arise).  


 


20. IBIA supports the AGCO approach and encourages the OCCC to consider adopting this wording 


and to amending its rules accordingly.  


Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider 


21. IBIA has, since its inception, promoted the benefits of sports betting operators being part of an 


integrity monitoring body in its engagement with policymakers and regulatory authorities around 


the world. An increasing number of regulatory authorities have either implemented this as part of 


their operator licensing arrangements or acknowledged the benefits and subsequently advocated 


that betting operators should give due consideration to participating in an integrity network.  


 


22. IBIA therefore welcomes that this provision has been embraced in Ohio – as in some other US 


states - and that it has been incorporated in the draft OCCC sports gaming rules. In supporting this 


approach, some US states have additionally required that integrity monitoring bodies share 


information regarding unusual or suspicious bets identified by the respective monitoring systems 


with all other certified integrity monitoring bodies operating in those states.  


 


23. It is understandable that this model has been seen as having potential benefits in advancing the 


integrity evaluation. However, this approach is not the norm globally, and where the regulatory 


authority is customarily the initial recipient of reports from operators and/or monitoring bodies. 


The regulator then considers that data and determines whether it should be shared more widely.  


 


24. There are a range of reasons why this alternative approach is favoured by non-US regulators - and 


supported by IBIA and its members - and why the requirement to share sensitive integrity data 


directly with other monitoring bodies, instead of via a regulatory authority, poses a number of 


issues and concerns, which have been acknowledged by non-US regulatory authorities, including: 


▪ Materially differing approaches to determining alerts 


▪ Scope of the data to be shared 


▪ Unjustified alerts 


▪ Security and misuse of data requests 


 
6 Rule 3772:1-16-02 - Section (C) (2) 
7 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  



https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
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▪ Conflicts of interest 


 


25. The association would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues in greater detail with the 


OCCC; they formed the basis of IBIA’s discussions with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of 


Ontario (AGCO), which initially proposed in its draft betting rules that monitoring bodies should 


share integrity data. IBIA provided evidence-based arguments explaining why an alternative 


mechanism was preferable and has welcomed the amendment to the AGCO’s approach.8 


 


26. The AGCO continues to require that its licensed operators be part of an independent integrity 


monitor, but no longer enforces engagement between monitoring bodies, moving to a reporting 


approach which puts the statutory regulator in receipt and control of sensitive integrity data from 


the start of any suspicious betting alert process. This is supported by IBIA and its members.   


 


27. Statutory independent regulatory bodies have far greater scope and justification to collate and 


share such sensitive data, which can be restricted in content and anonymised as it determines. It 


may also assess and reject alert sharing requests it doesn’t deem warranted. This is particularly 


pertinent with regard to personal customer data protection and potential legal action that might 


emanate from any direct data sharing between monitoring bodies and its misuse. 


 


28. That is the standard approach outside of the US, whether that be operators communicating alerts 


directly to the regulator or through monitoring bodies: a statutorily centralised alert data 


administrator within the regulator receives, considers and distributes alert data as it determines. 


This is the process adopted in the Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, and soon in Ontario, 


where operators are required to be part of an independent integrity monitoring body.9  


 


29. In line with that, IBIA believes that the collation and exchange of sensitive integrity data is a 


regulatory coordinating matter from beginning to end. As such, the association suggests that Rule 


3772:1-16-04 (A) be amended as follows: 


“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor sports gaming conducted 
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to receive reports 
of any unusual or suspicious betting activities or patterns from those sports gaming proprietors. 
A report of unusual or suspicious betting must be provided to the commission by the certified 
independent integrity monitor. The commission will then determine if it is necessary to share 
that report, in part or full, with other parties such as sports, sports gaming proprietors, certified 
independent integrity monitoring providers and any other relevant parties. The report must be 
provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification.” 
 


30. The association would welcome discussion with the OCCC on this matter and any additional 


integrity issues.  


 


 


 


 
8 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  
9 Section 21 (3) https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21 & 
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf  & 
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/  Article 4.7 and  
related sections in the Explanatory Memorandum (Translated to English) & http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-
2016-on-gambling.pdf Article 88 (5) 



https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity

https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21

https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf

https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/

http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf

http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1. The International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA)1 is a not-for-profit trade body representing 

the betting integrity interests of many of the largest licensed retail and online sports betting 

operators in the world. The association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Ohio Casino 

Control Commission’s (OCCC) draft rules for sports betting following the passing of House Bill 29.2   

 

2. The association’s members are licensed and operate within various regulatory frameworks for 

gambling around the world; their business operations and focus are truly international. IBIA’s 

membership is made up of 85+ retail and online/remote sports betting brands, including many 

globally recognised household names, operating across six continents. 

 

3. Those operators have US$137bn of global betting turnover per annum through their regulated 

businesses and account for c.30% of all (retail and online) regulated sports betting activity and 

c.40% of all regulated online sports betting globally. In some markets, such as Great Britain, IBIA 

members’ betting turnover can be as high as 90% of the national licensed betting market.  

 

4. IBIA’s principal goal is to protect its members, consumers and partners, such as sports bodies, 

from fraud caused by the unfair manipulation of sporting events and associated betting. The 

organisation combats this fraud with evidence-based intelligence, principally obtained from its 

global monitoring and alert system, which identifies suspicious activity on its members’ markets. 

 

5. The association has longstanding information sharing partnerships with leading sports bodies and 

gambling regulators around the world to utilise that data to investigate and prosecute corruption. 

That approach has been successful in helping to drive criminals away from regulated markets, 

creating a safe and secure environment for our members’ customers and sports. 

 

6. The association, which was established in 2005 and formerly known as ESSA, is the leading global 

voice on integrity for the licensed betting industry. It represents the sector at high-level policy 

discussion forums and maintains a policy of transparency and open debate, publishing quarterly 

integrity reports analysing activity reported on the IBIA monitoring and alert platform.3 

 

7. In particular, IBIA holds seats on betting integrity policy groups run by the International Olympic 

Committee (IOC), European Commission, UN and the Council of Europe, amongst others. The 

association also engages in mitigating actions with a range of partners, such as player betting 

education programmes and academic studies on the causes of, and solutions to, match-fixing.  

 

8. IBIA has followed the recent regulation of betting in the United States and has, or is in the process 

of, agreeing suspicious betting data sharing agreements with many of the relevant state 

authorities,4 notably those that require betting operators to be part of an integrity monitoring 

system, as in Ohio.5 IBIA welcomes the opportunity to provide its experience and knowledge of 

the global sports betting market and related integrity issues to this OCCC consultation.  

 

 
1 https://ibia.bet/   
2 https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx & https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021  
3 https://ibia.bet/resources/  
4 IBIA is currently approved in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Indiana, New York and Arizona. We also have four other applications submitted and pending at the time of writing.  
5 House Bill 49 section 3775.02 (I) (1) and draft sports gaming rules (Batch 1) 

https://ibia.bet/
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021
https://ibia.bet/resources/
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25. The association would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues in greater detail with the 

OCCC; they formed the basis of IBIA’s discussions with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of 

Ontario (AGCO), which initially proposed in its draft betting rules that monitoring bodies should 

share integrity data. IBIA provided evidence-based arguments explaining why an alternative 

mechanism was preferable and has welcomed the amendment to the AGCO’s approach.8 

 

26. The AGCO continues to require that its licensed operators be part of an independent integrity 

monitor, but no longer enforces engagement between monitoring bodies, moving to a reporting 

approach which puts the statutory regulator in receipt and control of sensitive integrity data from 

the start of any suspicious betting alert process. This is supported by IBIA and its members.   

 

27. Statutory independent regulatory bodies have far greater scope and justification to collate and 

share such sensitive data, which can be restricted in content and anonymised as it determines. It 

may also assess and reject alert sharing requests it doesn’t deem warranted. This is particularly 

pertinent with regard to personal customer data protection and potential legal action that might 

emanate from any direct data sharing between monitoring bodies and its misuse. 

 

28. That is the standard approach outside of the US, whether that be operators communicating alerts 

directly to the regulator or through monitoring bodies: a statutorily centralised alert data 

administrator within the regulator receives, considers and distributes alert data as it determines. 

This is the process adopted in the Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, and soon in Ontario, 

where operators are required to be part of an independent integrity monitoring body.9  

 

29. In line with that, IBIA believes that the collation and exchange of sensitive integrity data is a 

regulatory coordinating matter from beginning to end. As such, the association suggests that Rule 

3772:1-16-04 (A) be amended as follows: 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor sports gaming conducted 
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to receive reports 
of any unusual or suspicious betting activities or patterns from those sports gaming proprietors. 
A report of unusual or suspicious betting must be provided to the commission by the certified 
independent integrity monitor. The commission will then determine if it is necessary to share 
that report, in part or full, with other parties such as sports, sports gaming proprietors, certified 
independent integrity monitoring providers and any other relevant parties. The report must be 
provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification.” 
 

30. The association would welcome discussion with the OCCC on this matter and any additional 

integrity issues.  

 

 

 

 
8 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  
9 Section 21 (3) https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21 & 
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf  & 
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/  Article 4.7 and  
related sections in the Explanatory Memorandum (Translated to English) & http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-
2016-on-gambling.pdf Article 88 (5) 

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
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Chapter 2: Sports Gaming Rules (Batch 1) 

Rule 3772:1-16-01 | Independent integrity monitor provider certification 

9. Whilst there appears to be no explicit reference either way, neither House Bill 29 nor the draft 

sports gaming rules appear to limit the number of independent integrity monitoring providers. 

IBIA contends that creating a monopoly body would be unnecessary and counterproductive, and 

subject to meeting the OCCC’s operational requirements, supports that licensed betting operators 

be permitted to choose an appropriate integrity partner within the regulated market structure.  

   

10. In some cases, this will involve the continuation of a positive and longstanding engagement on 

integrity covering a global market monitoring operation, as is the case with IBIA and its members. 

Maintaining that engagement across US states that regulate betting is therefore of potential 

benefit and desirable in the context of establishing a cohesive and extensive integrity monitoring 

data set that would be difficult to achieve via a more fragmented operational approach. 

 

11. With regard to the various fees (certification and renewal) and potential additional investigatory 

costs, the association notes that this varies across US states requiring operators to be part of an 

integrity monitoring provider, and where those providers have had no application fee applied or 

range up to a nominal $500 in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Virginia and Tennessee. 

 

12. IBIA and its members fully support necessary and proportionate probity assessment process and 

related costs that serve to maintain the integrity of the regulated market. However, whilst it is 

noted that some other states have higher fees and that market protection is paramount, integrity 

monitoring and related costs should also be assessed on an evidence and risk-based approach. 

 

13. From a market risk assessment, IBIA reported 39 cases of suspicious betting on US sports during 

2017-21, averaging at around 8 cases per year. That includes an anomalous 17 cases of suspicious 

betting during covid hit 2020. The other four years stand at 22 cases, or 5-6 cases per year. These 

cases are primarily in tennis and where, as with many other sports, the association already has a 

longstanding positive relationship with that sport to share and investigate that alert data. 

 

14. The advantages of integrity monitoring bodies in protecting markets and sports are widely 

understood in Europe, and where there are no fees for monitoring provider engagement and 

regulatory interaction. Market integrity protection and wider investigation costs are essentially 

covered within the general betting operator licensing fees, providing a more holistic approach. 

 

15. In practice, integrity monitoring provider fees are in any event inevitably passed on to betting 

operators as additional costs they pay to the monitor, and then passed to the regulator. This could 

therefore be seen as adding unnecessary fiscal and administrative processes, both for the 

regulator and monitoring bodies; this is especially the case for not-for-profit bodies such as IBIA. 

 

16. Whilst IBIA and its members fully support a robust independent integrity monitor certification 

process, for the reasons outlined, the association asks that the OCCC reassess the scope, level and 

appropriateness of the monitor fee, currently set at $5,000 and renewable after 5 years, against 

the state’s wider licensing income, necessity for the fee and possible alternative approaches.  

 



IBIA response: Ohio Casino Control Commission sports gaming rules (Batch 1) consultation 

 

4 
 

Rule 3772:1-16-02 | Compliance investigation of an independent integrity monitor provider 

17. The OCCC compliance investigation seeks to establish if the independent integrity monitor 

provider has “Policies and procedures to determine if they prevent conflicts of interest, provide 

for segregation of duties, detect and prevent fraud, and ensure impartiality”.6 IBIA contends that 

removing conflicts of interest from the monitoring process, notably commercial, is paramount. 

 

18. The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) has moved to address this important issue 

by establishing a specific requirement within its Standards that: “Independent integrity monitors 

shall not have any perceived or real conflicts of interests in performing the independent integrity 

monitor role, including such as acting as an operator or as an oddsmaker.”7  

 

19. This does not impact bodies solely focused on betting integrity monitoring such as IBIA or the 

Global Lottery Monitoring System (GLMS), but serves to discourage and disqualify parties who 

may, for example, offer trading services to betting operators, from seeking to also incorporate 

integrity services within that platform (and where potential commercial conflicts may arise).  

 

20. IBIA supports the AGCO approach and encourages the OCCC to consider adopting this wording 

and to amending its rules accordingly.  

Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider 

21. IBIA has, since its inception, promoted the benefits of sports betting operators being part of an 

integrity monitoring body in its engagement with policymakers and regulatory authorities around 

the world. An increasing number of regulatory authorities have either implemented this as part of 

their operator licensing arrangements or acknowledged the benefits and subsequently advocated 

that betting operators should give due consideration to participating in an integrity network.  

 

22. IBIA therefore welcomes that this provision has been embraced in Ohio – as in some other US 

states - and that it has been incorporated in the draft OCCC sports gaming rules. In supporting this 

approach, some US states have additionally required that integrity monitoring bodies share 

information regarding unusual or suspicious bets identified by the respective monitoring systems 

with all other certified integrity monitoring bodies operating in those states.  

 

23. It is understandable that this model has been seen as having potential benefits in advancing the 

integrity evaluation. However, this approach is not the norm globally, and where the regulatory 

authority is customarily the initial recipient of reports from operators and/or monitoring bodies. 

The regulator then considers that data and determines whether it should be shared more widely.  

 

24. There are a range of reasons why this alternative approach is favoured by non-US regulators - and 

supported by IBIA and its members - and why the requirement to share sensitive integrity data 

directly with other monitoring bodies, instead of via a regulatory authority, poses a number of 

issues and concerns, which have been acknowledged by non-US regulatory authorities, including: 

▪ Materially differing approaches to determining alerts 

▪ Scope of the data to be shared 

▪ Unjustified alerts 

▪ Security and misuse of data requests 

 
6 Rule 3772:1-16-02 - Section (C) (2) 
7 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
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▪ Conflicts of interest 

 

25. The association would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues in greater detail with the 

OCCC; they formed the basis of IBIA’s discussions with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of 

Ontario (AGCO), which initially proposed in its draft betting rules that monitoring bodies should 

share integrity data. IBIA provided evidence-based arguments explaining why an alternative 

mechanism was preferable and has welcomed the amendment to the AGCO’s approach.8 

 

26. The AGCO continues to require that its licensed operators be part of an independent integrity 

monitor, but no longer enforces engagement between monitoring bodies, moving to a reporting 

approach which puts the statutory regulator in receipt and control of sensitive integrity data from 

the start of any suspicious betting alert process. This is supported by IBIA and its members.   

 

27. Statutory independent regulatory bodies have far greater scope and justification to collate and 

share such sensitive data, which can be restricted in content and anonymised as it determines. It 

may also assess and reject alert sharing requests it doesn’t deem warranted. This is particularly 

pertinent with regard to personal customer data protection and potential legal action that might 

emanate from any direct data sharing between monitoring bodies and its misuse. 

 

28. That is the standard approach outside of the US, whether that be operators communicating alerts 

directly to the regulator or through monitoring bodies: a statutorily centralised alert data 

administrator within the regulator receives, considers and distributes alert data as it determines. 

This is the process adopted in the Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, and soon in Ontario, 

where operators are required to be part of an independent integrity monitoring body.9  

 

29. In line with that, IBIA believes that the collation and exchange of sensitive integrity data is a 

regulatory coordinating matter from beginning to end. As such, the association suggests that Rule 

3772:1-16-04 (A) be amended as follows: 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor sports gaming conducted 
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to receive reports 
of any unusual or suspicious betting activities or patterns from those sports gaming proprietors. 
A report of unusual or suspicious betting must be provided to the commission by the certified 
independent integrity monitor. The commission will then determine if it is necessary to share 
that report, in part or full, with other parties such as sports, sports gaming proprietors, certified 
independent integrity monitoring providers and any other relevant parties. The report must be 
provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification.” 
 

30. The association would welcome discussion with the OCCC on this matter and any additional 

integrity issues.  

