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Senator Close called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. and
began with SB 502.

SB 502: Limits local gaming license fees and investigations.

First to testify was Mr. Robert Faiss, who was appearing as
counsel for the Nevada Resort Association. He explained that
this bill had been requested by leaders of the gaming industry
in order to lessen the duplication between state and local
governments in the licensing, regulation and taxation of gaming,
and reduce the expenditure of public and private funds in those
areas.

Mr. Faiss then noted that this is not a complex bill, having
only four essential features; its size is due to the need to
add references to the various statutes governing licensing of
liquor and gaming, and the taxation of gaming by the different
local jurisdictions. He said that the bill leaves undisturbed
the dual jurisdiction of state and local governments over
gaming. It leaves undisturbed the exclusive local jurisdiction
over such aspects of licensing as zoning, architecture, public
safety and construction. It leaves undisturbed a local
government's right to govern the operation of gaming establish-
ments, to regulate gaming establishments and to revoke a
gaming license if the licensee violates local gaming ordinances.

Mr. Faiss pointed out that the first feature of this bill is .
the elimination of the need for a liquor or gaming license .
applicant to satisfy local government of his integrity, abili
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associations, affiliations or financial condition after he has
already done so through the application process of the State
Gaming Control Board (GCB) and the Nevada Gaming Commission.

He said these organizations are the finest investigative bodies
in the country and satisfaction of their requirements should
also suffice for local governments. He added that a local
jurisdiction is not required to grant a liguor or gaming
license, even if the state has granted one.

The second feature of SB 502 is a prohibition against a local
government subjecting someone to an investigation and approval
-process when the state gaming authorities have not found that
a state approval of that person is necessary.

The next feature is a provision that a publicly traded corpora-
tion which is registered with the Nevada Gaming Commission is
not subject to local investigation and approval, nor is any

of its officers, directors, stockholders or employees. Mr.
Faiss explained that this section of the bill addresses an
additional problem to that of duplication of effort and cost:
an ordinance claiming the right to investigate a stockholder
of a publicly traded corporation requires that corporation to
make that disclosure. This would require a major expenditure
of funds for legal counsel by the corporation.

Finally, the bill prohibits gaming license fees being based upon
gross revenue. Historically, local license fees have been
restricted to games and slot machines; this is the proper taxation
system. A license fee based upon gross revenue requires local
government staff to conduct audits of gaming records, which

they do not-do otherwise. The audit on a flat license fee

simply involves going to the casino and counting the number of
games and slot machines.

Mr. Faiss further said that having a gross revenue system makes
possible the same types of massive extensive conflicts over
markers as has been exhibited and experienced over a great
number of years.

Mr. Faiss summarized his testimony by saying it was his belief
that this bill would not, in any way, weaken local licensing
control. He believes it will save money and manpower and
eliminate delay and inconvenience.

At Mr. Sader's request Mr. Faiss reviewed some of the problems
which have arisen in the past over these issues and which
led to the request for -this bill.

In reply to Senator Wagner Mr. Faiss explained that while this
bill would, technically, take away the power of the local
government to make a decision contrary to state government and
thus would limit local control to some extent, in practice

there would be no change because the local governments have never,
to his knowledge, exercised this right. - L

(Committee Mivutes)
A Form 70 8769 @ \'5'77




A Form 70

Minutes of the Nevada State Legilatare

JOINT SENATE.ANR _ASSEMBLY COMMITTEES ON JUDICIARY
Date:...... day.,.9 April 1981

3

Page:

Next to testify on SB 502 was Mr. David Russell, counsel for
the Gaming Industry Association of Nevada, who said this bill
had been prepared in consultation with his Association. He
stated that Mr. Faiss had covered many of the same points the
Gaming Industry Association believed to be important, but he
did wish to add to that portion of the testimony dealing with
publicly traded corporations.

Mr. Russell said it has been his experience that the counties
simply do not have the manpower, investigative or otherwise,
nor the licensing departments, etc. to get into this highly
complicated area. Additionally, the investigation of such
corporations is extremely expensive, and he felt it unnecessary
for both the state and the county to undergo such expense. He
further noted that the amount of paperwork involved was
ridiculous, since the forms used by the counties differ greatly
from those used by the state. There is also the issue of
Securities Exchange Commission regulations and the requirements
imposed by local ordinances and their impact on disclosure
statements. This bill should help eliminate some of these
problems.

Mr. Russell terminated his testimony by saying his Association
supports SB 502.

Senator Ashworth asked Mr. Russell what effect subsection 3 of
section 5, page 3 would have in regard to the license basis as
far as the gross revenue is concerned. He replied that as far as
he knew Clark County is the only one that has adopted the gross
revenue tax, and that the Gaming Industry is concerned about

the counties' and cities getting into the gross revenue area. He
explained that this would involve an entirely different mechanism
for calculating the tax, and it would also involve, if done
correctly, going completely into auditing of these gross revenues.
As a policy position both the Resort and Gaming Industries

would like to limit the tax to a fixed, flat-fee tax, and not
have the counties compete with the state on a gross revenue basis.

It was explained to Ms. Ham that the counties have differing
flat-fee taxes at present, but that the gross revenue tax would
undoubtedly be quite a bit more than any flat-fee tax.

Regarding the involvement of the local law enforcement agencies

in the early stages of the investigation by the GCB, they are
brought into the picture as early as possible to permit them the
introduction of any evidence or information they might have
concerning the licensees or the applicants. It is not necessarily
the same with the cities and counties, although the GCB does

try to conduct the local investigations in cooperation with the
local law enforcement agencies,

There followed a discussion of the benefits and problems of
both revenue taxes and flat-fee taxes and which would be
the more appropriate for the counties to levy. . -
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Senator Close noted that the recommendation of the interim
subcommittee studying the issue of involvement in licensing
at the local level was that the counties be permitted, in
extraordinary circumstances, to make a second investigation in
addition to that done by the state.

Mr. Faiss said that, while he felt the interim subcommittee had
been an excellent one, there could be problems in the future

if a local jurisdiction is allowed to reinvestigate. He added
that he did not foresee this happening within the next few years;
but in the future, when new people are on the scene, there could
be a tendency to overuse and/or abuse this power, setting a
precedent, and causing a problem with selective application of
the law, with public relations, etc. Mr. Faiss further stated

he did not believe this weakens the counties' control, since
nothing prevents the counties from cooperating with the state and
pointing out to them in any regard during the state investigative
process any qualms they might have and requesting further invesgtiga-
tion by the state as part of the original investigation.