 

 

 

 
8 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  
9 Section 21 (3) https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21 & 
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf  & 
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/  Article 4.7 and  
related sections in the Explanatory Memorandum (Translated to English) & http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-
2016-on-gambling.pdf Article 88 (5) 

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf


IBIA response: Ohio Casino Control Commission sports gaming rules (Batch 1) consultation 

 

6 
 

 



From: Andrew Moreno
To: Rule Comments
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules – Batch 1 & Introduction
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 4:48:17 PM
Attachments: SG Rules Batch 1 and Introduction.pdf

Hi All,
 
Attached please find our thoughts on Batch 1 of the Commission’s initial Sports Gaming Rules. 
PointsBet provides a unique betting experience, and we are very excited at the opportunity to bring
it to the State of Ohio.  Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process and to introduce
our company. If we may be of any assistance as the Commission undertakes this monumental
regulatory responsibility, please do not hesitate to contact us.
 
Thanks,

Andrew Moreno 
Director of Compliance 
_____

PointsBet USA
andrew.moreno@pointsbet.com
www.pointsbet.com

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 

mailto:andrew.moreno@pointsbet.com
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:andrew.moreno@pointsbet.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.pointsbet.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C2538cbd9059c4fdfffd008d9d2275ef4%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771888974340795%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=JsqmHFlBge8CRGSJVu0fpuVE1GcB9zvJA0ngW42aFp8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:csc@ohio.gov









From: Andrew Winchell
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Cory Fox
Subject: FanDuel Comments on Initial Sports Gaming Rules - Batch 1
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 4:43:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

FanDuel Comments on Initial Sports Gaming Rules - Batch 1 1.7.22.pdf

Dear Executive Director Schuler,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Ohio Casino Control Commission’s Initial
Sports Gaming Rules – Batch 1.  Attached please find our comments and please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions or need any additional information from us regarding our
comments.
 
Sincerely,
 
Andrew J. Winchell
Director, Government Affairs
Mobile: 845.325.6235
Email: andrew.winchell@fanduel.com
 

 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 

mailto:andrew.winchell@fanduel.com
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:cory.fox@fanduel.com
mailto:andrew.winchell@fanduel.com
mailto:csc@ohio.gov
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Cory Fox                             


cory.fox@fanduel.com    


   


January 7, 2022 


  


Via Email to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 


Matt Schuler, Executive Director 


Ohio Casino Control Commission 


100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 


Columbus, OH 43215 


 


Re: FanDuel comments on proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch 1 – General 


Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing Laboratories, and 


Certified Independent Integrity Monitors.” 


 


Dear Executive Director Schuler:   


 


I write to provide comments on behalf of FanDuel Group, Inc. (“FanDuel”) regarding the Ohio 


Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, 


Batch 1 – General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing Laboratories, 


and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors” (“Proposed Rules”).  Based on our extensive 


experience as an operator in the online casino gaming, sports betting and fantasy sports industries 


and collaborator with regulators of sports betting in many states in the development of their 


regulations, we offer constructive feedback on ways in which the Proposed Rules can be improved 


for effectiveness and consistency with other state regulations.     


  


Following the Supreme Court’s decision to strike down the Professional and Amateur Sports 


Protection Act (PASPA) in May of 2018, FanDuel has now become the leading sports wagering 


operator, and the largest online real-money gaming operator, in the United States. FanDuel 


currently operates twenty-two (22) brick and mortar sportsbooks in thirteen (13) states and online 


sports wagering in twelve (12) states.  We appreciate the opportunity to share our perspective on 


sports betting regulation with you and have arranged our comments in two parts.  Part I is focused 


on issues of concern in the Proposed Rules that may significantly impact the ability of sports 


wagering operators to successfully operate in Ohio.  Part II is focused on requests for clarification 


and minor grammatical edits.  


 


All changes will be shown as follows: proposed additional text will be bolded and underlined and 


all text to be deleted will be bolded, bracketed, and struck through.   


  


Part I – Operational Concerns. 


 



mailto:cory.fox@fanduel.com
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• Issue 1 – Requirement to maintain all correspondence to or from any local, state, or 


federal governmental agency, foreign and domestic. 


 


Section 3772:1-1-05(A)(2) of the Proposed Rules requires each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 


management services provider, services provider, and supplier to retain records of all 


correspondence “to or from the commission or any local, state or federal governmental agency, 


foreign and domestic, for five years.  This is not a standard requirement in other jurisdictions, and 


we suggest that the Commission consider removing it.  However, if the Commission decides to 


keep such a requirement, we suggest that it makes changes to conform with a similar requirement 


in Michigan1, and remove the requirement to retain correspondence with foreign entities.  To 


address this concern, we suggest the following edits: 


 


Preferred: 


Strike 3772:1-1-05(A)(2) in entirety. 


 


Alternative: 


Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)(2): 


“(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any rules adopted 


thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile management services provider, services 


provider, and supplier must retain and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, 


all the records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or the rules adopted 


thereunder for at least five years from the date of the record’s creation, including: 


… 


(2) Correspondence, including reports, to or from the commission or any local, state, or federal   


governmental agency[, foreign and domestic]; 


 


• Issue 2 – Data sharing with integrity monitors. 


 


In Sections 3772:1-16-01 and 3772:1-16-04 of the Proposed Rules, the Commission details some 


of the responsibilities of independent integrity monitors.  However, it appears that these 


responsibilities, and the requirements placed upon sports gaming proprietors as a result, are 


significantly different than generally found in other jurisdictions.  It appears that these provisions 


are intended to require all wagering data to be provided to the independent integrity monitoring 


provider from the sports gaming proprietors.  However, we suggest Ohio follow a similar process 


as states like Michigan2, where sports gaming proprietors are required to report any unusual betting 


activity to the independent integrity monitor, who in turn shares reports of suspicious wagering 


activity with the Commission and other sports gaming proprietors.  To address this concern, we 


suggest the following edits: 


 


 
1 Michigan Administrative Code R432.766 
2 Michigan Administrative Code R432.743 
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Rule 3772:1-16-01(A): 


“(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by the commission to 


[scientifically analyze and evaluate sports gaming data, sports gaming lines, and wagering 


activity] receive and share reports of unusual betting activity it has received from the sports 


gaming proprietors it has contracted with for compliance with Chapter 3775. of the Revised 


Code and the rules adopted thereunder.” 


 


Rule 3772:1-16-04(A): 


“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor [all] sports gaming 


conducted in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to 


[identify] receive reports of any unusual betting activities or patterns from the sports gaming 


proprietors it has contracted with. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports 


gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and 


monitoring results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor 


provider identifies as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 


executive director upon identification.” 


 


Part II - Requests for Clarification and Minor Grammatical Corrections. 


 


• Issue 1 – Word choice of “limited” versus “limiting.” 


 


In section 3772:1-1-08(C) of the Proposed Rules, the Commission uses the word “limited” when 


it appears that the word “limiting” is more appropriate for the context of that provision.  To address 


this concern, we suggest the following edit: 


 


Rule 3772:1-1-08(C): 


“(C) Without in any manner [limited] limiting the authority of the commission to impose the 


level and type of sanction it may consider appropriate, the commission may take into 


consideration:…” 


 


********* 


  


We appreciate your time and consideration of our comments and would be happy to discuss at 


your convenience.   


    


Sincerely,   


  
Cory Fox   


Government Affairs and Product Counsel Vice President   
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Cory Fox                             

cory.fox@fanduel.com    

   

January 7, 2022 

  

Via Email to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 

Matt Schuler, Executive Director 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

Re: FanDuel comments on proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch 1 – General 

Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing Laboratories, and 

Certified Independent Integrity Monitors.” 

 

Dear Executive Director Schuler:   

 

I write to provide comments on behalf of FanDuel Group, Inc. (“FanDuel”) regarding the Ohio 

Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, 

Batch 1 – General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing Laboratories, 

and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors” (“Proposed Rules”).  Based on our extensive 

experience as an operator in the online casino gaming, sports betting and fantasy sports industries 

and collaborator with regulators of sports betting in many states in the development of their 

regulations, we offer constructive feedback on ways in which the Proposed Rules can be improved 

for effectiveness and consistency with other state regulations.     

  

Following the Supreme Court’s decision to strike down the Professional and Amateur Sports 

Protection Act (PASPA) in May of 2018, FanDuel has now become the leading sports wagering 

operator, and the largest online real-money gaming operator, in the United States. FanDuel 

currently operates twenty-two (22) brick and mortar sportsbooks in thirteen (13) states and online 

sports wagering in twelve (12) states.  We appreciate the opportunity to share our perspective on 

sports betting regulation with you and have arranged our comments in two parts.  Part I is focused 

on issues of concern in the Proposed Rules that may significantly impact the ability of sports 

wagering operators to successfully operate in Ohio.  Part II is focused on requests for clarification 

and minor grammatical edits.  

 

All changes will be shown as follows: proposed additional text will be bolded and underlined and 

all text to be deleted will be bolded, bracketed, and struck through.   

  

Part I – Operational Concerns. 
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• Issue 1 – Requirement to maintain all correspondence to or from any local, state, or 

federal governmental agency, foreign and domestic. 

 

Section 3772:1-1-05(A)(2) of the Proposed Rules requires each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 

management services provider, services provider, and supplier to retain records of all 

correspondence “to or from the commission or any local, state or federal governmental agency, 

foreign and domestic, for five years.  This is not a standard requirement in other jurisdictions, and 

we suggest that the Commission consider removing it.  However, if the Commission decides to 

keep such a requirement, we suggest that it makes changes to conform with a similar requirement 

in Michigan1, and remove the requirement to retain correspondence with foreign entities.  To 

address this concern, we suggest the following edits: 

 

Preferred: 

Strike 3772:1-1-05(A)(2) in entirety. 

 

Alternative: 

Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)(2): 

“(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any rules adopted 

thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile management services provider, services 

provider, and supplier must retain and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, 

all the records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or the rules adopted 

thereunder for at least five years from the date of the record’s creation, including: 

… 

(2) Correspondence, including reports, to or from the commission or any local, state, or federal   

governmental agency[, foreign and domestic]; 

 

• Issue 2 – Data sharing with integrity monitors. 

 

In Sections 3772:1-16-01 and 3772:1-16-04 of the Proposed Rules, the Commission details some 

of the responsibilities of independent integrity monitors.  However, it appears that these 

responsibilities, and the requirements placed upon sports gaming proprietors as a result, are 

significantly different than generally found in other jurisdictions.  It appears that these provisions 

are intended to require all wagering data to be provided to the independent integrity monitoring 

provider from the sports gaming proprietors.  However, we suggest Ohio follow a similar process 

as states like Michigan2, where sports gaming proprietors are required to report any unusual betting 

activity to the independent integrity monitor, who in turn shares reports of suspicious wagering 

activity with the Commission and other sports gaming proprietors.  To address this concern, we 

suggest the following edits: 

 

 
1 Michigan Administrative Code R432.766 
2 Michigan Administrative Code R432.743 
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Rule 3772:1-16-01(A): 

“(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by the commission to 

[scientifically analyze and evaluate sports gaming data, sports gaming lines, and wagering 

activity] receive and share reports of unusual betting activity it has received from the sports 

gaming proprietors it has contracted with for compliance with Chapter 3775. of the Revised 

Code and the rules adopted thereunder.” 

 

Rule 3772:1-16-04(A): 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor [all] sports gaming 

conducted in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to 

[identify] receive reports of any unusual betting activities or patterns from the sports gaming 

proprietors it has contracted with. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports 

gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and 

monitoring results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor 

provider identifies as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 

executive director upon identification.” 

 

Part II - Requests for Clarification and Minor Grammatical Corrections. 

 

• Issue 1 – Word choice of “limited” versus “limiting.” 

 

In section 3772:1-1-08(C) of the Proposed Rules, the Commission uses the word “limited” when 

it appears that the word “limiting” is more appropriate for the context of that provision.  To address 

this concern, we suggest the following edit: 

 

Rule 3772:1-1-08(C): 

“(C) Without in any manner [limited] limiting the authority of the commission to impose the 

level and type of sanction it may consider appropriate, the commission may take into 

consideration:…” 

 

********* 

  

We appreciate your time and consideration of our comments and would be happy to discuss at 

your convenience.   

    

Sincerely,   

  
Cory Fox   

Government Affairs and Product Counsel Vice President   



From: Morrison, Andromeda
To: Rule Comments
Subject: FW: Ohio Regulations - U.S. Integrity, Inc. - Recommended Language
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 3:47:40 PM
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From: Cheyne Redenius <credenius@usintegrity.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 2:41 PM
To: Fleenor, Chris <chris.fleenor@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Morrison, Andromeda
<Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Donahue, Craig
<Craig.Donahue@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>; Anthony, Rick <Rick.Anthony@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>
Cc: Matthew Holt <mholt@usintegrity.com>
Subject: Ohio Regulations - U.S. Integrity, Inc. - Recommended Language
 
Hello Everyone,

Please see U.S. Integrity’s recommended language updates based on yesterday’s conversation.
Thank you all for your time and consideration. Reach out anytime if you have questions or if there
are additional items for discussion.

All licensed operators in Ohio State should be required to contract an approved integrity
provider. In order to be an approved integrity provider, the entity should be, among other
things, free of any conflicts of interest.  This means that the integrity provider must abide by
certain limitations:

It should not operate a sportsbook or be involved in any creation or distribution of
odds.
It should not participate or be affiliated with any services or activities that are involved
in any form of illegal or unregulated sports wagering.

Additionally, integrity providers seeking approval in Ohio State should be able to successfully
demonstrate to the Gaming Commission the following:

A proven track record of identifying patently nefarious or suspicious behavior in the US-
regulated sports wagering market.
Internal policies and procedures indicating their commitment confidentiality and ethics.
Examples of education and awareness workshops, specifically targeting student-
athletes, coaches, referees, trainers, collegiate athletic officials and professional sport
employees.
Proven technology that promptly notifies relevant authorities and sports betting
operators of potentially suspicious activity.

All licensed operators in Ohio State should be mandated to provide said approved integrity
provider with sufficient information to ensure they can properly monitor sports-betting
information, including:

Time of wager;

mailto:Andromeda.Morrison@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov



Odds of wager;
Location of wager (while labeling relevant wagers “mobile” if applicable);
Amount of dollars wagered;
Win amount of wager;
Wager type (e.g., straight bet, parlay, point spread, total, moneyline, etc.) and
Team, side or total that the wager was placed upon.  

Thank you, 
The Team at U.S. Integrity, Inc.
 
U.S. Integrity, INC
(702) 522-9545
9480 S. Eastern Ave, Suite 205
Las Vegas, NV 89123
 
CONFIDENTIAL: This email, including attached files, may contain confidential information and is intended only for the use
of the individual and/or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, disclosure, copying, use, or
distribution of the information included in this email is prohibited.
 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not
click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert
Button if available. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.usintegrity.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7Cfa6ce64365f84b11b3ad08d9d21ef14a%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771852598297241%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=WMvOx3FqrzXyTE4UmICcNL9XKpR6wOohWpwes7%2BiKXQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:csc@ohio.gov


From: Dean Hestermann
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Amy Ankerson; John Walker; Jeffrey P. Hendricks; John Maddox
Subject: Comment on Batch 1 of Initial Sports Gaming Rules
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 3:29:47 PM

Dear Sir or Madam,
 
On behalf of Caesars Entertainment and Scioto Downs, I would like to thank you for the opportunity to
comment on Ohio’s proposed rules for sports betting.
 
We have but one comment on Batch 1 of the Initial Sports Gaming Rules, with specific reference to Rule
3772:1-1-08 | Sanctions. We respectfully request that the word “intentional” be inserted in Section (A)(2) as
indicated in allcaps below:
 
(2) Engaging in any INTENTIONAL misrepresentation or material omission;
We believe the existing language may unfairly subject licensees, applicants and other persons to penalties for
de minimis and unintentional misstatements or errors, and that the addition of “intentional” results in a
more appropriate standard for imposition of sanctions, one that we believe is consistent with similar relevant
standards used around the country.
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Dean Hestermann
Caesars Entertainment

  

Dean Hestermann   |  Vice President, Issues Management and Strategic Communications
O 901-652-8787   
1821 Overton Park Avenue | Memphis, TN 38112
Caesars | Harrah's | Horseshoe
www.caesars.com
Responsible Gaming Is Our Business: Must be 21 or older to gamble. Know when to stop before
you start. Gambling problem? Call or text 1-800-522-4700.

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not
click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button
if available. 
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From: Porter, Samuel
To: Rule Comments
Cc: John.Oberle@icemiller.com
Subject: Penn National Gaming, Inc. Comments to Batch 1 of the Sports Gaming Rules
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 2:35:15 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Penn Commentary_ OCCC 2021 Initial Rules (Batch 1)-c.pdf

Good Afternoon,
 
On behalf of our client, Penn National Gaming, Inc., and Penn Sports Interactive, LLC, the wholly
owned subsidiary and digital arm of Penn National Gaming, Inc. (collectively, “Penn”), we appreciate
the opportunity to provide comments on 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules (“Rules”) promulgated by
the Ohio Casino Control Commission (the “Commission”). 
 
For the Commission’s and staff consideration, please find attached Penn’s comments on the Rules
based on best practices, industry standards, and Penn’s extensive experience operating online and
retail sports wagering.  The Rules, with the recommended amendments, support the beginning of
the strong and equitable regulation of sports wagering in Ohio.

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on these draft rules and look forward to
working with the Commission on the implementation of sports wagering in Ohio.  

Thanks,
Sam
 

 
 
Samuel H. Porter, III | Partner | Arena District | 250 West Street | Columbus, OH 43215
P: 614.462.1078 | Cell: 614.286.9241 | Samuel.Porter@icemiller.com
 
****************************************************************************
****************************************************************************
***
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This E-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be
protected by legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure,
copying, distribution, or use of this E-mail or any attachment is prohibited. If you have
received this E-mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to the sender and
delete this copy from your system. 
Thank you. 
ICE MILLER LLP 
****************************************************************************
****************************************************************************
*** 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 
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Ohio Casino Control Commission - 2021 Initial Sports Wagering Rules (Batch 1)
Area Rule Reference Existing Rule Language Proposed Language Reason for Change
Definitions Rule 3772:1-1-01(B)


(2) Definitions.
(2) "Conduct" means to back, promote, organize, manage, carry on, 
sponsor, or prepare for the operation of sports gaming in this state and 
includes participating in the conduct at issue.


(2) "Conduct" means to back, promote, organize, manage, carry on, 
sponsor, or prepare for the operation of sports gaming in this state and 
includes participating in the conduct at issue.


Penn recommends limiting this definition to include only those activities involved in the 
operations of sports gaming in the state. In accordance with section 3775.03(A)(1) of 
HB29, no entity may "conduct" or assist in the operation of sports wagering in Ohio 
without obtaining a license. The current language is overly inclusive, as it contemplates 
not only those persons or entities vital to the sports wagering operation, but also persons 
and entities that may be indirectly involved in marketing activities regarding the platform. 
Requiring each of these persons or entities to obtain the proper license before 
participating in the conduct of sports wagering will prevent them from doing business in 
the state, as they have no influence on sports wagering operations and are therefore 
reluctant to obtain a license. In addition, narrowing this rule ensures that the licensing 
process is focused on the persons and entities critical to sports wagering operations, 
ensuring each is adequately investigated prior to obtaining a license. 


Definitions Rule 3772:1-1-01(B)
(6) Definitions.


(6) “Suspicious betting activity or pattern” means unusual betting activity or 
pattern that cannot be explained and is indicative of any conduct that 
corrupts the outcome of an event or any other prohibited activity.


(6) “Suspicious betting activity or pattern” means unusual betting activity or 
pattern that cannot be easily explained and is indicative of any conduct that 
corrupts the outcome of an event or any other prohibited activity.


Penn understands the importance of identifying suspicious activity, however Penn 
recommends amending this rule as the current language is vague. Some betting activity 
and patterns that seem unusual on their face can be easily explained for common 
reasons. For example, a patron that prefers to wager on football over other sports will 
experience an increase in both the number of wagers and dollars wagered for the period 
of August through February. Narrowing this definition avoids such betting activity from 
being considered "suspicious" which allows the OCCC, licensees and certified integrity 
monitoring providers alike to focus their resources on monitoring other corrupt and 
prohibited activity. 


Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)
(7) Records 
retention.


(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:


(7) Any materials used to advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote sports 
gaming in this state;


(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:


(7) Any materials final promotional terms and conditions used to 
advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote sports gaming in this state;


Penn recommends amending this rule as the current language is vague and operationally 
burdensome to sports gaming proprietors, mobile management services providers, 
management services providers, and suppliers. As currently written, this rule does not 
specify which materials the aforementioned licensees must retain. Amending this rule to 
expressly require final promotional terms and conditions be retained aligns with industry 
standard, and allows proprietors and their partners flexibility to offer compelling 
promotions while maintaining integrity and public confidence in Ohio's sports wagering 
industry.


Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)
(8) Records 
retention.


(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:


(8) Records related to the conduct of sports gaming in this state; and


(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:


(8) Records related to the business of accepting wagers on sporting 
events conduct of sports gaming in this state; and


Penn recommends revising this rule to add clarity by aligning this provision with the 
definition of "sports gaming" in HB29. In addition, revising this rule will align Ohio with  
other jurisdictions, as the maintenance of records of all wagers accepted by a sports 
gaming proprietor on a sporting event is industry standard. As currently written, this rule is 
reasonably interpreted to be so overly broad as to include any and all aspects of a sports 
gaming proprietor's business operations (e.g., a receipt for a printer used to print out odds 
sheets at the sportsbook).


Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(B) 
Records retention.


(B) All records required to be maintained must be organized in a manner 
that enables the commission to locate, inspect, review, and analyze the 
records with reasonable ease and efficiency.


(B) Upon the request of the Commission, all All records required to be 
maintained must be organized in a manner that enables the commission to 
locate, inspect, review, and analyze the records with reasonable ease and 
efficiency.


Penn recommends amending this rule to give the OCCC more control when inspecting 
records. By requiring sports gaming proprietors, mobile management service providers, 
management service providers, and suppliers to organize and provide any maintained 
records upon OCCC request, OCCC can determine the exact scope and format of the 
records to be provided. This ensures all information is provided to the OCCC in an 
efficient and clear manner, and gives sports gaming proprietors, mobile management 
service providers, management service providers, and suppliers clarity regarding how all 
required records should be retained and maintained.


Penn Commentary on OCCC Proposed Rules 
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Ohio Casino Control Commission - 2021 Initial Sports Wagering Rules (Batch 1)
Area Rule Reference Existing Rule Language Proposed Language Reason for Change
Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(A)


(2) Sanctions.
(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:


(2) Engaging in any misrepresentation or material omission;


(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:


(2) Engaging in any material misrepresentation or material omission;


Penn recommends amending this rule to add uniformity so that only "material" 
misrepresentations are subject to discipline by OCCC. As currently written, this rule could 
reasonably be interpreted to mean that any unforeseen circumstances, resulting in any 
change of a previous disclosure, could be subject to discipline. Amending this rule 
provides clarity to the OCCC, licensees and applicants and ensures consequences of 
permissible actions taken in the normal course of business will not be subject to discipline. 


Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(A)
(7) Sanctions.


(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:


(7) Failing to allow the commission access to records, to comply with the 
terms of a subpoena issued by the commission, or to testify on matters 
about which the person may be lawfully questioned; or


(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:


(7) Failing to allow the commission access to records required under 3772:
1-1-05 of the Administrative Code, to comply with the terms of a subpoena 
issued by the commission, or to testify on matters about which the person 
may be lawfully questioned; or


Penn recommends amending this rule to provide licensees and applicants clarity as to the 
types of records the OCCC may access. As currently written, this rule could be reasonably 
interpreted to mean that a licensee's or applicant's failure to allow the OCCC access to 
any records may result in disciplinary action. Amending this rule gives licensees and 
applicants adequate notice as to which records they may need to make available to the 
OCCC, resulting in faster and more efficient access, and ensures uniform enforcement of 
the rule. 


Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(D) 
Sanctions.


(D) The commission may impose a monetary civil penalty or fine and may 
consider the person’s finances in determining the amount of the fine. If the 
alleged violation is the result of, or results in, the unlawful obtainment or 
retention of any money or property, the commission may, in addition to any 
other penalty or fine levied under Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised 
Code or any rules adopted thereunder, impose a civil penalty or fine in an 
amount equal to the money or value of the property that was unlawfully 
obtained or retained.


(D) The commission may impose a monetary civil penalty or fine and may 
consider the person’s finances in determining the amount of the fine. If the 
alleged violation is the result of, or results in, the unlawful obtainment or 
retention of any money or property, the commission may, in addition to any 
other penalty or fine levied under Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised 
Code or any rules adopted thereunder, impose a civil penalty or fine in an 
amount equal to the money or value of the property that was unlawfully 
obtained or retained.


Penn recommends limiting OCCC's authority to consider a person's finances when 
determining the amount of a penalty or fine. The rule is unfair as currently written as it 
allows OCCC to charge one person more than another, for the same violation, simply on 
the basis of available funds, rather than considering the violation itself. Penn recommends 
amending this rule to remove OCCC's authority to consider finances when imposing a 
penalty or fine as this will ensure any such impositions are handed down equitably. 
Additionally, Penn is not aware of such authority being given to a regulatory body in any of 
the 14 jurisdictions in which we offer sports wagering.   


Integrity MonitoringRule 3772:1-16-01
(A) Independent 
integrity monitor 
provider certification.


(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by 
the commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate sports gaming data, 
sports gaming lines, and wagering activity for compliance with Chapter 
3775. of the Revised Code and the rules adopted thereunder.


(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by 
the commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate non-proprietary
sports gaming information data, sports gaming lines, and wagering activity
for compliance with Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code and the rules 
adopted thereunder.


In accordance with industry standard, Penn recommends adopting a process whereby 
operators notify the certified integrity monitor provider and the OCCC if suspicious activity 
is observed. The certified integrity monitor provider can then evaluate the industry-
provided information, investigate and research, and inform the OCCC of any necessary 
action. As additional background, Penn is a member of US Integrity (“USI”), a leading 
independent integrity monitoring provider. Penn utilizes this membership in accordance 
with regulatory requirements set forth in other jurisdictions such as Colorado, Iowa, 
Indiana, et al. As a member, Penn is responsible for raising any integrity related concerns 
to USI, and responding to any alerts that are raised by USI that require a response. As 
part of this membership, Penn is not required to share wagering information with USI.   


As currently written, this provision is reasonably interpreted to require certified integrity 
monitoring provider(s) access to specific wagering information from sports gaming 
proprietors. This is not required in any of the 14 jurisdictions where Penn offers sports 
wagering, as there are concerns regarding both the protection of patrons' personal 
information (e.g., name, social security number, etc.), and other sensitive business-related 
wagering information (e.g., dollar amounts) which is not currently shared with third parties 
for proprietary reasons. Amending this rule offers greater privacy protections to patrons 
and protects the sensitive business-related data of sports gaming proprietors, while 
ensuring the integrity of sports wagering follows industry best practices.


Penn Commentary on OCCC Proposed Rules 
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Ohio Casino Control Commission - 2021 Initial Sports Wagering Rules (Batch 1)
Area Rule Reference Existing Rule Language Proposed Language Reason for Change
Definitions Rule 3772:1-1-01(B)

(2) Definitions.
(2) "Conduct" means to back, promote, organize, manage, carry on, 
sponsor, or prepare for the operation of sports gaming in this state and 
includes participating in the conduct at issue.

(2) "Conduct" means to back, promote, organize, manage, carry on, 
sponsor, or prepare for the operation of sports gaming in this state and 
includes participating in the conduct at issue.

Penn recommends limiting this definition to include only those activities involved in the 
operations of sports gaming in the state. In accordance with section 3775.03(A)(1) of 
HB29, no entity may "conduct" or assist in the operation of sports wagering in Ohio 
without obtaining a license. The current language is overly inclusive, as it contemplates 
not only those persons or entities vital to the sports wagering operation, but also persons 
and entities that may be indirectly involved in marketing activities regarding the platform. 
Requiring each of these persons or entities to obtain the proper license before 
participating in the conduct of sports wagering will prevent them from doing business in 
the state, as they have no influence on sports wagering operations and are therefore 
reluctant to obtain a license. In addition, narrowing this rule ensures that the licensing 
process is focused on the persons and entities critical to sports wagering operations, 
ensuring each is adequately investigated prior to obtaining a license. 

Definitions Rule 3772:1-1-01(B)
(6) Definitions.

(6) “Suspicious betting activity or pattern” means unusual betting activity or 
pattern that cannot be explained and is indicative of any conduct that 
corrupts the outcome of an event or any other prohibited activity.

(6) “Suspicious betting activity or pattern” means unusual betting activity or 
pattern that cannot be easily explained and is indicative of any conduct that 
corrupts the outcome of an event or any other prohibited activity.

Penn understands the importance of identifying suspicious activity, however Penn 
recommends amending this rule as the current language is vague. Some betting activity 
and patterns that seem unusual on their face can be easily explained for common 
reasons. For example, a patron that prefers to wager on football over other sports will 
experience an increase in both the number of wagers and dollars wagered for the period 
of August through February. Narrowing this definition avoids such betting activity from 
being considered "suspicious" which allows the OCCC, licensees and certified integrity 
monitoring providers alike to focus their resources on monitoring other corrupt and 
prohibited activity. 

Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)
(7) Records 
retention.

(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:

(7) Any materials used to advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote sports 
gaming in this state;

(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:

(7) Any materials final promotional terms and conditions used to 
advertise, publicize, or otherwise promote sports gaming in this state;

Penn recommends amending this rule as the current language is vague and operationally 
burdensome to sports gaming proprietors, mobile management services providers, 
management services providers, and suppliers. As currently written, this rule does not 
specify which materials the aforementioned licensees must retain. Amending this rule to 
expressly require final promotional terms and conditions be retained aligns with industry 
standard, and allows proprietors and their partners flexibility to offer compelling 
promotions while maintaining integrity and public confidence in Ohio's sports wagering 
industry.

Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(A)
(8) Records 
retention.

(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:

(8) Records related to the conduct of sports gaming in this state; and

(A) Unless otherwise required by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or any 
rules adopted thereunder, each sports gaming proprietor, mobile 
management services provider, services provider, and supplier must retain 
and maintain, in a place secure from theft, loss, or destruction, all the 
records required to be maintained by Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code or 
the rules adopted thereunder for at least five years from the date of the 
record’s creation, including:

(8) Records related to the business of accepting wagers on sporting 
events conduct of sports gaming in this state; and

Penn recommends revising this rule to add clarity by aligning this provision with the 
definition of "sports gaming" in HB29. In addition, revising this rule will align Ohio with  
other jurisdictions, as the maintenance of records of all wagers accepted by a sports 
gaming proprietor on a sporting event is industry standard. As currently written, this rule is 
reasonably interpreted to be so overly broad as to include any and all aspects of a sports 
gaming proprietor's business operations (e.g., a receipt for a printer used to print out odds 
sheets at the sportsbook).

Record Retention Rule 3772:1-1-05(B) 
Records retention.

(B) All records required to be maintained must be organized in a manner 
that enables the commission to locate, inspect, review, and analyze the 
records with reasonable ease and efficiency.

(B) Upon the request of the Commission, all All records required to be 
maintained must be organized in a manner that enables the commission to 
locate, inspect, review, and analyze the records with reasonable ease and 
efficiency.

Penn recommends amending this rule to give the OCCC more control when inspecting 
records. By requiring sports gaming proprietors, mobile management service providers, 
management service providers, and suppliers to organize and provide any maintained 
records upon OCCC request, OCCC can determine the exact scope and format of the 
records to be provided. This ensures all information is provided to the OCCC in an 
efficient and clear manner, and gives sports gaming proprietors, mobile management 
service providers, management service providers, and suppliers clarity regarding how all 
required records should be retained and maintained.

Penn Commentary on OCCC Proposed Rules 
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Area Rule Reference Existing Rule Language Proposed Language Reason for Change
Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(A)

(2) Sanctions.
(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:

(2) Engaging in any misrepresentation or material omission;

(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:

(2) Engaging in any material misrepresentation or material omission;

Penn recommends amending this rule to add uniformity so that only "material" 
misrepresentations are subject to discipline by OCCC. As currently written, this rule could 
reasonably be interpreted to mean that any unforeseen circumstances, resulting in any 
change of a previous disclosure, could be subject to discipline. Amending this rule 
provides clarity to the OCCC, licensees and applicants and ensures consequences of 
permissible actions taken in the normal course of business will not be subject to discipline. 

Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(A)
(7) Sanctions.

(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:

(7) Failing to allow the commission access to records, to comply with the 
terms of a subpoena issued by the commission, or to testify on matters 
about which the person may be lawfully questioned; or

(A) The commission, at a meeting held under section 3772.02 of the 
Revised Code, may discipline any licensee, applicant, or other person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to Chapter 3775. of 
the Revised Code for any of the following:

(7) Failing to allow the commission access to records required under 3772:
1-1-05 of the Administrative Code, to comply with the terms of a subpoena 
issued by the commission, or to testify on matters about which the person 
may be lawfully questioned; or

Penn recommends amending this rule to provide licensees and applicants clarity as to the 
types of records the OCCC may access. As currently written, this rule could be reasonably 
interpreted to mean that a licensee's or applicant's failure to allow the OCCC access to 
any records may result in disciplinary action. Amending this rule gives licensees and 
applicants adequate notice as to which records they may need to make available to the 
OCCC, resulting in faster and more efficient access, and ensures uniform enforcement of 
the rule. 

Sanctions Rule 3772:1-1-08(D) 
Sanctions.

(D) The commission may impose a monetary civil penalty or fine and may 
consider the person’s finances in determining the amount of the fine. If the 
alleged violation is the result of, or results in, the unlawful obtainment or 
retention of any money or property, the commission may, in addition to any 
other penalty or fine levied under Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised 
Code or any rules adopted thereunder, impose a civil penalty or fine in an 
amount equal to the money or value of the property that was unlawfully 
obtained or retained.

(D) The commission may impose a monetary civil penalty or fine and may 
consider the person’s finances in determining the amount of the fine. If the 
alleged violation is the result of, or results in, the unlawful obtainment or 
retention of any money or property, the commission may, in addition to any 
other penalty or fine levied under Chapters 3772. or 3775. of the Revised 
Code or any rules adopted thereunder, impose a civil penalty or fine in an 
amount equal to the money or value of the property that was unlawfully 
obtained or retained.