Senator Close said he found it difficult to accept Mr. Faiss'
premise that the county's control has not been lessened. SB 502
allows the counties to have input and ask questions during the
state's investigation, but it does not allow them to have any
influence whatsoever upon the state's final decision as to whether
or not to license.the applicant.

Senator Close replied to Senator Keith Ashworth that there is

a bill, SB 39, which would allow the counties, in extraordinary
circumstances, to make a second investigation, and it is this

bill which resulted from the interim subcommittee's recommendation.

Mr. Price questioned whether, in developing this bill, the Industry
gave any consideration to the philosophy of home rule government.
He wondered whether this bill might be compared to the problems

of the state in preventing the federal government from stripping
the states of their rights in terms of gaming, etc.; is the state
stripping the counties and/or cities of these same rights?

Mr. Faiss did not feel this to be a valid comparison, since he

was unaware of any instance where a county had not agreed with

the state's findings and permitted the granting of a gaming license.
Since there has been no conflict between the state and the local
governments, it seems unnecessary to go through the same process
twice. Mr. Faiss added that this bill does not restrict the

local governments' right to decide how many liquor licenses are
going to be issued, where they will be issued, etc.; it merely
eliminates the duplication of investigating to see whether that
person is fit to hold a privilege license.

Mr. Faiss went on to suggest that the reason this double system
exists in the first place is because the state -

has only recently become involved in gaming. Previously, the -
sheriffs were in charge of gaming, and there has been a gradual s
erosion of local power, where the state was superimposed upon the
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local governments. He added that, if gambling were to be
legalized in Nevada today, he did not feel the Legislators
would want a lot of jurisdictions involved in it, nor a lot
of different ordinances controlling this prime industry
throughout the state. SB 502 is simply an attempt to further
standardize one of the processes (investigation) involved in
the control and regulation of the gaming industry.

Mr. Robbins Cahill, of the Nevada Resort Association, came
forward and explained how the flat-fee differs from the gross
revenue tax which has recently been enacted in Clark County in
reply to a question from Senator Wagner. Senator Keith
Ashworth added to this explanation.

Mr. Cahill then went on to explain how the two different

taxes affect the gaming industry and why the industry prefers
the flat-fee tax. He added that the industry is quite willing
to accept an increase in this tax should it be necessary in
order to help the counties meet their increasing budgetary
needs. He pointed out, however, that a revenue tax is not
really the answer to ensuring the counties will automatically
get additional monies as gaming revenues increase, and he
pointed out that this could, in fact, raise problems vis-a-vis
the caps placed upon the county budgets.

Senator Raggio also commented on the effects of these two types
of taxes upon local budgetary caps, noting there is no real
problem in this area with the flat-fee tax, but it would be
extremely difficult to have any type of control with a gross
revenue tax. He stressed that this issue should be carefully
scrutinized.

Senator Close then stated he wished to hear testimony from the
counties for a while.

Mr. Manny Cortez, a Clark County Commissioner, came forward
to testify in opposition to SB 502 because it .purports to
remove and/or infringe upon Iocal government jurisdiction and
authority in this area. He pointed out that Clark County has
worked very closely with both the state and with the interim
subcommittee in an attempt to identify and correct problems
connected with duplication of effort. He added that Clark
County has already taken the steps necessary to remedy those
problems brought to their attention.

Mr. Cortez noted the County Commission is concerned about being
totally and completely removed from any control over gaming, one
of the state's, and Clark County's, primary industries. He said
that, as a county, they are expected to provide all of the
services that go along with building a new hotel--sewer, water,
police protection, fire protection, etc.--and yet this bill would
remove them from regulating or having any say in who can conduct
business in their county. -
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(:) Mr. Cortez explained this bill would prohibit a county from
calling in any member that works for a gaming casino for
suitability as a key employee. He noted that, while the county
has never denied a license once the state has granted one, there
have been at least two occasions where the state licensed a key
employee and the employee, knowing he would not be licensed by
the county as a result of their investigation, withdrew his
application for a license.

Mr. Cortez said that the worst aspect of SB 502 is that it is
the first instance where there will be state involvement in
the control of liquor, an area where, until now, the counties
have had sole responsibility for investigation and licensing.
He then read subsection 5 of section 6 of this bill.

Mr. Cortez also stated he could not see what is wrong with the
counties levying gross revenue rather than flat-fee taxes. He
added that if gross revenue taxes are so terrible, perhaps the
state should look into changing over to a flat-fee tax.

In reply to Senator Wagner, Mr. Cortez said that the county has

never refused a license to an applicant who has already received
a non-restricted license from the state, although the county

has refused licenses for some small tavern, Class A, applicants.

(:) Mr. Cortez also told Senator Wagner that since adopting their
new ordinance, the county has only opted to continue an inves-
tigation on an applicant already licensed by the state in two
instances.

There followed several questions from Committee members concerning
when and why the county conducted duplicate investigations, and
why the county felt it necessary to retain this power. Mr.
Cortez, along with Mr. Fitzpatrick, explained that the counties

do help in local auditing and investigating for a state license,
and that they try to keep as closely involved as possible in

these matters.

In reply to Senator Hernstadt Mr. Cortez explained the differences
in amounts collected by the county since going from a flat-fee

to a gros revenue tax, the effects of this change-over upon the
casinos, and how the system is maintained and monitored.

Mr. Price raised the point that if a county does not have the
power to grant a license, then it does not have the authority to
revoke one, either. He further noted that gaming establishments
also have to obtain business licenses from the county, and that
if necessary the counties could use the "back door" approach

and add restrictions to these business licenses to give them

| some of those powers over gaming which they will lose under
:g(:> SB 502. This would not be a popular action, however. Finally,
A Mr. Price questioned whether, since the Police Department actually
conducts the investigations rather than the county, the term "its
own" in subsection 5 (a) of section 6 meant the investigation ¢
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conducted by the police, or whether the counties could get
around this section of the law on this technicality. It was
assumed that, since the police were doing the investigation
at the request of and for the county, then it was the county's
investigation.

Mr. Bill Farr, Chairman of the Washoe County Commission, testified
next on SB 502. He said he was also Chairman of both the Liquor
License and Gaming License Boards for Washoe County.

Mr. Farr said he wished to point out several facts to the
Committee:

a) There are two kinds of liquor licenses: an import license
and a local license; the former requiring a somewhat more
intensive investigation than the latter.

b) This is a special interest bill authored by the industry
itself.

c) Local law enforcement agencies are heavily involved in
policing the gaming establishments--more so than the state--
and this is one reason they should also be involved in
the original licensing investigation.

d) The gross revenue tax system seems to work well for the
state and appears to be working well in Clark County also.
Washoe County will continue to monitor this tax's success
in Clark County, but it appears to be working so well that
it is very likely Washoe County will also consider
instigating this type of tax system.

In reply to a question from Senator Wagner, Mr. Farr said that
the Washoe County Ligquor and Gaming License Boards convene
twice a month in Washoe County. He stated that the Board
reviews the results of the investigation made by the 6-man
licensing investigation unit of the Sheriff's Department at
this time. He added that the Sheriff's Department does obtain
the results of the state's investigation and that these are
almost always accepted at face value, however, there are times
when local follow-up checks are made. He said that the Board
feels the Sheriff's Department's investigation is an extremely
thorough one.

Mr. Beyer asked in what areas the county felt they needed to
supplement the state's investigation. Mr. Farr could not
name any, and stated he simply had a letter from the Sheriff's
Department which indicated the Department did not want to give
up their investigative responsibility at this time, stressing
the fact that this would take away local control.

At this point Senator Close noted that only he and Mr. Stewart of
those present had served on the interim subcommittee studying

gaming bills. There was a great deal of testimony given during, -
(Commiittee Minutes)
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legislators currently considering these same bills. He added
that he and Mr. Stewart would attempt to make this information
available to the Committee members.

Senator Raggio pointed out that the County Gaming License Board
does not pass on non-restricted licenses in the cities of Reno
or Sparks, but only in non-incorporated areas of the county.
Thus, in addition to the county, there is also involvement at
the city level.

Mr. Farr told Senator Ford that he does support the types of
restrictions contained in SB 39.

Next to testify on SB 502 was Mr. Robert Hadfield, County
Manager of Douglas County, whose testimony was based upon the
written statement attached as EXHIBIT B.

EXHIBIT C concerns Douglas County gaming fees and the method of
computing such fees.

Mr. Farr ended by stating that Douglas County feels very
strongly that this bill should not be passed in its present
form. ,

<:> In reply to Senator Raggio it was noted that Douglas County .
charges a license application fee of $400 for a combined liquor
and gaming application; Clark County charges a gaming license
application fee of $175, plus the cost of the investigation.

Mr. Shannon Bybee, of the Golden Nugget, came forward to

testify next. He restricted his comments to that testimony on
the bill dealing with revenue taxes. He said his casino, and

in his opinion all casinos, are willing to pay their fair share
of taxes, both to state and local government. The question is
how those taxes are assessed. He noted that the main attracticn
of the gross revenue tax is that the tax revenues grow at a
faster rate with this system than with flat-taxes. Thus, during
the present inflationary period, the public officials do not
have to take a public stand to increase taxes; it happens
automatically. This, Mr. Bybee said, is the main complaint

of the casinos: the tax revenues are allowed to grow without
the people who spend that revenue having to come back and take

a position to justify that increase in tax revenue. Mr. Bybee
also noted the counties may be attempting to get around the
revenue cap by having the gross revenue tax system.

SB 320: Revises provisions on computation of gross revenue
received by gaming establishments.

(:) Senator Close stated that since there was not much time left
o he preferred to postpone the hearing on SB 320 and reschedule

it for a later date. N
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SB 418: Authorizes state gaming control board to charge
for cost of certain investigations outside state
after licensing or registration.

Mr. Richard Bunker, of the Gaming Control Board, testified first
on this bill. He noted that it is the responsibility of the GCB
to investigate licensees and applicants for licenses in Nevada.

A 1976 District Court ruling however, stated the GCB does not
have the authority to assess investigative fees for anyone who
has already been licensed. He proceeded to present to the
Committee members three alternatives which would permit the

GCB to accomplish their mandated task of investigating licensees:

a) Pass SB 418.

b) Remove the responsibility for these investigations from the
GCB.

c) Supplement the GCB budget to the extent it would be necessary
to conduct these investigations. (This alternative has
already been presented and explained to the money committees.)

Mr. Bunker explained that a guestimate of the cost of alternative
¢ is approximately $150,000 per year. He stressed this was
strictly a guess estimate, and that it could vary greatly from
year to year depending upon the number and type of investigations
required.

Mr. Bunker said it was his opinion that it was both unfair and
unjust to ask the taxpayer and the balance of the industry to
pay for those licensees who have, for one reason or another,
violated the law and thus made an investigation necessary.

Mr. Beyer asked whether the individual would be charged for an
investigation and/or audit if the investigation found the alleged
violation to be non-existent. Mr. Bunker said there would be

no charge in the case of an audit. He stated, however, that not
all investigations immediately indicate guilt or innocence, and
if an extensive investigation were required, then the money has
to come from somewhere. He added that the Legislature could
mandate that the GCB only investigate those cases where the GCB
was sure they could prove wrongdoing, but this guideline would
have to come from the Legislators.

Regarding the exceptions listed in the bill, it was noted

that the only exception is intended to be those who have less
than 15 slot machines; i.e., a restricted licensee. This bill is
for the non-restricted licensee, not the restricted licensee.

Next to testify was Mr. David Russell, counsel for the Gaming

Industry Association. He noted that SB 418 had been discussed

by the Association with the GCB on several occasions, and that

they had a basic philosophical difference on who should pay -for

the post-licensing investigation. -
(Committee Minutes)
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Mr. Russell proceeded to outline the history of this bill, ending
by saying that both the Resort and Gaming Associations oppose

SB 418. He said they do support the authority of the GCB to
conduct these investigations, they simply oppose having to pay
for them. He pointed out it wasn't fair to have an applicant

pay for an investigation of allegations made by others against
him. He added that licensees have paid fines if there has been

a violation, but this does not mean the GCB should include the
price of the investigation in the fine, thus almost forcing

the GCB to find something wrong.