Penn recommends limiting OCCC's authority to consider a person's finances when 
determining the amount of a penalty or fine. The rule is unfair as currently written as it 
allows OCCC to charge one person more than another, for the same violation, simply on 
the basis of available funds, rather than considering the violation itself. Penn recommends 
amending this rule to remove OCCC's authority to consider finances when imposing a 
penalty or fine as this will ensure any such impositions are handed down equitably. 
Additionally, Penn is not aware of such authority being given to a regulatory body in any of 
the 14 jurisdictions in which we offer sports wagering.   

Integrity MonitoringRule 3772:1-16-01
(A) Independent 
integrity monitor 
provider certification.

(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by 
the commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate sports gaming data, 
sports gaming lines, and wagering activity for compliance with Chapter 
3775. of the Revised Code and the rules adopted thereunder.

(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by 
the commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate non-proprietary
sports gaming information data, sports gaming lines, and wagering activity
for compliance with Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code and the rules 
adopted thereunder.

In accordance with industry standard, Penn recommends adopting a process whereby 
operators notify the certified integrity monitor provider and the OCCC if suspicious activity 
is observed. The certified integrity monitor provider can then evaluate the industry-
provided information, investigate and research, and inform the OCCC of any necessary 
action. As additional background, Penn is a member of US Integrity (“USI”), a leading 
independent integrity monitoring provider. Penn utilizes this membership in accordance 
with regulatory requirements set forth in other jurisdictions such as Colorado, Iowa, 
Indiana, et al. As a member, Penn is responsible for raising any integrity related concerns 
to USI, and responding to any alerts that are raised by USI that require a response. As 
part of this membership, Penn is not required to share wagering information with USI.   

As currently written, this provision is reasonably interpreted to require certified integrity 
monitoring provider(s) access to specific wagering information from sports gaming 
proprietors. This is not required in any of the 14 jurisdictions where Penn offers sports 
wagering, as there are concerns regarding both the protection of patrons' personal 
information (e.g., name, social security number, etc.), and other sensitive business-related 
wagering information (e.g., dollar amounts) which is not currently shared with third parties 
for proprietary reasons. Amending this rule offers greater privacy protections to patrons 
and protects the sensitive business-related data of sports gaming proprietors, while 
ensuring the integrity of sports wagering follows industry best practices.

Penn Commentary on OCCC Proposed Rules 
Page 2 of 2



From: Kevin Cochran
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Christopher Cipolla; Griffin Finan
Subject: DraftKings Comments on Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 1:52:57 PM
Attachments: DraftKings - Sports Gaming Batch 1 Comments - 1-7-2022.pdf

Good afternoon,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1. Please
find DraftKings Inc.’s (“DraftKings”) comments attached. We appreciate your consideration of our
comments and do not hesitate to reach out to us if you have any questions regarding our submitted
comments or anything else related to sports gaming.
 
Thanks and have a nice weekend,
 
KEVIN COCHRAN
Senior Manager, Government Affairs and Senior Corporate Counsel
DraftKings Inc.
215-290-4428

 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 

mailto:kcochran@draftkings.com
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:ccipolla@draftkings.com
mailto:gfinan@draftkings.com
mailto:csc@ohio.gov
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January 7, 2022 


Via E-Mail to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov  


Executive Director Matt Schuler 


Deputy Executive Director Rick Anthony 


Ohio Casino Control Commission 


100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 


Columbus, OH 43215 


Re: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1 


Dear Executive Director Schuler and Deputy Executive Director Anthony, 


Following receipt of the Ohio Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) request for input on 


the 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, DraftKings Inc. (“DraftKings”) submits the 


following comments for consideration. As a leading sports wagering operator in the United States, 


DraftKings has first-hand experience with sports wagering regulatory frameworks, and submits 


these comments based on its operational knowledge in multiple regulated markets. 


Rule 3772:1-16-01 Independent integrity monitor provider certification 


 


Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-01(A) 


 


Reason for Change: DraftKings respectfully requests amending the outlined responsibilities that 


require an independent integrity monitoring provider (“IIMP”) to become certified. In an attempt 


to align the role of an IIMP in Ohio with the role of an IIMP in other sports wagering jurisdictions, 


DraftKings suggests having this requirement mirror the duties outlined in the authorizing law’s 


Section 3775.02(I)(1) instead of using terms that could have multiple interpretations. If the rules 


require an IIMP be certified in order to monitor sports gaming conducted in the state, the ability 


to review data, including lines and wagering activity, would be included. 


 


Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 


 


(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by the 


commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate monitor sports gaming conducted in this 


state data, sports gaming lines, and wagering activity for compliance with Chapter 3775. 


of the Revised Code and the rules adopted thereunder. 


 


Rule 3772:1-16-04 Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 



mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
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Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-04(A) 


 


Reason for Change: Similar to our comments above, DraftKings respectfully requests modifying 


the duties of a certified independent integrity monitoring provider (“CIIMP”) to clarify the 


CIIMP's role and align it to how they function in other sports wagering jurisdictions. Generally, a 


sports wagering operator identifies unusual activity and reports it to an integrity monitoring 


provider, who in turn requests related information from other sports wagering operators in the 


market to investigate and analyze unusual activity. See, IGC 68 IAC 27-4-1 Sec. 1 (a)-(c). By 


including a reference to coordination with sports gaming proprietors in the requirement, the rules 


could clarify that CIIMPs receive data from sports gaming proprietors and are not expected to 


determine all unusual betting activities and patterns on their own. The last sentence in the 


authorizing law’s Section 3775.02(I)(1) also sets out a role for sports gaming proprietors ([t]he 


commission shall require each sports gaming proprietor to participate in the monitoring system 


as part of the minimum internal control standards described in division (D) of this section). 


 


Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 


 


(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming 


conducted in this state in order to identify any unusual betting activities or patterns that 


may indicate a need for further investigation in coordination with sports gaming 


proprietors. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports gaming proprietors, 


and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and monitoring 


results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor 


provider identifies as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 


executive director upon identification. 


 


*  *  *  *  * 


 


Thank you for your consideration of DraftKings’ comments regarding the Commission’s 2021 


Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, and please reach out if we can be a resource in any way. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


DraftKings Inc. 


 



http://iac.iga.in.gov/iac/20210721-IR-068200420FRA.xml.pdf
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January 7, 2022 

Via E-Mail to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov  

Executive Director Matt Schuler 

Deputy Executive Director Rick Anthony 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

Re: 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1 

Dear Executive Director Schuler and Deputy Executive Director Anthony, 

Following receipt of the Ohio Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) request for input on 

the 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, DraftKings Inc. (“DraftKings”) submits the 

following comments for consideration. As a leading sports wagering operator in the United States, 

DraftKings has first-hand experience with sports wagering regulatory frameworks, and submits 

these comments based on its operational knowledge in multiple regulated markets. 

Rule 3772:1-16-01 Independent integrity monitor provider certification 

 

Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-01(A) 

 

Reason for Change: DraftKings respectfully requests amending the outlined responsibilities that 

require an independent integrity monitoring provider (“IIMP”) to become certified. In an attempt 

to align the role of an IIMP in Ohio with the role of an IIMP in other sports wagering jurisdictions, 

DraftKings suggests having this requirement mirror the duties outlined in the authorizing law’s 

Section 3775.02(I)(1) instead of using terms that could have multiple interpretations. If the rules 

require an IIMP be certified in order to monitor sports gaming conducted in the state, the ability 

to review data, including lines and wagering activity, would be included. 

 

Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 

 

(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by the 

commission to scientifically analyze and evaluate monitor sports gaming conducted in this 

state data, sports gaming lines, and wagering activity for compliance with Chapter 3775. 

of the Revised Code and the rules adopted thereunder. 

 

Rule 3772:1-16-04 Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 

mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
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Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-04(A) 

 

Reason for Change: Similar to our comments above, DraftKings respectfully requests modifying 

the duties of a certified independent integrity monitoring provider (“CIIMP”) to clarify the 

CIIMP's role and align it to how they function in other sports wagering jurisdictions. Generally, a 

sports wagering operator identifies unusual activity and reports it to an integrity monitoring 

provider, who in turn requests related information from other sports wagering operators in the 

market to investigate and analyze unusual activity. See, IGC 68 IAC 27-4-1 Sec. 1 (a)-(c). By 

including a reference to coordination with sports gaming proprietors in the requirement, the rules 

could clarify that CIIMPs receive data from sports gaming proprietors and are not expected to 

determine all unusual betting activities and patterns on their own. The last sentence in the 

authorizing law’s Section 3775.02(I)(1) also sets out a role for sports gaming proprietors ([t]he 

commission shall require each sports gaming proprietor to participate in the monitoring system 

as part of the minimum internal control standards described in division (D) of this section). 

 

Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 

 

(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming 

conducted in this state in order to identify any unusual betting activities or patterns that 

may indicate a need for further investigation in coordination with sports gaming 

proprietors. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports gaming proprietors, 

and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and monitoring 

results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor 

provider identifies as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 

executive director upon identification. 

 

*  *  *  *  * 

 

Thank you for your consideration of DraftKings’ comments regarding the Commission’s 2021 

Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, and please reach out if we can be a resource in any way. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

DraftKings Inc. 

 

http://iac.iga.in.gov/iac/20210721-IR-068200420FRA.xml.pdf


From: Perera, Brian M.
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Schuler, Matt; Rastauskas, Stacy
Subject: Rules
Date: Friday, January 7, 2022 1:25:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ohio State University Comments OCCC January 2022 FINAL.pdf

Attached, please find comments regarding the HB 29 sports gaming rules pursuant to your
informational email to stakeholders from December 27.
 
Thank you!
 
The Ohio State University

Brian M. Perera
Associate Vice President - State Relations
Office of Government Affairs
300 Bricker Hall, 190 North Oval Mall, Columbus, OH 43210
614-247-8440 Direct Line/ 614-247-8468 Main Office/ 614-270-8061 Mobile
e-mail: perera.1@osu.edu        web: govaffairs.osu.edu
 

CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious,
please do not click links or open attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click
the Phish Alert Button if available. 

mailto:perera.1@osu.edu
mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:Matt.Schuler@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
mailto:bretherton.1@osu.edu
mailto:perera.1@osu.edu
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fgovaffairs.osu.edu%2F&data=04%7C01%7Crulecomments%40casinocontrol.ohio.gov%7C139c7097670a4edc533508d9d20af99e%7C50f8fcc494d84f0784eb36ed57c7c8a2%7C0%7C0%7C637771766996090663%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ISNrMsq5j5sW2SPKbkL9H72hSFC81MAawv0ayeS5Mfc%3D&reserved=0
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January 7, 2022 


 


Ohio Casino Control Commission 


100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 


Columbus, OH 43215 


 


Dear Commissioners and Executive Director Schuler: 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments regarding the first draft of rules for sports 


gaming in Ohio pursuant to the enactment of HB 29. We anticipate continuing to communicate with your 


team as the rulemaking process moves forward. 


 


Throughout our engagement with state officials regarding the legislation to allow for sports gaming in 


Ohio, we have advocated for restrictions, protections, and resources for our students and student-athletes, 


who statistically by age are more at-risk of problem gambling and other risky behaviors than the general 


population. 


 


The actions the Ohio Casino Control Commission takes in its rulemaking process are of paramount 


importance to not only ensuring integrity and success for Ohio’s sports gaming endeavors, but also 


assisting colleges and universities in educating students, student-athletes and our university community. 


 


As you create rules related to collegiate sports, we would respectfully ask that you consider: 


• Restrict the number of sports eligible for wagering 


• Restrict to outcome of game only 


• Prohibit prop bets 


• Prohibit in-game betting 


• No participation by players, coaches, officials, and university athletic department employees, 


among others  


• Enhanced educational programming and problem gaming/addiction services for university 


students 


• Enhanced penalties for coercion and cheating 


• Compliance for eSports and club sports 


 


Thank you again for the opportunity to provide initial input. We intend to provide specific feedback on 


additional rule packages in the future.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


 
 


Stacy Rastauskas 


Vice President, Government Affairs 







 
Office of Government Affairs 

300 Bricker Hall 

190 North Oval Mall 

Columbus, OH 43210 

Phone: 614-247-8468   

Fax: 614-247-6344   

govaffairs.osu.edu 

 

  

 

 

 
 

January 7, 2022 

 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

Dear Commissioners and Executive Director Schuler: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments regarding the first draft of rules for sports 

gaming in Ohio pursuant to the enactment of HB 29. We anticipate continuing to communicate with your 

team as the rulemaking process moves forward. 

 

Throughout our engagement with state officials regarding the legislation to allow for sports gaming in 

Ohio, we have advocated for restrictions, protections, and resources for our students and student-athletes, 

who statistically by age are more at-risk of problem gambling and other risky behaviors than the general 

population. 

 

The actions the Ohio Casino Control Commission takes in its rulemaking process are of paramount 

importance to not only ensuring integrity and success for Ohio’s sports gaming endeavors, but also 

assisting colleges and universities in educating students, student-athletes and our university community. 

 

As you create rules related to collegiate sports, we would respectfully ask that you consider: 

• Restrict the number of sports eligible for wagering 

• Restrict to outcome of game only 

• Prohibit prop bets 

• Prohibit in-game betting 

• No participation by players, coaches, officials, and university athletic department employees, 

among others  

• Enhanced educational programming and problem gaming/addiction services for university 

students 

• Enhanced penalties for coercion and cheating 

• Compliance for eSports and club sports 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide initial input. We intend to provide specific feedback on 

additional rule packages in the future.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Stacy Rastauskas 

Vice President, Government Affairs 



 

 Round 2 Stakeholder Comments  
Batch 1 – General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent 

Testing Laboratories, and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors 

Comment Period: January 18, 2022 – January 28, 2022. 
 
 

Exhibit 10
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Cox, William

From: Duff, MaryKay <MDuff@duanemorris.com> on behalf of Berger, Adam 
<ABerger@duanemorris.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2022 10:13 AM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Berger, Adam
Subject: Sports Gaming Rule Comments
Attachments: Sports Gaming Rule Comments- OH.pdf

On behalf of Adam Berger, I am sending you the attached correspondence. If you have any questions or concerns, please 
contact Adam Berger (adam.berger@duanemorris.com). 
 
Thank you, 
MaryKay Duff 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
For more information about Duane Morris, please visit http://www.DuaneMorris.com 
 
 
Confidentiality Notice: This electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the review of the party to whom it is addressed. If you 
have received this transmission in error, please immediately return it to the sender. Unintended transmission shall not constitute waiver of the attorney-client or any 
other privilege. 

 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
 
 

  www.duanemorris.com     

  MaryKay Duff  
Legal Assistant 

  
Duane Morris LLP 
1940 Route 70 East, Suite 100 
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003-2171 

P: +1 856 874 4261 
F: +1 856 424 4446 

  E-MAIL      
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Cox, William

From: Hoyer, Nicole <hoyerng@miamioh.edu>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 12:04 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Thomas, Randi Malcolm Esq Mr.
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules
Attachments: Rule 3772 Recommendations.docx

Good afternoon,   
 
Please see the attached comments on the proposed sports gaming rules.  
 
If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Thank you, 
Nicole 
 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

Nicole Hoyer 
Assistant Director of Government Relations 
ASPIRE 
Miami University 
410 E. High St. 
Oxford, OH 45056 
O/M: (513) 529-4151 

 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
 
 



Rule 3772:1‐16‐4|Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 

(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in a format 

approved by the executive director, in real‐time, from sports gaming proprietors.  At a minimum, the 

data will include: 

(1) Time; 

(2) Odds; 

(3) Location; 

(4) Wager amount; 

(5) Win amount; 

(6) Wager type; 

(7) Team, side, total or other statistic the wager was place upon; and 

(8) Wagerer identity or designation as approved by the executive director; and 

(9) Any other information required by the executive director. 

 

[Comments ‐ One of the short comings some jurisdictions face in their systems that are in place to 

prevent money laundering, match fixing and other gaming related issues is the lack of information 

available to regulators.  Activity with one gaming proprietor may seem perfectly innocent until you learn 

that a conflicting activity occurred with another gaming proprietor that may be indicative of money 

laundering, match fixing or another gaming related issue.  Gaming proprietors are not, and should not, 

be expected to know of a player’s transactions with other gaming proprietors.  However, regulators 

should have the same information possessed by those that they regulate.  By requiring every gaming 

proprietor to provide wagerer information, the independent integrity monitor may be able to detect 

potential improprieties that otherwise will go undetected.   

The Executive Director may prefer that the independent integrity monitor be given the wagerer’s 

assigned wagerer number as opposed to the name and social security number.  In such cases, the 

Executive Director, or the Executive Director’s attorney, could maintain a key to the assigned wagerer 

numbers so that the appropriate investigators could reach out to the wagerer, should circumstances 

dictate.  By doing things in this manner, such player identification information is further protected by 

the attorney client privilege that exists between the Executive Director and such attorney. 

 



1

Cox, William

From: Stefan Nigam <Stefan.Nigam@kambi.com>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 12:32 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Regulatory Compliance; Regulatory Affairs; Tommaso Di Chio; Aleksandar Gajic
Subject: RE: Kambi / Ohio Sports Gaming Rules for Comment
Attachments: Ohio Reg comments - 2nd Round Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1 - 28 January 2022.pdf

Dear Andromeda,  

 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, please see attached our comments to the Ohio Casino Control 
Commission in relation to the 2nd Round Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1 ‐ we look forward to continuing dialogue with the 
Commission on the rules. 
 
Let us know if it would be helpful to discuss our submission further, or if we can be of assistance in any other way.  
 
Kind regards, 
Stefan 
 
Stefan Nigam 
Legal and Regulatory Counsel  
+44 7759 832617 
www.kambi.com  
UK: 3rd Floor, 1 Queen Caroline Street, London, W6 9HQ                 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
 

From: rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov <rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>  
Sent: 08 January 2022 01:38 
To: Stefan Nigam <Stefan.Nigam@kambi.com> 
Subject: RE: Kambi / Ohio Sports Gaming Rules for Comment 
 

EXTERNAL SENDER. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. DO NOT 
provide your username or password. 

 
Mr. Nigam: 
 
Thank you for providing comments and feedback on the proposed rule language.  Staff will be carefully reviewing all of 
the received comments and will contact you if additional information would be helpful.  Again, thank you for your 
thoughtful participation in the rule‐drafting process.   
 
Respectfully, 
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From: Stefan Nigam <Stefan.Nigam@kambi.com>  
Sent: Friday, January 7, 2022 1:01 PM 
To: Rule Comments <rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov> 
Cc: Tommaso Di Chio <Tommaso.DiChio@kambi.com>; Aleksandar Gajic <Aleksandar.Gajic@kambi.com>; Regulatory 
Compliance <regulatory.compliance@kambi.com>; Regulatory Affairs <regulatory.affairs@kambi.com> 
Subject: RE: Kambi / Ohio Sports Gaming Rules for Comment 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, we would like to express gratitude for the opportunity to 
submit comments to the Ohio Casino Control Commission in relation to the Initial Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1. As a 
sportsbook provider with operations globally and across the US, we are looking forward to the launch of Ohio’s sports 
betting market and hope we can assist the Commission throughout the launch period.  
 
Please see attached our submission on the rules for your consideration. 
 
Let us know if it would be helpful to discuss our submission further, or if we can be of assistance in any other way.  
 
Kind regards, 
Stefan 
 

Stefan Nigam 
Legal and Regulatory Counsel  
+44 7759 832617 
www.kambi.com  
UK: 3rd Floor, 1 Queen Caroline Street, London, W6 9HQ                 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
 

From: Ohio Casino Control Commission <communications@casinocontrol.ohio.gov>  
Sent: 27 December 2021 18:02 
To: Stefan Nigam <Stefan.Nigam@kambi.com> 
Subject: Sports Gaming Rules for Comment 
 

EXTERNAL SENDER. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. DO NOT 
provide your username or password. 

 

 

View this email in your browser  

  



3

 

 

 

 

 

Sports Gaming Stakeholders, 
  
The Commission is sending out its first batch of sports gaming for comment. As 
outlined in the Commission’s original sports gaming presentation, rules are 
being batched out according to subject matter and stakeholders will have the 
opportunity to review and comment on rules twice before the formal statutory 
process starts. The rules being provided for comment in this set concern 
general provisions, provisional licensing, independent testing laboratories, and 
integrity monitoring providers. 
  
The proposed versions of those rules can be found here. 
  
Please feel free to forward this communication to anyone else you think may be 
interested in these rules. Additionally, anyone may sign up for the Commission’s 
sports-gaming listserv themselves here. If you would like to unsubscribe from 
this listserv, you may do so using the link located at the bottom of this email. 
  
If after reading and reviewing these rules you would like to provide written 
comments, please email them to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov by 
January 7 at 5:00 PM. 
  
While you will have additional chances to comment on these rules, including 
when they are filed with the state’s Common Sense Initiative Office (“CSI”), 
please note that it is much easier and faster for the Commission and for 
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stakeholders to work out any questions or comments directly before the rules 
start the formal process with CSI. 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REGULATIONS 
 
On behalf of Sports Information Services Ltd d/b/a Kambi, I would like to express gratitude for the 
opportunity to submit comments to the Ohio Casino Control Commission (the Commission) in relation 
to the 2nd Round Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1 (the Draft Regulations). 
 
We look forward to continuing dialogue with the Commission on the rules, particularly with a view to 
build on our previous comments to the 2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1 submitted on January 
7, 2022 (“Batch 1 Round 1 Comment”). 
 
1) Rule 3772:1-1-01 | Definitions. 
 
As currently drafted, the Commission has identified several definitions relevant for sports gaming. It 
is our understanding that the Commission will continue to update the definitions as the draft 
regulation discussions progress. We are looking forward to future batches where we anticipate 
provisions concerning cancelled and voided bets will be included, as this is an important aspect of 
regulations and have worked well in other jurisdictions. These definitions give the operator the ability 
to cancel wagers if the event/bet offer is unable to be completed (i.e., the event is cancelled or 
postponed) or void the wager according to the operator’s internal controls or house rules, which are 
approved by the Commission (i.e., placed at incorrect odds or during technical issues). In both of these 
instances, it allows the customer and the player a clear and efficient process to determine the correct 
settlement. With that in mind, we would like to take this opportunity to propose below additional 
definitions that we believe will contribute to a comprehensive sports gaming framework that 
minimises the risk of uncertainty.  
 
“Cancelled Wager” means a sports wager cancelled by the operator due to an issue preventing the 
completion of the event or causing the subject of the bet to cease to exist.1 
  
“Voided Wager” means a sports wager voided by an employee of the licensee or operator and 
approved by a supervisor or higher pursuant to the internal controls or house rules.2 
 
2) Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 
 

(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted 
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to identify any 
unusual betting activities or patterns. 

 
(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in a 

format approved by the executive director, in real-time, from sports gaming proprietors. At a 
minimum, the data will include: 

 
1 Title 42 § VI-103 of the Louisiana Administrative Code (https://www.doa.la.gov/media/oibbwfam/42v1-
15.pdf) 
2 Title 42 § VI-103 of the Louisiana Administrative Code (https://www.doa.la.gov/media/oibbwfam/42v1-
15.pdf) 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
(1) Time; 
(2) Odds; 
(3) Location; 
(4) Wager amount; 
(5) Win amount; 
(6) Wager type; 
(7) Team, side, total or other statistic the wager was placed upon; and 
(8) Any other information required by the executive director. 

 
In regard to Rule 3773:1-16-04, we would like to refer to our Batch 1 Round 1 Comments previously 
submitted. We note with regret that our comments were not taken on board and would like to stress 
that the new language only deepens our concern. The reason for this concern has been expressed in 
our previous correspondence, which for ease of reference, we have included as an Appendix to this 
letter. 
 
2A. Requirements on integrity monitors are not in line with industry best practice and would 
negatively impact business stakeholders and industry efficiency: 
 
Section (B) of Rule 3773:1-16-03 provides that “A certified independent integrity monitor must be able 
to receive sports gaming data”. To meet this requirement in respect of all transactions would be a 
huge undertaking for a certified independent integrity monitor with associated cost burdens and 
would essentially duplicate what is already being done by proprietors’ trading teams and it is not 
something that has ever been asked of a monitor outside of the US to the best of Kambi’s knowledge. 
Such an approach is therefore highly questionable in terms of necessity and impact, especially given 
that the context provided by the Optimum Betting Market Report3 IBIA published last year, which 
shows that: “in total, operators who contributed to this report offered betting on over 500,000 sports 
matches, or 650,000 events including horse racing per annum. Of these, 99.96% had no suspicious 
betting alerts.”  
 
We respectfully submit that the HB29 Sec. 3775.02.(I)(1) language providing that “the commission 
shall monitor all sports gaming conducted in this state by sports gaming proprietors, or shall contract 
with an independent integrity monitoring provider for that purpose...” does not necessarily require a 
regulatory requirement for the integrity monitor, or the Commission, to monitor all sports gaming 
transactions. We believe that a reasonable interpretation could allow integrity monitors to fulfil this 
legislative standard while continuing existing best practice where integrity monitors work together 
with proprietors’ trading teams to concentrate monitoring efforts on suspicious transactions only. 
Adherence to the legislative intent might be formalised through codes of conduct or agreements 
between integrity monitors and operators. In any event, we would be grateful for the Commission’s 
willingness to explore such solutions and interpretations further, in the interests of ensuring an 
efficient and cost-effective sports betting market in Ohio.  
 

 
3 Available at: https://ibia.bet/an-optimum-betting-market/ 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Alternatively, if the Commission disagrees with our view regarding the proper interpretation of HB29, 
Sec. 3775.02.(I)(1), we respectfully submit that this issue be investigated further for an ultimate 
evaluation by Ohio’s Common Sense Initiative, so that unnecessary inefficiencies in the sports betting 
market can be avoided. Kambi would be happy to assist the Commission in evaluating the negative 
business impact this legal / regulatory requirement would have, leveraging our international sports 
betting experience and relationships with integrity monitors in the US and internationally.   
 
2B. ‘Real-time’ requirement unfeasible:   
 
Section (B) of Rule 3773:1-16-03 further provides that sports gaming data must be available “in real-
time".  While Kambi agrees that best practice is to raise suspicious transactions as soon as possible 
(subject to the time it takes to internally check markets once a suspicion is raised), having such data 
available in real-time, at all times, is not always feasible given that issues are sometimes only evident 
over a long time horizon. For instance, suspicious player activity or potential corruption has 
occasionally been identified months after a sporting event has taken place, when new data is available 
requiring re-investigation of historical data or long-term betting behaviour has been observed.  
 
With this in mind, we respectfully submit that Section (B) of Rule 3773:1-16-03 be amended as follows:  
 

(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in a 
format approved by the executive director, in real-time or as soon as is practically possible, 
from sports gaming proprietors… 

 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tommaso Di Chio  
SVP Regulatory Affairs and Compliance 
Sports Information Services Limited D/B/A Kambi 
 
  

Tommaso Di Chio



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix - Batch 1, Round 1 comment provided on January 7, 2022 
 

As currently drafted, Rule 3773:1-16-04 may be interpreted as requiring integrity monitor providers 
to actively monitor all sports gaming conducted in Ohio, as opposed to the approach taken in the vast 
majority of other US states, where operators/proprietors are responsible for monitoring activities on 
their own platform and then reporting such incidents to independent integrity monitor providers or 
the relevant regulator. While we understand and appreciate the importance of the integrity of sports 
gaming, we respectfully submit our concerns of this approach, and/or any language of the Draft 
Regulations that may lead to this interpretation.  
 
Giving an independent integrity monitor provider full authority or obligation to monitor conducted 
sports gaming would negatively impact the effectivity of the operators’/proprietors’ own monitoring 
activities and daily operations, as well as leading to the risk that too much (often confidential or 
personal) data is being shared with the integrity monitor that goes above what is strictly necessary to 
identify any unusual betting activity or pattern.  
 
Further, monitoring activity for integrity concerns requires analysis of a multitude of data points for 
which the Integrity Monitoring Provider would not possess the Operators’ internal context. Identifying 
a large wager on a game cannot be labelled as suspicious without knowledge including analysis of the 
suspicious patrons’ details, metrics, typical betting patterns as well as input from the trading team as 
to how the odds compare to the market, usual wager size on such a market and whether the 
participant/team has been involved in suspicious events previously. Allowing sports gaming 
proprietors to harvest their vast experience and knowledge in these areas prior to escalating to the 
Integrity Monitoring Provider increases the effectiveness of integrity alerts and investigations. 
Therefore, sports wagering operators are best placed to provide the first line analysis as they will have 
individual sports experts setting the lines and monitoring the market for each event and will also have 
far more robust structures and tools in place to monitor integrity risks. By way of example, Kambi is a 
24/7/365 trading operation employing more than 300 trading, risk, and integrity management staff. 
An integrity monitoring provider will not have such resources attempting to run a similar service. 
 
Moreover, credible sports gaming proprietors will be required to have internal controls as well as 
conduct monitoring activities. Pursuant to article 3775.10(A)(9) and (B)(2), a sports gaming proprietor 
shall ensure that all sports gaming is monitored as well as immediately report to the Commission any 
abnormal sport gaming activity or patterns that may indicate a concern regarding the integrity of a 
sporting event. Hence, a sports gaming proprietor will in all cases monitor all sports gaming conducted 
in the state in order to identify any unusual betting activity or pattern. Therefore, we believe that in 
order to limit the risks of negatively impacting the effectivity of the operations and the risk that an 
inappropriate amount of data is being shared, a sports gaming proprietor should properly be the party 
sharing information of unusual betting activities or patterns to the independent integrity monitor 
provider. 
 
The approach of having the sports gaming proprietor sharing such information as discussed is also in 
accordance with other major states providing sports wagering. Pursuant to section 13:69N-1.6(a) of 
the New Jersey regulations, “Sports pool operators shall have controls in place to identify unusual 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

betting activity and report such activity to an integrity monitoring provider”.4 Pursuant to § 1408a.9(b) 
of the Pennsylvania regulations, “A sports wagering certificate holder or sports wagering operator 
must share information of unusual wagering activity or other suspicious wagering activity regarding 
sports wagering in this Commonwealth with: (1) Other sports wagering certificate holders or sports 
wagering operators, (2) The Board.”.5 
 
Given that this approach has been very successful in other major states providing sports wagering 
while not putting the operations of operators or the integrity of sports events at risk, we believe the 
same approach would be successful in the state of Ohio. We therefore respectfully submit that the 
Commission revise rule 3773:1-16-04 to remove any possibility that independent integrity monitors 
will be required to actively monitor all sports gaming activity in Ohio.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4 Section 13:69N-1.6(a) of the New Jersey Administrative Code 
(https://www.nj.gov/oag/ge/docs/SportsBetting/FinalAdoptionRegisterPublishedOct7.pdf) 
5 § 1408a.9(b) of the Pennsylvania Code 
(https://gamingcontrolboard.pa.gov/files/regulations/Final_Regulations_Master.pdf) 
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Cox, William

From: Kevin Cochran <kcochran@draftkings.com>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 3:44 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Christopher Cipolla
Subject: DraftKings Comments on Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1, Round 2
Attachments: DraftKings - Sports Gaming Batch 1 Round 2 Comments - 1-28-2022 .pdf

Good afternoon Ms. Morrison, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, Round #2. Please find 
DraftKings Inc.’s (“DraftKings”) comments attached. We appreciate your consideration of our comments and do not 
hesitate to reach out to us if you have any questions regarding our submitted comments or anything else related to 
sports gaming. 
 
Thanks and have a nice weekend,  
 
 
KEVIN COCHRAN 
Senior Manager, Government Affairs and Senior Corporate Counsel 
DraftKings Inc. 
215‐290‐4428 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
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January 28, 2022 

Via E-Mail to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov  

Executive Director Matt Schuler 

Deputy Executive Director Rick Anthony 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

Re: Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, Round #2 

Dear Executive Director Schuler and Deputy Executive Director Anthony, 

Following receipt of the Ohio Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) request for input on 

the Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, Round #2, DraftKings Inc. (“DraftKings”) submits the 

following comments for consideration. As a leading sports wagering operator in the United States, 

DraftKings has first-hand experience with sports wagering regulatory frameworks, and submits 

these comments based on its operational knowledge in multiple regulated markets. 

Similar to our comments on Batch #1, Round #1, DraftKings’ comments for Batch #1, Round #2 

are focused on the independent integrity monitor provider’s (“IIMP”) role in the sports gaming 

framework. Specifically, we respectfully request that Ohio’s sports gaming framework operates 

similar to sports wagering in other sports wagering jurisdictions and an IIMP’s role should be to 

receive information from sports gaming proprietors related to unusual wagering activity and help 

to determine if the activity amounts to suspicious wagering activity. 

DraftKings’ main concerns with an IIMP receiving information on every bet as is proposed within 

the current sports gaming framework, are as follows: 

• Effective Integrity Monitoring: Each sports wagering operator, as is generally documented 

in the internal controls, monitors a player’s betting patterns and is best positioned to 

determine if a mild variation in a player’s betting is unusual. Customer specific analysis by 

a sports wagering operator including previous betting patterns, deposit information, 

comparison to other accounts, and a variety of other factors, are needed to explain 

variations in a player’s betting, or escalate variations in their betting to unusual wagering 

activity.  

• Administratively Burdensome: The overwhelming majority of wagers accepted by sports 

wagering operators do not trigger any integrity monitoring red flags and an IIMP's analysis 

of all wagering data without a sports wagering operator's customer-specific analysis would 

mailto:rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov
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be incomplete and ineffective. As a result, forcing sports gaming proprietors to submit all 

wagering data, either periodically or in real-time, would be burdensome for both the sports 

gaming proprietor and the IIMP without increasing the effectiveness of integrity 

monitoring. In order for an IIMP to effectively identify unusual wagering activity 

independent from information received by sports gaming proprietors, an IIMP would likely 

need traders and other staff to duplicate efforts and analysis already performed by sports 

wagering operators, incurring a substantial cost that may be passed through to other 

stakeholders. 