Mr. Russell also pointed out that, as soon as an issue hits the
local and/or national press, the GCB is almost compelled to go
out and investigate the matter. The licensees should not have
to pay for this investigation.

There are disciplinary procedures at present set up by the GCB,
including the ability to assess a fine; that fine could include
the cost of the investigation, as long as it does not become
necessary to prove wrongdoing in order to assess the cost of the
investigation to someone.

Mr. Russell summarized by saying this matter could best be
handled by increasing the GCB's budget to cover the costs of
such investigations; this is an internal, administrative and/or
budgetary problem and it should not be expected that the
licensees pay for these investigations. For this reason the
Resort and Gaming Associations support increased funding for
the GCB in the post-licensing investigation area, and are
willing to so indicate to the budget committees.

Senator Close apologized for not scheduling enough time to
hear all the bills listed on the agenda, and said new hearings
would be scheduled as soon as possible. He then adjourned
the meeting at 11:00 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

7ﬁnvdugbi/€1 JJ“L%“Q,

Pamela B. Sleeper
Assembly Attache

(Committee Minutes)
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EXHIBIT B

BOARD COMMISSIONERS
OF Kenneth Kjer
COUNTY Chairman
COMMISSIONERS Herb P. Witt
Vice-Chairman
ROBERT S. HADFIELD Barbara J. Cook
County Manager M.D. Meyer
(702) 782-5176 R.A. Oswald

April 9, 1981

Chairman Melvin Close
and Honorable Committee Members

Douglas County attended all hearings, both in northern and southern
Nevada, conducted by the Subcommittee on Gaming, Chaired by Senator
Close, at which time we presented written and oral testimony address-
ing the committee's concerns. Douglas County, in response to the
discussions during the hearings, amended our local gaming ordinance
to eliminate duplication in the investigative activities, but resezved
the right to conduct additional and more in depth investigations if
the Couﬁty Commission deemed it appropriate for the public health,
safety and welfare of the community. Such an investigation would
only be conducted on the advice of the Sheriff oxr District Attorney,
with the concurrence of the Commissioners. We believe that the local
entity in which the business activity is conducted should have a
review authority, such as that provided in our ordinance, to insure
that community standards can be maintained in the interest of the
public. We also, in our testimony, supported the standardization of
forms to be used at all levels of government.

Douglas County has allowed zoning in our Master Plan consistent with
our desire to recognize the important role of gaming in our local
economy. However, it must be understood that the zoning was autho-
rized with the consideration that the local governing body would have
review authority over the particular business. It should be noted
that zoning does not address existing uses and transfer of management
JOINT SENATE AND ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEES -
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and ownership. Over the past two years our local gaming industry

has made dramatic transitions from locally owned businesses to multi-
national corporations. Senate Bill 502, as proposed, would prohibit
local review and findings of suitability in these transfers, as well
as any future transfers and expansion.

In the matter of gaming fees and the method of computing such fees,.

it is our strong conviction that local government should retain full
authority. The local entity is most knowledgeable of the impacts of
gaming on the local community and the services required; and therefore
is the most qualified to establish fees. During our previous testimony
at the subcommittee meetings, a complete written analysis of our gaming
fee structure was provided as an example of a responsible evaluation

of the impacts of gaming and the fees necessary to mitigate these
impacts.

In summation, we believe that Douglas County has acted in good faith.
and in a responsible manner in addressing the concerns presented to
us during the subcommittee hearings conducted over the past year.

We cannot overemphasize the need for local government to retain
involvement in the issuance of gaming licenses. -

133
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Dear Chairman Close and Members of the Committee:

This testimony is being submitted to you in response to the request for
expanded testimony at the July 21, 1980 work session in Las Vegas. It is
submitted in the spirit of cooperation to insure a full discussion of
the gaming license and fee issues.

The attached information was prepared for consicderation of the Douglas

; County Commissioners during the review of the ammual county budget and
- : gaming fee structure 'in the county. As presented, it identifies the

3 O impacts of the gaming industry on Douglas County government services and
financing capabilities. It is intended to provide a fair and equitable
basis for evaluating the impacts of gaming county wide with the purpose
of est:lilishing realistic parameters to evaluate the gaming fee increase
proposal. ;

The enclosed information includes the original request the I made of the
Board of Commissioners showing a total increase of $1.3 million to offset
impacts the gaming industry places on county goverrment. This would have
offset the 417 impact that I show is created by the gaming facilities. After
many public hearings and meetings this newly generated income figure was
reduced to $650,000.00 which showed the gaming enterprises contributing

37% of the revenue need by Douglas County to maintain the 1980/81 budget.
Actually, $400,000.00 was needed to balance the budget and $250,000.00 was
needed to exercise the option on the Kahie property which I feel you are

all familiar with.

The Board of Coomissioners implemented the increase by placing a fee on

all slot machines in facilities of 250 or more at $80.00 per year per machine,
leaving the old rate of $32.00 per year on each machine in those facilities
with less than 250. All games are charged $800.00 per year. After the

many hearings and camparisons to other jurisdictions as well as reviewing

the impacts they create on Douglas County we feel that these fees are very
fair and reasonable and will not have a dramatic economic effect on the
operation of those facilities affected.

JOINT SENATE AND ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEES . —
THURSDAY, 9 APRIL 1981 v
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2 July 26, 1980 :
-Senator Mel Close

Page 2

. I have also enclosed in the attachments same of the material that was
reviewed by the camissioners to determine the impacts along with
testimony of a representative of the gaming industry. It has been,

~~ and will continue to be, cur intent to cooperate with the gaming industry
to reach agreement on any fees charged. It is not the intent of the
Douglas County Board of Commissioners to 'kill the goose that lays
- the golden eggs' or to charge fees that will be excessive and cause
- hardship to our main industry. At the same time, it is our respansibility
"~ to make sure that the industry carries its fair share of the economic
~° impacts on the coommity.