DraftKings would welcome the opportunity to speak to the Commission to answer any questions 

related to integrity monitoring and how the process is conducted in other United States 

jurisdictions. 

Rule 3772:1-16-04 Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 

 

Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-04(A) 

 

Reason for Change: DraftKings respectfully resubmits a substantially similar comment from our 

Batch #1, Round #1 comments that would modify the duties of a certified IIMP to clarify the 

certified IIMP's role and align it to how they function in other sports wagering jurisdictions. 

Generally, a sports wagering operator identifies unusual activity and reports it to an integrity 

monitoring provider, who in turn requests related information from other sports wagering operators 

in the market to investigate and analyze unusual activity. See, IGC 68 IAC 27-4-1 Sec. 1 (a)-(c). 

By including a reference to coordination with sports gaming proprietors in the requirement, the 

rules could clarify that certified IIMPs receive data from sports gaming proprietors and are not 

expected to determine all unusual betting activities and patterns on their own, which would be a 

unique requirement to the state of Ohio. The last sentence in the authorizing law’s Section 

3775.02(I)(1) also sets out a role for sports gaming proprietors ([t]he commission shall require 

each sports gaming proprietor to participate in the monitoring system as part of the minimum 

internal control standards described in division (D) of this section). 

 

Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 

 

(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming 

conducted in this state by sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to 

identify any unusual betting activities or patterns in coordination with sports gaming 

proprietors. 

 

http://iac.iga.in.gov/iac/20210721-IR-068200420FRA.xml.pdf
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Rule Reference: 3772:1-16-04(B) 

 

Reason for Change: DraftKings respectfully requests clarification on the draft rule’s use of the 

term “in real-time” related to a certified IIMP ability to receive sports gaming data. While 

important that a certified IIMP be able to receive information “in real-time,” as we previously 

stated we seek clarification on if the Commission intends for a sports gaming proprietor to send 

all sports wagering information to a certified IIMP, or just unusual and suspicious wagering 

activity. 

 

In the case a certified IIMP is expected to receive all information from sports gaming proprietors, 

DraftKings respectfully requests the timeframe standard for the sharing of data between sports 

gaming proprietors and certified IIMPs be adjusted to allow for a regular cadence that may not be 

“in real-time.”   

 

Existing Rule Language/Proposed Rule Language: 

 

(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data 

in a format approved by the executive director, in real-time or as soon as is practically 

possible, from sports gaming proprietors. At a minimum, the data will include: 

 

 

*  *  *  *  * 

 

Thank you for your consideration of DraftKings’ comments regarding the Commission’s Initial 

Sports Gaming Rules, Batch #1, Round #2, and please reach out if we can be a resource in any 

way. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

DraftKings Inc. 
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Cox, William

From: Samuel.Porter@icemiller.com
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 4:00 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: John.Oberle@icemiller.com
Subject: Penn National Gaming Comments: Batch 1
Attachments: Penn National Gaming Comments to Batch 1 Sports Wagering Rules 4886-4636-0075 v.1-c.pdf

Good Afternoon, 
 
Enclosed please find comments on behalf of our client Penn National Gaming, Inc.  
 
Thanks, 
Sam  
 

  
 

Samuel H. Porter, III | Partner | Arena District | 250 West Street | Columbus, OH 43215 
P: 614.462.1078 | Cell: 614.286.9241 | Samuel.Porter@icemiller.com  

 
**************************************************************************************************
********************************************************* 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This E‐mail and any attachments are confidential and may be protected by legal privilege. If 
you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of this E‐mail or any 
attachment is prohibited. If you have received this E‐mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to the 
sender and delete this copy from your system.  
Thank you.  
ICE MILLER LLP  
**************************************************************************************************
*********************************************************  
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
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January 28, 2022 
 
Andromeda Morrison 
General Counsel  
Ohio Casino Control Commission             
100 E Broad St., Fl. 20 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3688 
 

Re: Penn Commentary on Ohio Casino Control Commission 2022 Initial Sports 
Gaming Rules - Batch 1 – General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified 
Independent Testing Laboratories, and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors 

 
Dear Ms. Morrison: 
 
Penn National Gaming, Inc., and Penn Sports Interactive, LLC, the wholly owned subsidiary and 
digital arm of Penn National Gaming, Inc. (collectively, “Penn”), appreciate the opportunity to 
provide comments on 2022 Initial Sports Gaming Rules (“Rules”) promulgated by the Ohio Casino 
Control Commission (the “Commission”).  Penn operates 44 destinations across the United States 
with a variety of retail and online gaming, live and simulcast racing, entertainment and hospitality 
offerings, and currently has 24 retail sportsbooks in 10 jurisdictions.   

In addition, Penn has launched the online Barstool Sportsbook in the following 12 states: Arizona, 
Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Louisiana, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 
Virginia and West Virginia.  In 2019, Penn opened the first interactive (online) casino in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and has since launched online casino in the states of Michigan, 
New Jersey and West Virginia.   

For the Commission’s consideration, please find below Penn’s comments on the Rules based on 
best practices, industry standards, and Penn’s extensive experience operating online and retail 
sports wagering.  The recommended amendments support the Commission’s charge to ensure 
sports wagering in Ohio is conducted with the utmost integrity. 

 

Rule 3772:1-1-05 | Records retention. 
 

Paragraph (C) of the 3772:1-1-05 related to materials used to advertise, publicize, or otherwise 
promote sports gaming does not adequately specify which materials the licensees must retain, and 
creates an overly broad and operationally burdensome requirement that is inconsistent with 
industry standards.  

Without greater specificity, this rule creates uncertainty for the operator on what records need to 
be maintained. For example, due to the nature of affiliate relationships and marketing, it is unclear 
whether any comments or mentions of an operator’s online sports pool made on mediums such as 
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social media platforms would need to be maintained. As online sports wagering is a highly 
discussed industry, general mentions of features and offers on an operator’s online sports pool will 
be commonplace. Penn would not consider such general mentions to be official marketing 
materials of the company, but rather organic, unaffiliated representation that is inherent to the 
industry.  

Therefore, we recommend limiting the records to site terms and conditions, promotional terms and 
conditions, and final collateral created by the licensees to promote official offerings to the patrons 
of Ohio.  Limiting the retention in this manner will still enable the Commission to review and 
respond to patron complaints related to official promotional statements and offers and conduct a 
review for potential disciplinary actions or investigations.  Further, this practice aligns with 
industry standards, is consistent with the approach in other states, and will not undermine the 
Commission’s regulatory objectives.    

At an absolute minimum, Penn recommends clarifying that the burden of this rule to retain records 
only extends to the records expressly created by the specific licensee and not marketing affiliates, 
other licensees or unaffiliated persons or entities.  

 
Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 
 
Additions to 3772:1-16-04 now require sports gaming proprietors to share sports gaming data, in 
real-time, with a certified integrity monitor. This is not a requirement in the other 14 jurisdictions 
in which Penn operates and we are not aware of this requirement in any state with commercial 
sports wagering.  It is true the Commission is required under implementing legislation to monitor 
all sports gaming conducting in the state (either through the Commission or an IIMP), but best 
practices in the U.S. is to receive reports only related to suspicious transaction and this can be in a 
format approved by the executive director.    
  
Integrity monitoring “in real time” is not an achievable standard absent a live-data feed from the 
operator into the integrity provider.  This information would encompass significantly more data 
than the data related to suspicious wagering.  Penn considers the data (like name, social security 
number, wagering amounts, etc.) proprietary and sensitive business-related information.  None of 
this information is shared with third parties.  To be clear, we do not object to sharing any 
information necessary to properly and thoroughly investigate suspicious wagering with the 
integrity provider. For example, providing certain wagering information in accordance with 
3775.02(J)(2) of the Revised Code, if the Commission or external law enforcement determine that 
such information is necessary for cooperating with an ongoing investigation.  
  
The rule, as currently drafted, a creates a greater and broader role for an integrity provider than in 
any other state.  And a greater role than necessary to achieve the regulatory objectives of 
investigating suspicious activity and ensuring the integrity of the activities.  If the rule remains as 
drafted, the integrity provider, having access to sensitive patron personal information and business-
related operator information, should be held to the same high standards of licensure and 
investigation as the operators.   
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In accordance with industry standards, Penn recommends adopting a process whereby operators 
notify the certified integrity monitor provider and the Commission if fraudulent, unusual or 
suspicious betting activity is observed. The certified integrity monitor provider can then evaluate 
the industry provided information, investigate and research, and inform the Commission of any 
necessary action.  The standard for reporting suspicious wagering to regulators in other states is 
“immediately.”  
  
Other states add further layers of protection whereby certain conduct – such as criminal or 
disciplinary proceedings, illegal bets, abnormal betting or patterns, potential breaches of governing 
body internal rules, etc. are promptly reported to the regulators.  These processes can also be 
addressed via internal control procedures, ultimately reviewed and approved by the Commission.   
  
All stakeholders within the sports wagering ecosystem are committed to ensuring the integrity of 
these activities.  A scandal or failure to properly address suspicious wagering activity would be 
harmful to the industry and would erode the public’s trust.  The current processes imposed in other 
states are serving this objective and we would ask that Ohio take a risk-based approach to this 
issue.  
 
Therefore, we would recommend replacing the language “in real time” with “as soon as reasonably 
practicable” or “promptly”.  
 

*** 
 
Thank you for your consideration and please don’t hesitate to reach out if you have any questions.  
 
 

Best Regards, 
 

John H. Oberle 
 
John H. Oberle 

 Ice Miller LLP 
 
cc: William Cox, Deputy General Counsel, Ohio Casino Control Commission 

Chris Soriano, VP Chief Compliance Officer, Penn National Gaming, via email only 
 Jeff Morris, VP Public Affairs, Penn National Gaming, via email only 

Josh Pearl, Director of New Market Operations, Penn Interactive, via email only 
Jason Birney, General Manager, Hollywood Casino Columbus, via email only 
Brad Hirsch, General Manager, Hollywood Casino Toledo, via email only 
Tim Kelley, General Manager, Hollywood Gaming at Dayton Raceway, via email only 
Robert Swedinovich, VP & GM, Hollywood Gaming Mahoning Valley, via email only 
Matt Spitnale, Regional Director of Compliance, Hollywood Casino Columbus & Toledo, 
via email only 



 
 

Arena District | 250 West Street | Suite 700 | Columbus, OH 43215-7509 
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Samuel H. Porter, III Ice Miller LLP 
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Cox, William

From: Andrew Winchell <andrew.winchell@fanduel.com>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 4:25 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Cory Fox
Subject: FanDuel Comments on Batch 1 - Round 2 Proposed Ohio Sports Gaming Rules
Attachments: FanDuel Comments on Batch 1 - Round 2 Proposed Ohio Sports Gaming Rules 1.28.22.pdf

Dear Executive Director Schuler, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments for the second round of review on the Ohio Casino Control 
Commission’s Initial Sports Gaming Rules – Batch 1.  Attached please find our comments and please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have any questions or need any additional information from us regarding our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Andrew J. Winchell 
Director, Government Affairs 
845.325.6235 | andrew.winchell@fanduel.com 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
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Cory Fox                             

cory.fox@fanduel.com    

   

January 28, 2022 

  

Via Email to rulecomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 

Matt Schuler, Executive Director 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

Re: FanDuel comments on proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, Batch 1 – Round 2 

- General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing Laboratories, 

and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors.” 

 

Dear Executive Director Schuler:   

 

I write to provide comments on behalf of FanDuel Group, Inc. (“FanDuel”) regarding the Ohio 

Casino Control Commission’s (“Commission”) proposed “2021 Initial Sports Gaming Rules, 

Batch 1 – Round 2 - General Provisions, Provisional Licensing, Certified Independent Testing 

Laboratories, and Certified Independent Integrity Monitors” (“Proposed Rules”).  Based on our 

extensive experience as an operator in the online casino gaming, sports betting and fantasy sports 

industries and collaborator with regulators of sports betting in many states in the development of 

their regulations, we offer constructive feedback on ways in which the Proposed Rules can be 

improved for effectiveness and consistency with other state regulations.     

  

Following the Supreme Court’s decision to strike down the Professional and Amateur Sports 

Protection Act (PASPA) in May of 2018, FanDuel has now become the leading sports wagering 

operator, and the largest online real-money gaming operator, in the United States. FanDuel 

currently operates twenty-four (24) brick and mortar sportsbooks in thirteen (13) states and online 

sports wagering in fourteen (14) states.  We thank the Commission for reviewing the comments 

we submitted for round one and appreciate the opportunity to provide additional feedback.  We 

have arranged our comments in two parts.  Part I is focused on issues of concern in the Proposed 

Rules that may significantly impact the ability of sports wagering operators to successfully operate 

in Ohio.  Part II is focused on requests for clarification and minor grammatical edits.  

 

All changes will be shown as follows: proposed additional text will be bolded and underlined and 

all text to be deleted will be bolded, bracketed, and struck through.  For the sake of clarity where 

we are suggesting edits to a section that the Commission has also provided edits to, our suggested 

edits will be in red, and the Commission’s edits will be in black. 

  

Part I – Operational Concerns. 

mailto:cory.fox@fanduel.com
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• Issue 1 – Data sharing with integrity monitors. 

 

In Sections 3772:1-16-01 and 3772:1-16-04 of the Proposed Rules, the Commission details some 

of the responsibilities of independent integrity monitors.  However, it appears that these 

responsibilities, and the requirements placed upon sports gaming proprietors and independent 

integrity monitors as a result, are significantly different than generally found in other jurisdictions.  

The standard role for independent integrity monitors in other jurisdictions is to receive and process 

reports of unusual betting activity or patterns that have been identified by operators through their 

own analysis. 

 

The requirements of these sections are burdensome both on sports gaming proprietors and 

independent integrity monitors and require the unnecessary duplication of efforts.  Additionally, 

these requirements may impose significant financial burdens on operators, especially smaller class 

B retail-only operations.  We would welcome the opportunity for further discussion with the 

Commission to discuss the detrimental impact of these duplicative and burdensome requirements, 

and how they do not provide additional value to the integrity monitoring process. 

 

We suggest that the Commission, in order to achieve compliance with the statute, while removing 

the unnecessary duplication of efforts, adjust the requirements to ensure that independent integrity 

monitors, while receiving betting data from sports gaming proprietors, are only required to engage 

in analysis of unusual betting activity that has been identified.  This will reduce the burden and 

duplication of efforts, while providing independent integrity monitors with access to the data the 

Commission believes is necessary under the statute. 

 

Additionally, we suggest that the Commission allow for flexibility in the timing of data sharing to, 

and submission of reports of suspicious betting activity from, independent integrity monitors to 

ease the burdens of these requirements on sports gaming proprietors and independent integrity 

monitors. 

 

To address these concerns, we suggest the following edits: 

 

Rule 3772:1-16-01(A): 

“(A) An independent integrity monitor provider must request to be certified by the commission to 

[scientifically] analyze and evaluate sports gaming data, sports gaming lines, and wagering 

activity, provided in reports of unusual betting activity from sports gaming proprietors it 

has contracted with, for compliance with Chapter 3775. of the Revised Code and the rules 

adopted thereunder.” 

 

Rule 3772:1-16-04(A): 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor [all] sports gaming 

conducted in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to 
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[identify] receive reports of any unusual betting activities or patterns from the sports gaming 

proprietors it has contracted with. A report must be provided to the commission, all sports 

gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of its analysis and 

monitoring results for any unusual betting activities or patterns the independent integrity monitor 

provider identifies as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 

executive director upon identification.” 

 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted 

in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to [identify] 

analyze any unusual betting activities or patterns that have been identified. 
 

(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in 

a format approved by the executive director, in real-time, from sports gaming proprietors. 

For purposes of this section “real-time” means on a commercially reasonable periodic 

interval.  At a minimum, the data will include: 
 

(1) Time; 
 

(2) Odds; 
 

(3) Location; 
 

(4) Wager amount; 
 

(5) Win amount; 
 

(6) Wager type; 
 

(7) Team, side, total or other statistic the wager was placed upon; and 
 

(8) Any other information required by the executive director. 
 

(C) A certified independent integrity monitor must provide a report [must be provided]to the 

commission, all sports gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring 

providers of [its analysis and monitoring results for any unusual betting activities or patterns 

the independent integrity monitor provider identifies] any activity identified as suspicious, 

as soon as practically possible. The report must be provided in a format approved by the 

executive director upon identification.” 

 

 

Part II - Requests for Clarification and Minor Grammatical Corrections. 
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• Issue 1 – Grammatical edit to address missing text. 

 

In section 3772:1-1-05(D) of the Proposed Rules, the Commission uses the word “funished” when 

it appears that the word “furnished” is the intended word for the context of that provision.  To 

address this concern, we suggest the following edit: 

 

Rule 3772:1-1-05(D): 

“(D) All records required to be maintained must be organized or furnished by the 

record holder in a manner that enables the commission to locate, inspect, review, and 

analyze the records with reasonable ease and efficiency, when requested by the 

commission.” 

 

********* 

  

We appreciate your time and consideration of our comments and would be happy to discuss at 

your convenience.  

    

Sincerely,   

  
Cory Fox   

Government Affairs and Product Counsel Vice President   
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Cox, William

From: Jason Foley-Train <jft@ibia.bet>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 4:42 PM
To: Rule Comments
Subject: Batch 1, Round 2
Attachments: IBIA response - Ohio betting consultation Batch 1 Round 2 January 2022 FINAL.pdf

Please find attached the response of the International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA) 
 
regards 
 
 
Jason Foley‐Train 
Independent Policy, Analytics and Communications Adviser/Consultant 
+44 7552 627958 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 

 
 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

IBIA response: Ohio Casino Control 

Commission draft sports gaming 

rules (Batch 1, Round 2) 

consultation 

 
 

 

  

January 2022 

 
 



IBIA response: Ohio Casino Control Commission sports gaming rules (Batch 1, Round 2) consultation 

 

1 
 

 
 
CONTENTS 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction .................................................................................................... 2 

 

Chapter 2: Sports Gaming Rules (Batch 1, Round 2) ........................................................... 3 

Rule 3772:1-16-04 - Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider... 4 

Monitoring all transactions .................................................................................... 4 

Real-time data....................................................................................................... 5 

Sharing integrity data ............................................................................................ 5 

 

Annex A: IBIA response to Batch 1, Round 1...................................................................... 7 

 

  



IBIA response: Ohio Casino Control Commission sports gaming rules (Batch 1, Round 2) consultation 

 

2 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

1. The International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA)1 is a not-for-profit trade body representing 

the betting integrity interests of many of the largest licensed retail and online sports betting 

operators in the world. The association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Ohio Casino 

Control Commission’s (OCCC) draft rules for sports betting following the passing of House Bill 29.2   

 

2. The association’s members are licensed and operate within various regulatory frameworks for 

gambling around the world; their business operations and focus are truly international. IBIA’s 

membership is made up of 85+ retail and online/remote sports betting brands, including many 

globally recognised household names, operating across six continents. 

 

3. Those operators have US$137bn of global betting turnover per annum through their regulated 

businesses and account for c.30% of all (retail and online) regulated sports betting activity and 

c.40% of all regulated online sports betting globally. In some markets, such as Great Britain, IBIA 

members’ betting turnover can be as high as 90% of the national licensed betting market.  

 

4. IBIA’s principal goal is to protect its members, consumers and partners, such as sports bodies, 

from fraud caused by the unfair manipulation of sporting events and associated betting. The 

organisation combats this fraud with evidence-based intelligence, principally obtained from its 

global monitoring and alert system, which identifies suspicious activity on its members’ markets. 

 

5. The association has longstanding information sharing partnerships with leading sports bodies and 

gambling regulators around the world to utilise that data to investigate and prosecute corruption. 

That approach has been successful in helping to drive criminals away from regulated markets, 

creating a safe and secure environment for our members’ customers and sports. 

 

6. The association, which was established in 2005 and formerly known as ESSA, is the leading global 

voice on integrity for the licensed betting industry. It represents the sector at high-level policy 

discussion forums and maintains a policy of transparency and open debate, publishing quarterly 

integrity reports analysing activity reported on the IBIA monitoring and alert platform.3 

 

7. In particular, IBIA holds seats on betting integrity policy groups run by the International Olympic 

Committee (IOC), European Commission, UN and the Council of Europe, amongst others. The 

association also engages in mitigating actions with a range of partners, such as player betting 

education programmes and academic studies on the causes of, and solutions to, match-fixing.  

 

8. IBIA has followed the recent regulation of betting in the United States (US) and has, or is in the 

process of, agreeing suspicious betting data sharing agreements with many of the relevant state 

authorities,4 notably those that require betting operators to be part of an integrity monitoring 

system, as in Ohio.5 IBIA welcomes the opportunity to provide its experience and knowledge of 

the global sports betting market and related integrity issues to this OCCC consultation.  

 

 
1 https://ibia.bet/   
2 https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx & https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021  
3 https://ibia.bet/resources/  
4 IBIA is currently approved in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Indiana, New York and Arizona. We also have four other applications submitted and pending at the time of writing.  
5 House Bill 49 section 3775.02 (I) (1) and draft sports gaming rules (Batch 1) 

https://ibia.bet/
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021
https://ibia.bet/resources/
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Chapter 2: Sports Gaming Rules (Batch 1, Round 2) 

Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider 

9. IBIA has, since its inception, promoted the benefits of sports betting operators being part of an 

integrity monitoring body in its engagement with policymakers and regulatory authorities around 

the world. An increasing number of regulatory authorities have either implemented this as part of 

their operator licensing arrangements or acknowledged the benefits and subsequently advocated 

that betting operators should give due consideration to participating in an integrity network.  

 

10. IBIA welcomes that this provision has been embraced in Ohio – as in some other US states - and 

that it has been incorporated in the sports gaming rules. The association also welcomes the 

amendment to Paragraph A of the previous rules and the inclusion of new wording that: “A 

certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted in this 

state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with” as IBIA proposed (see annex A). 

Monitoring all transactions 

11. The current wording of Paragraph A, however, remains particularly problematic from a 

compliance standpoint, and where the necessity of the approach proposed is highly questionable, 

notably from an evidence and risk-based market integrity protection perspective. This relates to 

the interpretation of the requirement that: “A certified independent integrity monitor provider 

must monitor all sports gaming conducted in this state” for suspicious betting activity.  

 

12. IBIA is aware that this stipulation reflects the statute, namely that: “The commission shall monitor 

all sports gaming conducted in this state by sports gaming proprietors, or shall contract with an 

independent integrity monitoring provider for that purpose, in order to identify any unusual 

betting activities”.6 However, the requirement for an integrity body to monitor all transactions 

centrally, even if now limited to those it is contracted with, is a huge and unnecessary undertaking.    

 

13. IBIA’s monitoring platform covers $137bn in handle per annum and equates to nearly half (c.47%) 

of all regulated commercial online betting activity globally. That system identifies on average 

around 240 suspicious bets per annum, with 39 cases of on US sports during 2017-21, averaging 

at around 8 cases per year. The US figure includes an anomalous 17 cases during Covid hit 2020. 

The other four years stand at 22 cases, or 5-6 cases per year, on sporting events in the US.  

 

14. The Optimum Betting Market Report published last year, which covers the commercial and 

integrity activities of IBIA betting operator members, shows that: “In total, operators who 

contributed to this report offered betting on over 500,000 sports matches, or 650,000 events 

including horse racing per annum. Of these, 99.96% had no suspicious betting alerts.”7  

 

15. IBIA members had $24bn of handle per year on basketball matches (from 50,000 basketball games 

globally) with suspicious betting activity identified on only 0.02% of those matches. This equates 

to one suspicious betting alert for every 5,400 matches, or in monetary values, one potential 

integrity issue for every $2.6bn of turnover wagered with IBIA members.8 

 

 
6 HB29 (I) (1) page 54 https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021 
7 Page 58 https://ibia.bet/an-optimum-betting-market/  
8 Ibid. 

https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021
https://ibia.bet/an-optimum-betting-market/
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16. The relative integrity risk, the associated approach to integrity monitoring and the proportionality 

and necessity to monitor every transaction centrally - Ohio transactions may number in the 

millions to tens of millions annually - should be considered accordingly. In short, the vast majority 

of bets will show no suspicious activity. Where they do, this is not necessarily an indication of 

corruption, but more that an investigation should take place to assess potential concerns.   

 

17. IBIA’s model is customer transaction based, and the largest of its type globally; however, it does 

not monitor every customer transaction centrally, but instead utilises the existing and 

sophisticated trading systems and know your customer (KYC) abilities within each of its betting 

operator members to monitor and raise suspicious betting on its alert platform.  

 

18. All other members then assess their own customer activity against that report. Once all IBIA 

members have engaged and reported, the IBIA integrity team makes an independent assessment 

of that data and whether it warrants a classification of ‘suspicious’ and should be communicated 

to the relevant regulatory authority and sports body. This model - operators monitoring their 

markets and feeding integrity data to an integrity monitoring body – has been adopted in other 

US states and indeed globally, where a monitoring system is required to be in operation.   

 

19. It is important to recognise that those operators are, under their licensing, required to monitor 

and communicate suspicious betting to an integrity monitor (and/or the regulator), and it is the 

licensed operator that is primarily liable for sanction if it does not sufficiently meet that licensing 

requirement. Given that the statute and associated draft sports rules are focused on integrity, the 

association requests that further consideration be given to the primary intent of this provision. 

 

20. Requiring a betting integrity body to centrally monitor tens of millions of customer transactions 

and the sizeable administrative and cost implications associated with that, is in no way 

proportionate to the market integrity risk (currently 240 alerts globally and 5-6 on the US sporting 

events, on average annually). Indeed, monitoring customer transactional data may also entail 

associated data protection issues and concerns.  

 

21. The availability of integrity monitoring platforms that operators may join is already limited; the 

approach proposed further restricts that marketplace - IBIA is not aware of any monitoring body 

that can currently meet the requirements. The relatively burdensome level of expenditure 

required to establish such a system under the current requirements, has the potential to create a 

monopoly situation, with associated competition and cost implications for betting operators.  

 

22. If any monitoring body has stated that it can meet these protocols, then IBIA wishes to impress 

upon the OCCC the need for a detailed evaluation of that monitor’s platform. To meet the 

conditions as set out, and to monitor every transaction properly, will require that integrity monitor 

to essentially mirror the role of the traders in each operator, which may number in the hundreds 

across OCCC licensed betting companies.  

 

23. Running wagering transactional data through an algorithm will not be sufficient to replicate the 

important function of those traders, notably in understanding the wagering preferences of their 

customers and then identifying suspicious or irregular behaviour. Without that important know 

your customer (KYC) element, there is a distinct danger than the monitor essentially becomes a 

data transaction collation facility, rather than an integrity monitoring provider.  
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24. Whilst IBIA understands that the OCCC must understandably work within the scope of the statute, 

the association contends that the imposition of a strict interpretation as presently proposed is 

unfortunately likely to result in a counterproductive situation for the market. For some operators, 

the cost of being part of an integrity monitor could be higher than the OCCC’s licensing costs; 

ultimately, that cost burden could serve as a deterrent for betting operators to seek a license.   

 

25. IBIA contends that it cannot be proportionate, nor the intent of the legislature, statute, and the 

licensing and regulatory system, to overburden businesses to that extent and with such 

unnecessary and disproportionate costs relative to the integrity risk, and which may ultimately 

result in the creation of a potentially anti-competitive market framework for integrity monitoring.  

 

26. The association and its members therefore request further engagement with the OCCC on this 

matter to try and seek a workable solution and to ensure that this issue does not cause a delay to 

the timetable for the licensing process and market opening at the start of 2023.   

Real-time data 

27. Paragraph B includes a requirement that “A certified independent integrity monitor must be able 

to receive sports gaming data in a format approved by the executive director, in real-time, from 

sports gaming proprietors.” A list of minimum requirements has now been added e.g. wager type, 

which are already inputted into the IBIA platform by its members when reporting suspicions.  

 

28. However, with regard to the stipulation that this be data received in “real-time”, the association 

requests that some flexibility be added. It is understandable that the OCCC would like this data 

reported immediately, and that is the approach of IBIA operators, subject to a slight delay as each 

operator checks their market as a suspicion is raised – often around 1 hour with IBIA.  

 

29. However, on occasion a regulator or sport may approach a monitor/s months after a sporting 

event has taken place with evidence of potential corruption (e.g. specific player information) and 

ask that betting markets be rechecked. Whilst it is unusual, it is nevertheless possible that, armed 

with new data, suspicious betting may be identified at a later date, and then reported.  

 

30. IBIA therefore suggests that the ‘real-time’ aspect of Paragraph B been changed to reflect this and 

to provide more flexibility where that is justified, as follows: “A certified independent integrity 

monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in a format approved by the executive 

director, in real-time or as soon as is practically possible, from sports gaming proprietors.” 

Sharing integrity data 

31. Paragraph C requires that a report of suspicious betting must be provided not only to the 

commission, but also to “all sports gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity 

monitoring providers”. The requirement that integrity monitoring bodies share information 

regarding suspicious bets with all other parties is imposed in some other US states. 

 

32. It is understandable that this model has been seen as having potential benefits in advancing the 

integrity evaluation. However, this approach is not the norm globally, and where the regulatory 

authority is customarily the initial recipient of reports from operators and/or monitoring bodies. 

The regulator then considers that data and determines whether it should be shared more widely.  
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33. There are a range of reasons why this alternative approach is favoured by non-US regulators - and 

supported by IBIA and its members - and why the requirement to share sensitive integrity data 

directly with other monitoring bodies, instead of via a regulatory authority, poses a number of 

issues and concerns, which have been acknowledged by non-US regulatory authorities, including: 

▪ Materially differing approaches to determining alerts 

▪ Scope of the data to be shared 

▪ Unjustified alerts 

▪ Security and misuse of data requests 

▪ Conflicts of interest 

 

34. These issues formed the basis of IBIA’s discussions with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of 

Ontario (AGCO), which initially proposed in its draft betting rules that monitoring bodies should 

share integrity data. IBIA provided evidence-based arguments explaining why an alternative 

mechanism was preferable and has welcomed the amendment to the AGCO’s approach.9 

 

35. The AGCO continues to require that its licensed operators be part of an independent integrity 

monitor, but no longer enforces engagement between monitoring bodies, moving to a reporting 

approach which puts the statutory regulator in receipt and control of sensitive integrity data from 

the start of any suspicious betting alert process. This is supported by IBIA and its members.   

 

36. Statutory independent regulatory bodies have far greater scope and justification to collate and 

share such sensitive data, which can be restricted in content and anonymised as it determines. It 

may also assess and reject alert sharing requests it doesn’t deem warranted. This is particularly 

pertinent with regard to personal customer data protection and potential legal action that might 

emanate from any direct data sharing between monitoring bodies and its misuse. 

 

37. That is the standard approach, whether that be operators communicating alerts directly to the 

regulator or through monitoring bodies: a statutorily centralised alert data administrator within 

the regulator receives, considers and distributes alert data as it determines is appropriate. This is 

the process adopted in the Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, and soon in Ontario, where 

operators are required to be part of an independent integrity monitoring body.10  

 

38. In line with that, IBIA believes that the collation and exchange of sensitive integrity data is a 

regulatory coordinating matter from beginning to end. As such, the association requests that the 

wording in Paragraph C be amended follows:  

“A certified independent integrity monitor must provide a report to the commission, all sports 

gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring providers of any activity 

identified as suspicious. The report must be provided in a format approved by the executive 

director upon identification. The commission will then determine if it is necessary to share that 

report, in part or full, with other parties such as sports, sports gaming proprietors, other certified 

independent integrity monitoring providers and any other relevant parties.” 

39. The association would welcome an ongoing dialogue with the OCCC on these matters.  

 
9 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  
10 Section 21 (3) https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21 & 
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf  & 
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/  Article 4.7 and  
related sections in the Explanatory Memorandum (Translated to English) & http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-
2016-on-gambling.pdf Article 88 (5) 

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

40. The International Betting Integrity Association (IBIA)11 is a not-for-profit trade body representing 

the betting integrity interests of many of the largest licensed retail and online sports betting 

operators in the world. The association welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Ohio Casino 

Control Commission’s (OCCC) draft rules for sports betting following the passing of House Bill 29.12   

 

41. The association’s members are licensed and operate within various regulatory frameworks for 

gambling around the world; their business operations and focus are truly international. IBIA’s 

membership is made up of 85+ retail and online/remote sports betting brands, including many 

globally recognised household names, operating across six continents. 

 

42. Those operators have US$137bn of global betting turnover per annum through their regulated 

businesses and account for c.30% of all (retail and online) regulated sports betting activity and 

c.40% of all regulated online sports betting globally. In some markets, such as Great Britain, IBIA 

members’ betting turnover can be as high as 90% of the national licensed betting market.  

 

43. IBIA’s principal goal is to protect its members, consumers and partners, such as sports bodies, 

from fraud caused by the unfair manipulation of sporting events and associated betting. The 

organisation combats this fraud with evidence-based intelligence, principally obtained from its 

global monitoring and alert system, which identifies suspicious activity on its members’ markets. 

 

44. The association has longstanding information sharing partnerships with leading sports bodies and 

gambling regulators around the world to utilise that data to investigate and prosecute corruption. 

That approach has been successful in helping to drive criminals away from regulated markets, 

creating a safe and secure environment for our members’ customers and sports. 

 

45. The association, which was established in 2005 and formerly known as ESSA, is the leading global 

voice on integrity for the licensed betting industry. It represents the sector at high-level policy 

discussion forums and maintains a policy of transparency and open debate, publishing quarterly 

integrity reports analysing activity reported on the IBIA monitoring and alert platform.13 

 

46. In particular, IBIA holds seats on betting integrity policy groups run by the International Olympic 

Committee (IOC), European Commission, UN and the Council of Europe, amongst others. The 

association also engages in mitigating actions with a range of partners, such as player betting 

education programmes and academic studies on the causes of, and solutions to, match-fixing.  

 

47. IBIA has followed the recent regulation of betting in the United States and has, or is in the process 

of, agreeing suspicious betting data sharing agreements with many of the relevant state 

authorities,14 notably those that require betting operators to be part of an integrity monitoring 

system, as in Ohio.15 IBIA welcomes the opportunity to provide its experience and knowledge of 

the global sports betting market and related integrity issues to this OCCC consultation.  