As evidenced by the enclosed materials the action on the fee increase by
the Board of Coomissioners was undertaken only after careful analysis,
thought, efforts to compramise, and in the interest of providing vital
public services.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter and for allowing Douglas
County to submit this information. _
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DUUGLAS COUNTY GAMING FEE LNCRLASE Rtgum/ ——_\
NS
Current annual charges of county and sfte: County anly: N

- Slog pachines $152.00 . 32.00 \ )
Cames $73§- 132.00 - \

Requested increase including county andistate: . Adopted by County \

-

HHHHH M

‘g’;)’aii",

i.éz.

n .
0

Slot machines
under 200
200 or wmore
Guanes

~ag s

OU Nunder 250 32.00 /
300.00  25Q or more 80.00 ——
4 ~ 800.00 i

-

4
!
. nan

I U RGBT R
. 4
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*eview of charges by other jurisdictions:

Washoe County

Keno 800
Cards 700
Slots 160 - : —

23t RitdiiiHin
Hi Rt R HH

= City of Reno (incl. Washoe County)
Keno <900

Cards 1750

Shots 310

Clark Cownty
Keno 4600
Cuards 1500
= Slots 278

City of Las Vegas (incl. Clark County)
E Z9500 plus 6.00 per chair (includes bingo)
Cards 2100 :
i Slots 398 U

& ) Carson Cit
Cards 7

s Race book 1400
'-’ Slots 160

*All of these fees are per documents of each county of 1976 and 1978.
1t is our understanding that sane jurisdictions had increased from

" O these figures recently.

“

- -
I




i — plafi 7V

- /h:m. ceélf.

éﬂw&o—— 5& pla @ 5 2 J130
s e ;w@(éé L i e

M S26 plks p U - 7324
/ST Grme @ G6E /0SS 1375

EZ Ftrmeca @ (4f /456 T 336

§ % < bt 3 A 78813

- 'éz%a 2y olee OFF 73756 .

E ¢s W i PGk %otz 119 35
L sl 33 ulee OH Al ¢

‘ A @ aof bo1v¥ 108 57>

e

| B Tk 0 it @ s168€
: ' (R Gmen D Cof 8 1 55y

| Dgme AW clm@ K = R
7 e @ c8 #7% % 74




S

TO: Douglas County Cammissicnecs
FROM: Ken Kjer, Chaizman

I wanted to place the informsticn ecented at the hearing on che gaming

fee increase in writing for your review prior to the next meeting. Tre

information to develop these figi-es was taken fram the 1979 Nevada

Abstrace, 1976 Econamic Research Associaces report cn the Role of Gazing

in che Nevada Econcmy which was produced by the Nevada Gaming Induscry,

1980/81 Bur‘.%ecs of Douglas County and all special districts, and the zmalysis
or the 197

of revemue /79 budge: develcped by Margaret Tragaskis, oxr fiseal
officer at that time. 8 3ar &
lopacts on County Econcmy

The Economics Research Associates report states that in 1976, & co S milliem
visitors cxmg tc Lake Tuhow and, based on the Lake Tance Visgitors Studv, October
1975, 85.5% of these visitors participated in gandling. Assuming that, with the
expansicn of facilities over this rime frame, the visitors have increased

and also use of gaxing incressed. Also, I have included in this packec a

copy of a Forest Su'\gce Report spesking to the fact that their swrvey shows
15,000,000 visitors armually. I still felt that it would be core

conservative to use cthe 5,700,000 figpme. With that in wind, I made che
following calculations:

5,000,000 visitors times o5.5% = 4,275,000 divided by 365 days = 11,712

as the average daily population. Of course it must be assumed that chese
visitors add to the local economy in ocher ways and same of che S,000,000
pecple would be here wichour gam.‘.n% however the conservative figure of
5,000,000 along with allowing 14.5% for this use does seem a fair figure to
account fer these impacts.

The State of Nevada Tax Conmission based our spending cap figure en

16,766 permanant residents so, ad that to the towist populacion we

have an average daily populatiaon of ¢8,478 pecple. In percentages this
amounts to 39% permanent population and 41% tourist population. Please

note that this is averege daily population which additimally gives benefit
to the gaming interests in these calculations. Ee are aware that the majority
of the visitors are here on the weekends and during the summer. Based on
this we must gear our many departments (sheriff, road, building and safecy, eto)
to be prepared to handle up to 100,000 - 200,000 pecple at any given time.
Although these peaks occur only & few times during the year Douglas County
must budget year round to be prepared for these impacts, which i{s a
significant cost.

Based o this, 1 feel we can safely assume that 41% of the County services
relate tc gaming tourism and 597% relate <o residents and other tourisc
attzdctians.

The total cost of all Districzs is $3,459,034 (including

fire discricrs). The cost to maintain Coumty services amounts to $11,061,423

for 80/81 (this includes the reallocaticn of &inds requasted on April 21, 1980

for Kingsbury Crade, a grand jury, Kahle optiar, etc.). Totaling these figmres we
show the need to generate $is, 520 457 o provide all services in the County

(with the exceprion of schocis).
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As to how tha revernue is generated I offered the following:

NON CASINO - RELATED INCOZ:

Property Taxes

Rocm Tax (1%)

Liquor Tax (4O%)

Work Permits (5%)
Cigarette Tax (25%)
State Liquor (407)
County/City Relief (25%)

Other Raverme (federal fimds,
inlieu taxes, fees, etc.)

CASINO - - RELATED INCOME:

Property Tax

Garting Fees (100%)
Room Tax (99%)

Liquor (60%)

Work Permits (95%)
Cigarectes (75%)

Scate Liquor (60%)
County/Cicty Relief (75%)

Based on the above, I tried to show relationship of costs to impac

Of course, dissension could arise s
cusino or a portion of gaming fees

reverue(grocery stores, bars, small casinocs,etc.).
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(Zased on proposed mew rates)

W%

<]
100% of work permits should
be gllocated to non-casing
Since I did not

“be

have the opportunity to analyze each small fee, 1 did give benefit to

each catagory as seemed reasonable.

There is also many questions as to ocher reverue (feceral funds, in-lieu
taxss, etc.) and why were they credited to noi-casino revemue. In oy
opinion, these finds would be available to the County with or without
%am'.ng so 1 feel that it properly should be credited as showed. These

ds can be listed as fo

Franchise Fees
Building Permits
Marriage Licenses
Mobile Home Seals
Engineering Fees
Plarning Fees
Merchant Permits
Fines & Fees

Motor Vehicle Licenses
Civil Defense
Probation Subsidy
Federal Grant in Aid
Ceta

Revermue Sharing
Taxes in lieu
Forest Patrol
Assessors Commission

$ 5,000
300,000
75,000
5,000
20,000
8,000
300
375,000
20,000
17,000
18,000
65,000
35,000
31,731
60,000
10,000
20,000

9GS
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Penalties (Taxes) $ 75,000
Interest Earmned 400,000
RRPT Taxes 150,000
Misec. Incume 5,000
Reverua Sharing (?gds) Z;g,g
Caca Processing tecprise) .
Data Processing (Fees) 5,000 .
Insurance Reserve 18,000
Regional Streets (Gas Tax) 229,992
Road Operating (Gas Tax) 173,730
Canty Conscruction  (in-lieu

interest) 805,000
Weed 36,000
Trust Sales 100,000
Ambulance Fees $7,600
Alrport Fees 61,000
Library Fees 4,000
Recreaticn Fees 118,450
Opening Nund Balances 2,679 427

$ 5,939,104

You will ncre chat I used § 5,289,059 instead of $ 5,929,104 giving 2
difference of approx. $650,000. This was dome to de, again, conservative
in the presentation considering chat we may lose certain federal fimds,
building permit fees may be recuced due to slowing in comsTucTion and
many other variations that may occur both through the year and based m
challenges by the gaming interests that they may also comcribute to

: certain of these finds. I believe that the ccnservative approach was

= not only fair to the gaming interests but did give them the advantage

& in chis analysis.

or years for the purchase of the Kahle property. Because of inflation
and cost of living increases, and in order to protect the financial integricy
ty, e $250,000.00 budgeted this vear appears to be the cnly
. E ocney available for chat project now or in the fumwe. 3Zased en this, I did state
: that I would oppose any additional funding for the puxchase of this propercy
cut we are now areadngj;o operate the county in future years. all
efforts will be made o ger funding from the State of Nevada, denations from
i and groups and possibly selling portions of the property for
different type uses.
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The Las Vegas Convention «:.d Visitors Authority estimates that
9. 2 willion visitors camec o Las Vuegas in 1975, Based on room counts
and occupancy levels, 5.3 mullion of these visitors stayed overzight,
representing nearly 20 million visitor-days.

Four Reno-Sparks, the total number of visitors for 1975 {s estinated
at 8.7 million--nearly as many au Las Vegas, However, applying estimates
of hotel roosn inventory and average length of stay, only 3. 4 million of these
visiturs stayed overnight, representing 5.7 million visitor-days. Tbus,
although Reno estimutes it gets aearly 95 percent of the aumber of visitors
as lus Vegas, the tourist contribution to the economy, in terms of over~
night visitor-days, is only 30 perceat that of Las Vegas, A sumrmary of
these visilor calculations is presented in Table 1,

The Lake Tahoe region has from 4 to 5 million visitors a year.

While Tahoe visitors substantially contribute o0 Douglas County's gaming
reccipts, they gensraily tend to go 0 casinos for several hours of gaming

and entertainunent Tuther than svend several days in the casino-hotels

which 18 typical of l.as Vegas visitars, They therefore contribute less in

uveraight visitor-days.

Over the lawt deccade. Nevada bas seen a significant growth {n visi-
tation nearly every year. As shown in Table 2, visitation to the Las Vegas
area hias increased by 35 percent from 1670 to 1375. Similar wrend data
{s not available {for Reno or the rest of the state due to less comprehensive

tourism statistics for those areas.

.
o

4 & Hi

Mode of Transoortition

ot

[

The automobile is the major mode of travel for both Reno and Las

]
v

Vegas visitors. In 1975, apout 80 percent of Reno visitors and 55 percent
of Las Vegas visitors traveled by auto. Both cities however experienced
a lower proportion of automobile visitors due to higher gasoline prices

et L P

and the 55 m.p.h. speed limit.
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which 18 also above the national avacaga, Lut significantly lower than

that of Las Vegas.

Purpnse of Tourist Visits

A recent 1975 survey, conducted by the University of N.ev;da. has
statistics for visitors ia the Las Vegas regloa. Where multiple responses
to the question, "What motivated you to come to Las Vegas?", were
anowed visitors indicated thut they were most motivated by ''gambling”
{40 percent), "gat away' (23 percent), “entertainment’ shows (35 percent),
and "curiosity” (13 percent) for their visit, while only 3 percent indicated
Lusiness as the purpose of their trip. In another survey conducted by the
Burcau of Census, and where only one responss was allowed, 60.7 percent
of those polled indicated their visit to be for the purpose of entertainment
and sightseeing. (See Tables 6 and 7). Although gambling was not offered
as & unique choice as a purpose, it is included in the entertainment and

sightsceing category. DBusiness and convention trips accounted for the

next laryest category for trip purpose i this survey, with many of these
visitors sttzactad to the arca for either business or conventions because
of the gatning attraction.

While the above surveys asked for the 'primary motivation'' for
the visil, a recent ERA survey of visitors to Lake Tahoe asked vacationers
in what activities they participated. Even for an outstanding outdoor
recreation area like Tahoe, 74.2 percent of the acea visitors and 86 percant
of South Shore visitors pacticipated in gaming. This was the single meost

popular activity after ''rest and relaxation' (see Table 8).

Combining the Las Vegas and Lake T;hoo results, ERA estimated
that gaming is participated in by at least 80 percent of Nevada visitors.
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Teble 8

ACTIVILY PARTICIPATION
BY LAKE TAHOE VISITORS

Percent

North South 1/ Participation

Shore Shore Total= bv Cambler
Rest and Relaxation 92.0% 85.2% 86.9% 87.2%
Gambling 67.8 85. 9 74.2 100.0
Sightseeing 74.7 67.7 67.5 69.7
Shows /Nightlife 63.8 71.3 60. 6 73.4
Swimming $1.7 41.7 43.1 39.2
Hiking 47.1 32,6 38.4 1.7
Saow Skiiag 32.2 24.3 29.2 28.9
Fishing 30.§ 29.¢ 28.7 26.8
Boating/Water Skiing 26. 4 18.7 20.9 18.4
Teat Camping 16.7 18.1 18.3 15.6
RV Camping 5.7 9.7 8.7 8.7
Tennis 19.5 15,4 16.8 14.5
Goll 16.7 13.3 13.1 13.8
Other 8.0 6.0 5.1 5.6

. L]
Average Activities per
Visitor: 5.8 5.2 5.1 5.3

L/ Includes visitors to Tahce areas other than North and South Shores,

Source: Lake Tahoe Visitors Survey, Cctober 1975.
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COANTY OF