 

 
11 https://ibia.bet/   
12 https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx & https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021  
13 https://ibia.bet/resources/  
14 IBIA is currently approved in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Indiana, New York and Arizona. We also have four other applications submitted and pending at the time of writing.  
15 House Bill 49 section 3775.02 (I) (1) and draft sports gaming rules (Batch 1) 

https://ibia.bet/
https://casinocontrol.ohio.gov/sportsgaming.aspx
https://legiscan.com/OH/bill/HB29/2021
https://ibia.bet/resources/
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Chapter 2: Sports Gaming Rules (Batch 1) 

Rule 3772:1-16-01 | Independent integrity monitor provider certification 

48. Whilst there appears to be no explicit reference either way, neither House Bill 29 nor the draft 

sports gaming rules appear to limit the number of independent integrity monitoring providers. 

IBIA contends that creating a monopoly body would be unnecessary and counterproductive, and 

subject to meeting the OCCC’s operational requirements, supports that licensed betting operators 

be permitted to choose an appropriate integrity partner within the regulated market structure.  

   

49. In some cases, this will involve the continuation of a positive and longstanding engagement on 

integrity covering a global market monitoring operation, as is the case with IBIA and its members. 

Maintaining that engagement across US states that regulate betting is therefore of potential 

benefit and desirable in the context of establishing a cohesive and extensive integrity monitoring 

data set that would be difficult to achieve via a more fragmented operational approach. 

 

50. With regard to the various fees (certification and renewal) and potential additional investigatory 

costs, the association notes that this varies across US states requiring operators to be part of an 

integrity monitoring provider, and where those providers have had no application fee applied or 

range up to a nominal $500 in New Jersey, Colorado, Michigan, Virginia and Tennessee. 

 

51. IBIA and its members fully support necessary and proportionate probity assessment process and 

related costs that serve to maintain the integrity of the regulated market. However, whilst it is 

noted that some other states have higher fees and that market protection is paramount, integrity 

monitoring and related costs should also be assessed on an evidence and risk-based approach. 

 

52. From a market risk assessment, IBIA reported 39 cases of suspicious betting on US sports during 

2017-21, averaging at around 8 cases per year. That includes an anomalous 17 cases of suspicious 

betting during covid hit 2020. The other four years stand at 22 cases, or 5-6 cases per year. These 

cases are primarily in tennis and where, as with many other sports, the association already has a 

longstanding positive relationship with that sport to share and investigate that alert data. 

 

53. The advantages of integrity monitoring bodies in protecting markets and sports are widely 

understood in Europe, and where there are no fees for monitoring provider engagement and 

regulatory interaction. Market integrity protection and wider investigation costs are essentially 

covered within the general betting operator licensing fees, providing a more holistic approach. 

 

54. In practice, integrity monitoring provider fees are in any event inevitably passed on to betting 

operators as additional costs they pay to the monitor, and then passed to the regulator. This could 

therefore be seen as adding unnecessary fiscal and administrative processes, both for the 

regulator and monitoring bodies; this is especially the case for not-for-profit bodies such as IBIA. 

 

55. Whilst IBIA and its members fully support a robust independent integrity monitor certification 

process, for the reasons outlined, the association asks that the OCCC reassess the scope, level and 

appropriateness of the monitor fee, currently set at $5,000 and renewable after 5 years, against 

the state’s wider licensing income, necessity for the fee and possible alternative approaches.  
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Rule 3772:1-16-02 | Compliance investigation of an independent integrity monitor provider 

56. The OCCC compliance investigation seeks to establish if the independent integrity monitor 

provider has “Policies and procedures to determine if they prevent conflicts of interest, provide 

for segregation of duties, detect and prevent fraud, and ensure impartiality”.16 IBIA contends that 

removing conflicts of interest from the monitoring process, notably commercial, is paramount. 

 

57. The Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) has moved to address this important issue 

by establishing a specific requirement within its Standards that: “Independent integrity monitors 

shall not have any perceived or real conflicts of interests in performing the independent integrity 

monitor role, including such as acting as an operator or as an oddsmaker.”17  

 

58. This does not impact bodies solely focused on betting integrity monitoring such as IBIA or the 

Global Lottery Monitoring System (GLMS), but serves to discourage and disqualify parties who 

may, for example, offer trading services to betting operators, from seeking to also incorporate 

integrity services within that platform (and where potential commercial conflicts may arise).  

 

59. IBIA supports the AGCO approach and encourages the OCCC to consider adopting this wording 

and to amending its rules accordingly.  

Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider 

60. IBIA has, since its inception, promoted the benefits of sports betting operators being part of an 

integrity monitoring body in its engagement with policymakers and regulatory authorities around 

the world. An increasing number of regulatory authorities have either implemented this as part of 

their operator licensing arrangements or acknowledged the benefits and subsequently advocated 

that betting operators should give due consideration to participating in an integrity network.  

 

61. IBIA therefore welcomes that this provision has been embraced in Ohio – as in some other US 

states - and that it has been incorporated in the draft OCCC sports gaming rules. In supporting this 

approach, some US states have additionally required that integrity monitoring bodies share 

information regarding unusual or suspicious bets identified by the respective monitoring systems 

with all other certified integrity monitoring bodies operating in those states.  

 

62. It is understandable that this model has been seen as having potential benefits in advancing the 

integrity evaluation. However, this approach is not the norm globally, and where the regulatory 

authority is customarily the initial recipient of reports from operators and/or monitoring bodies. 

The regulator then considers that data and determines whether it should be shared more widely.  

 

63. There are a range of reasons why this alternative approach is favoured by non-US regulators - and 

supported by IBIA and its members - and why the requirement to share sensitive integrity data 

directly with other monitoring bodies, instead of via a regulatory authority, poses a number of 

issues and concerns, which have been acknowledged by non-US regulatory authorities, including: 

▪ Materially differing approaches to determining alerts 

▪ Scope of the data to be shared 

▪ Unjustified alerts 

▪ Security and misuse of data requests 

 
16 Rule 3772:1-16-02 - Section (C) (2) 
17 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
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▪ Conflicts of interest 

 

64. The association would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues in greater detail with the 

OCCC; they formed the basis of IBIA’s discussions with the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of 

Ontario (AGCO), which initially proposed in its draft betting rules that monitoring bodies should 

share integrity data. IBIA provided evidence-based arguments explaining why an alternative 

mechanism was preferable and has welcomed the amendment to the AGCO’s approach.18 

 

65. The AGCO continues to require that its licensed operators be part of an independent integrity 

monitor, but no longer enforces engagement between monitoring bodies, moving to a reporting 

approach which puts the statutory regulator in receipt and control of sensitive integrity data from 

the start of any suspicious betting alert process. This is supported by IBIA and its members.   

 

66. Statutory independent regulatory bodies have far greater scope and justification to collate and 

share such sensitive data, which can be restricted in content and anonymised as it determines. It 

may also assess and reject alert sharing requests it doesn’t deem warranted. This is particularly 

pertinent with regard to personal customer data protection and potential legal action that might 

emanate from any direct data sharing between monitoring bodies and its misuse. 

 

67. That is the standard approach outside of the US, whether that be operators communicating alerts 

directly to the regulator or through monitoring bodies: a statutorily centralised alert data 

administrator within the regulator receives, considers and distributes alert data as it determines. 

This is the process adopted in the Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, and soon in Ontario, 

where operators are required to be part of an independent integrity monitoring body.19  

 

68. In line with that, IBIA believes that the collation and exchange of sensitive integrity data is a 

regulatory coordinating matter from beginning to end. As such, the association suggests that Rule 

3772:1-16-04 (A) be amended as follows: 

“(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor sports gaming conducted 
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to receive reports 
of any unusual or suspicious betting activities or patterns from those sports gaming proprietors. 
A report of unusual or suspicious betting must be provided to the commission by the certified 
independent integrity monitor. The commission will then determine if it is necessary to share 
that report, in part or full, with other parties such as sports, sports gaming proprietors, certified 
independent integrity monitoring providers and any other relevant parties. The report must be 
provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification.” 
 

69. The association would welcome discussion with the OCCC on this matter and any additional 

integrity issues.  

 

 
18 https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity  
19 Section 21 (3) https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21 & 
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf  & 
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/  Article 4.7 and  
related sections in the Explanatory Memorandum (Translated to English) & http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-
2016-on-gambling.pdf Article 88 (5) 

https://www.agco.ca/sport-and-event-betting-integrity
https://www.gesetze-bayern.de/Content/Document/StVGlueStV-21
https://www.im.nrw/sites/default/files/media/document/file/160129ll_Leitlinien%20Sportwetten_.pdf
https://kansspelautoriteit.nl/nieuws/nieuwsberichten/2020/maart/voortgang-wet/
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
http://www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Zak_2016-186_anglicka-verze-zakona-o-hazardnich-hrach-ACT-No-186-2016-on-gambling.pdf
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Cox, William

From: Perera, Brian M. <perera.1@osu.edu>
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 5:27 PM
To: Rule Comments
Cc: Schuler, Matt; Rastauskas, Stacy
Subject: Rule comments 
Attachments: Ohio State University gaming comments to OCCC January 2022.pdf

Attached please find the comments and requests regarding sports gaming rules from Ohio State University. The letter is 
intended to address your open comment period from January 28 – February 4.  
 
As noted in our earlier communications, we look forward to working with you and being a resource as you move 
towards rule finalization and implementation.  
 

 
Brian M. Perera 
Associate Vice President - State Relations 
Office of Government Affairs 
300 Bricker Hall, 190 North Oval Mall, Columbus, OH 43210 
614-247-8440 Direct Line/ 614-247-8468 Main Office/ 614-270-8061 Mobile 
e-mail: perera.1@osu.edu        web: govaffairs.osu.edu 
 
 
 
 
 
CAUTION: This is an external email and may not be safe. If the email looks suspicious, please do not click links or open 
attachments and forward the email to csc@ohio.gov or click the Phish Alert Button if available.  
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January 28, 2022 

 

Ohio Casino Control Commission 

100 East Broad Street, 20th Floor 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

Dear Commissioners and Executive Director Schuler: 

 

Thank you for providing Ohio State University with the opportunity to provide comments 

regarding the second draft of rules for sports gaming in Ohio. Under the statutory provision 

authorizing the Ohio Casino Control Commission to prohibit or restrict certain types of wagering 

specified in ORC 3775.02(C)(1), we would respectfully request consideration of limitations to 

collegiate betting. Nothing in this request should be construed to affect the sports gaming on 

professional sporting events. 

 

As we have discussed with your commission, our principal concerns are for the ongoing safety 

and well-being of our student body. Both athlete and non-athlete students will be exposed to 

undesirable behaviors surrounding wagering on collegiate events, and we must work together to 

ensure the best outcome for both our student population and the state of Ohio.  

 

While the legislation sets the betting age at 21, we believe that younger students will also face 

challenges with their fellow students now allowed to legally wager. Therefore, we urge the 

Commission to dedicate educational and addiction-related programming funding for high school 

and post-secondary students as part of the implementation of sports wagering in Ohio. We stand 

ready as a partner to assist in the development of programming and allocation mechanisms for 

the educational and problem gaming set-asides.  

 

Additionally, aligning with our initial communication of January 7, below are recommendations 

related to collegiate wagering: 

 

• Limit sports wagering to football and basketball only. Limiting betting to certain 

team sports and events will significantly assist with compliance. In addition, it will 

prevent students in individual sporting events from being threatened by disgruntled 

bettors based on their athletic performance as we have seen in other states.  

• Restrict wagers to the outcome of the game and prohibit prop bets on collegiate 

sports. Again, our concern is for the student athlete. Allowing an in-game bet on a kick 

or a free throw can lead to very bad outcomes for the athlete regardless of his/her success 

due to the ability of angered bettors to anonymize threats and ridicule via social media 

platforms.  

• Aligning state rules with NCAA (or applicable league/conference) rules specifying 

that collegiate players, coaches, officials, and athletic department staff/employees may  



 

not participate in wagering. This will help ensure the integrity in athletics that the state  

and the commission will be enforcing. In addition, if collegiate eSports are to be 

included in wagering, which we advise against, all students and staff/faculty involved 

with those games must also be excluded from wagering. In many cases, these individuals 

are separate from athletic departments, so separate guidance is needed for these 

activities.  

• Create enhanced penalties and enforcement for coercion and cheating. Using 

existing state law (ORC 2915.05), to reinforce the fact that activities such as soliciting 

personal data about athletes/competitors in an attempt to give bettors “inside 

information” will not be tolerated. Outside gaming influences from those seeking to gain 

an edge in their wagering have used college students who are roommates, friends of, or 

the competitors themselves to create an advantage for themselves or even throw games. 

This must be prevented for the safety of the students and the integrity of the competition.  

• Specify that Club Sports at colleges and universities are not eligible activities under 

sports wagering. Club sports are designed to serve individual interests in different 

sports and recreational activities. These teams are generally not NCAA or athletic 

conference affiliated. As club sports are oftentimes organized under the auspices of 

campus student life and not athletic departments, there is a significantly reduced ability 

to maintain any type of compliance with regards to wagering. In addition, there may not 

be statistical data for these types of contests that can be relied upon as the official record. 

Notably, many club sports have these same concerns, as they reside outside of athletic 

departments in many cases. 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. We look forward to working with the 

Commission as you finalize the rules for sports wagering in Ohio.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
    

Stacy Rastaukas 

Vice President              

Office of Government Affairs 

 

   

Sent via e-mail to rulescomments@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 
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Cox, William

From: Donahue, Craig
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 6:29 PM
To: Robert Wamsley; Rule Comments
Cc: CAC, OCCC Compliance; Cox, William; Morrison, Andromeda
Subject: FW: HRC: Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1, Round 2 comments 
Attachments: Sports_Gaming_Rules_Batch_1_Round_2_rlw comments.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks, Robert. I’m including our rule comments email box to make sure that these are included in the stakeholder 
feedback process.  
 
Craig 
 

 

Craig Donahue, CPA, CFE 
Director of Regulatory Compliance 
Ohio Casino Control Commission 
(614) 387‐5687 
craig.donahue@casinocontrol.ohio.gov 

 
 

From: Robert Wamsley <Robert.Wamsley@hrccincinnati.com>  
Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 4:14 PM 
To: CAC, OCCC Compliance <CAC.Compliance@casinocontrol.ohio.gov> 
Cc: Eric Skalski <Eric.Skalski@hrccincinnati.com>; Tracey White <tracey.white@shrss.com> 
Subject: HRC: Sports Gaming Rules Batch 1, Round 2 comments  
 

Good afternoon OCCC Team, 
 
Attached is our comment for the latest round of Sports Gaming, Rules Batch 1 Round 2.  Only one area HRC 

and HRI would like to comment is 3772‐16‐04(B).  Please let me know if you have any 
questions or comments.  Thank you again. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Robert  
 
 
 

ROBERT WAMSLEY | DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE 
D: 513.250.3117 | M: 513.609.7205 
Robert.wamsley@hrccincinnati.com  
 

Hard Rock Casino Cincinnati 
1000 Broadway Street | Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
https://www.hardrockcasinocincinnati.com/ 
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Rule 3772:1-16-04 | Duties of a certified independent integrity monitor provider. 

(A) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must monitor all sports gaming conducted
in this state by the sports gaming proprietors it has contracted with in order to identify any
unusual betting activities or patterns.

(B) A certified independent integrity monitor must be able to receive sports gaming data in a format
approved by the executive director, in real-time, from sports gaming proprietors.  At a
minimum, the data will include:

(1) Time;

(2) Odds;

(3) Location;

(4) Wager amount;

(5) Win amount;

(6) Wager type;

(7) Team, side, total or other statistic the wager was placed upon; and

(8) Any other information required by the executive director.

(C) A certified independent integrity monitor must provide a report must be provided to the
commission, all sports gaming proprietors, and all certified independent integrity monitoring
providers of its analysis and monitoring results for any unusual betting activities or patterns
the independent integrity monitor provider identifies any activity identified as suspicious. The
report must be provided in a format approved by the executive director upon identification.

(D) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must testify at any administrative hearing
or court proceeding as requested by the commission.

(E) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must annually review each of its employees.
This review must include a criminal background check and an assessment of the training,
experience, performance, and competence of each employee.

(F) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must take corrective action whenever any
nonconforming work is discovered, procedures are not followed, procedures are required to be
changed, or other unsatisfactory conditions exist. The commission must be notified upon the
corrective action being taken.

(G) A certified independent integrity monitor provider must establish and maintain a training
program for its employees to ensure the employees maintain the experience and expertise to
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Number: 1 Author: robert.wamsley Subject: Highlight Date: 1/28/2022 8:40:20 AM 

Number: 2 Author: robert.wamsley Subject: Sticky Note Date: 1/28/2022 8:49:11 AM 
HRC would like to understand the definition of real time and if there is protection from the certified independent integrity monitor for 
propitiatory information of HRC or HRI.



conduct all analysis and monitoring required by the commission. Training records must be 
maintained for all employees and made available to the commission upon request. 
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