DOUGLAS
Analysis of Revenue 1978/79 Budget

Club
Related Club

g % Expense  Amount  Total
Ad Valoren Tax (20¢) . . .Y .2268 Yes S 115,046 $ 292,013
Ad Valorem Tax - Fire - Coum:y . No No . 118,242
Ad Valorem Tax - Fire - Districts N/A N/A 425,558
Ad Valorem Tax - Title XIX . . . N/A N/A 193.600

Total Ad Valorem Tax 1.1%.453

Opening Balances & Reserves N N/A 1,298,681
Gaming Revenue . . Y .9500 Yes 1,085,000 1,141,500
Room Tax . . Y .9800 No 848, 000 957,600
Interfund 'Pransrers No 916,240
Sales Tax Y .7300 No 665,250 887,000
Gas Tax . . No 337,300
Building Pemuts Y .3300 No 84,000 23%5,000
Revenue Sharing No 201,613
Taxes in Lieu No 167,560
Cigarette Tax Y 7500 No 111,500 148,700
Grant-in-aid No 93,718
Liquor Tax - License Y 6000 v 48,900 81,500
Work rermits. Y 8000 No 32,000 40,000 -
All Other. . . . . . . N AN _NeNn

: Totad §3,089.696 58,354 .917

Cuments;

> 1. Douglas County Property owners pay 3276,969 at the 20¢ Ad Valorem Tax Tute

or’ approxirately 3.3% of the total Budget.
2. Clubs' Expenses - $1,248,946 or approximately 15% ot the total.

3. Club lelated Income is approximately 37% of total.

5-1-78
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DPACIS (N INDIVIDUAL GAMING OPERATIONS - LAKE TAIKE ' P
URKENT JU-RGES @&@_M INCREASE
Slots . Gues Total Slots  Gaws  Total
Bameys 35,850 5,856 91,736 169.500 11,600  1¥1.100 49,364
Narrahs 231,952 115,656 347,608 452,800 229,100 686,900 339,292
Marveys I 59.588 16,104 75.992 118,200 31.900 150,100 7,108
\)Narve_vs 232,104 50,504 282,612 458,100 100,050 55,150 275,538
Caesare 141,816 66,612 208,428 219,900 131,950 411,850 203,422
Sahara Tance 179,512 90,036 269,548 356,300 L13.150 532,650 263,12
Nugget 1,648 5.124 4,172 82,200  10.150  92.3% | 45,578
CARSON VALJLEY
OPinemc Lodge 5,688 1,464 8,152 6.68n 2,900 v.548 1,430
" overland Tepaz 13,382 %Y. 18,2Z4 11832 S0 22.5m 4,36
Sharkevs 12,430 2,928 20,408 17,480 53,8000 23230 2,672
1,019,400 358,680 1,269 480 . 1;»3000 719,500 2.64S, 50 1;9,020
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AVERAGE WIN PLV UNIT -0
CASINOS WITH GAMING REVESUL S MILLION AND OVER
bot the Visest Y ear Lnded June W. 1979
La M cg; I neong Rene "Spaet s Sonih | oty [ X3 besan. e Sestew miv
T 4 Vegar Avce Tahw (RN ™ Seate AIUEN
TWENTY-O!
Upper quanile .. . $475.9%0 $139.74n $413. M0 $182.530 $125.680 § 130,000 108 M0
MLEIDIAN . MIRLY 120,63 8. 90 141,080 L AR U e, 10 [T 1]
1 ower guartilc 123 900 AN I R f0.100 6K, 190 sS.R00
CRAPS
Uppes quanine.. 1 RIS, 2 [T k) pIAM LY ALK RN WM 426,720 459N
MUIIAN L [ IEC T $h IIM MARIY R ING L AN YU
l.ower quartile S, 4819 281850 R RN 1432 TR 188.630 195,80
ROVIVI T
Uipper guarile okY. 6 MR T 1203 264 Anns 126970 143,9% 260.0008
MEDIAN LEL A ] 13¢ T ‘A.b‘:___‘gi ] 69.°00 94,00 138640
1 ower quartile . 1R 420 .00 RETRYTD us.ne 38,320 61. %00 70.210
¢ SLO MA(IHN!
Hppes quaridle 9 4 9 KM AW 1) 4,690 6.770 7.880 .90
MEDIAN 2.0 7,040 AW 4 $.310 4,990 3,850
Lower quartilc . S.6M 4810 R[] 3,160 410 0% all0
10¢ S1LOW MA(IIINI- ) ;
Uppes quanide oo 12,940 10,60 7T.840 8,080 9,280 9.0 0.0
MEIMAN. 10000 8.0 K £.750 7.060 P )t
Lowe: guatiile .. 7.140 5.290 3.040 £.240 $.040 s. 2% SN
2%¢ SLOY MACIIINI_
Upper quartile ... 20,100 12,900 11,740 13,7190 22,580 18.300 16,40
MUEDIAN. 16.140 1. 760 £.99%0 ! 15,490 12,490 124070
Lower quarntile _. 2 12,900 %0 ] 5,48 10.3W 9,610 8.400
0¢ SLOT MAC thl: ,
Uppesr quastile. 17,830 16,210 11,550 17,920 13800 12,140 14,160
MEIMAN. 12.820 9. %0 ﬁ a()______,.m. 9.510 8.8% 9.%00
Lowet qwudc ST 2.020 .40 6.0 s$.000 4.240 $.620
1 M07 MA(_lllNl
Upper guariile Sh A0 Wew .40 43.030 k1.4 43,290 41.660
MEDIAN . ... 2 11,780 3V W0 MM AL RS0~ M, 0N 35,640 12.um
Lower quartile . oo 23,580 24,400 19190 9.210 2.0 24w 21,240
[N Ph 18
Upper quattibe.. oo LHY.eM 2.027.80 93,3\ 1.786. 5N 481,200 (e UNT 1,442, 1%
MEDIAK .. ... - 1A 30 1.699.340 ARAN R T Ll 197,470 69260 R 160
Lower quantile . .o ... BI5, L 1,085.930 W2ow 254,470 N o X0 4t 190
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CASINDS WIHTIE GAMING REVESNUE OF S8 MILION AND OVENH

CONDENSED INCOME STATEMENT

Vor the Viseal \ear Laded June M0, 1979

Nl ol loatwons . .

RS VUNULS
Castna degrastment . ...
R deparinn. ..
§ sl deparnent
Heverape department .
Ches revenue

Jotalicronuy .

Covolfsales

Gross e in
Dicct expense

Departmensal uwome

T oeat genctal and adoim-
AN SAPCHICS’

Nei aperating iwane’ ..

DO ARS
| O RIS 1 (1] 1 Yo

AVCIARE IEVCAVES . e

QUARTILE RANGL

Upper quassle.
MEDIAN
Lower Quartiile .

Sev page ) 1

N1 wpr anmng o oms—betore Fadural facome B3 2

o Vigan PBonmus s Rome Meaeke Netesth § Sbo [Se Watan. ¢ Niste e wi¢

N [IPTA TN Ares § anexc € oupy o Mare [

AR N n - E 2 128
9 1% T1.4% 9 .80 o 1% 62.8% h S0 G 2%
14.4% T A% K% 3.2% $.4%, S0t 11.0%
1Y.6% 1t $% 10.2% 16 1% 1hav. 16 1% 11.4%
Y 1% 6 1% 1N Y%, 10.0% 8.3%, & 1% 9.V,
3 7% 4 1% ALY AR LN (% 6. % 3 8%
1 0%, (LKLY 1) 0% [ILIX LY (1L LX] 24 1% [TLLK L
7.5% 10 3% 10 9% 1V .4% 1830 R 6%
92.88% 89.%% 39 1% 26 6% 34.7% 94 4%
1).6% 4).2% V5.0% L LYY 18.4% 0.3%
1I89% 46.1% $3.19, A8.01% 36.1% 4%
g.7% 9 .87, 461" 16.4% W.a% 30.9% \L R LY
YRAR 19.4% ﬁ e 1720 V.4 1.7%
t 1 - e TRITYUT S =isiie B

vy (s vl dodlan,

$1.639 499 40, 250 $831.8) A AR M 8.6 Sau st L1246l
9,691 19,408 12,470 42,288 6,542 L] A b
LRt A T TR 6516 PRI 12.99% ML560
M 10,303 ‘9 MU L. 483 6.0V 10,443
9240 .82 $.826 6,744 RIS AN 213 P

RN R YIS
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e JOHN GIANOTTI, v1c: PRESIDENT - HARRAH'S g

Verbatum transcridt of testamony given at the puBiic hearing of the Douglas
County Board of Commissioners meeting regarding an ordinance amending Section
5.04.020 of the Douglas County Code to incresse the license tax required by

Chapter 5.02 and other matters properly relating thereto.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Douglas County Commission. My name is

John Gianotti, vice president of Harrah's. The fact tBat you don't see any cf
the other casino representatives at Stateline, the casino core group which we
call them, doesn't mean that 1'm not voicing their opinions here at this meeting
today. We are in concert. We are all in full accord. The...¥We've had spékesmen
here for these meetings. They are well documented. We've recorded them through
3 court recorder, which you may have copies of. [ think we've presented those to

the county manager, $O you do have those on record. This is not the first time

that [‘'ve appearec Se*ore this doard in regard to county <2xes. ! appeared in
1972 - some of you were here. [ appesred again in 1975 and again in 1378 in reger
to taxes that were directed at the gaming casinos. ['ve always felt and questione
the principle of aciizional taxing to a very few. And | think that's the reason
that we came before ycu. We don't feel it's proper to solve county-wide

problems through a discriminatory tax placed on individual businesses and 1
thought that that was the point that we tried to get across to this board in the
many meetings that we had over the many months and then 3gain in public hearings

which we appreciate the opportunity to come and reflect some of the facts and

figures that were reliable. Pfesent to you to show you that these kinds of taxes
that you are raising were unreasoneble. Apparently, they didn't make much of

an impression opon you. At times, | felt that this board was totally oblivious
to our presentations - seemed scmewhat arrogant. You came to :his'meeting one
time with bulletproof vests. | was very much offended at that, for this boarg

ith the dignity tnat [ assume that ycu have would do that thing to these peodle
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who came to you t.o{ae & presentation to you to sl‘o_' you where we thought we were
H befng unfairly treated. Let me tell you this, that those bulletproof vests »ill
not do you any 9ood at the legislature. How, we've told you before snd we're going

to tell you again. 'When that leoisiature comes around, you'd bet:ier be prepared.

We had agreed at one time that we would take a reasonable tax. You came to us

and you raised our taxes in the neighborhood of 100%. You gave since then dropped
them down. It is still not reasonable. We tried to point that out 0 you last
time. Now, you're faced at that legisiature with several things and ! think it’s
reascnable to say that it will be effectuated at that legislature. One is a cap

on gaming. And remember this on this day when vou passed this ordinance on the secc
reading and it’s noticed and comes into effect that that whole thing started at
this county at thi§ county commissioners' level. So when the other commissioners
or the other counties come to you and ask you why, you just think back where it
all came from. 1 would hope that 21’ revenues that come “rom the gaming industry
do not come to this county. . w111 zush for, and Fight for, and <ry to get

our industry together to have all 2aming taxes taken out 2f the hands of this

county.

1 would ask you today to look at that ordinance again and research down in your

conscience and say to yourself, "ls that really reasonable.” If you really feel

that it is reasonable, you must pass that ordinance. But, you've also opened

our eyes to some other things and we're totally in concert. That we're going to

review our support to this county in 2 number of areas and not only to this county,
but in our community projects to0. And these are the kinds of tnings that we've
given to you with open hand and most ‘reely - ¢0 you think about that toco. And

when 1 s...0'm not giving you a threat. We've said that before. You can consider

ft a threat and that's fine; but, ycu certainly have aiienated our industry.
And you think back to what vou're doing today, and in good conscience you feel

that that's the direction to go, we have to accept it.
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OVERALL PROFITABILITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE CASINOS
COMPARED TO THE BALANCE OF THE STATE

' THE FOLLOWING FIGURES ARE PER TBE STATE GAMING ABSTRACTS:

Net Operating Income As
a % of Revenues

1971 1979

South Lake Tahoe 9.2% 7.7%

Las Vegas Strip 4.2%2 14.7%

Downtown Las Vegas 18.9% 19.42

Reno/Sparks 5.6% .22

'(::) Elko County 5.5% 17.22
Balance of State 9.4% 9.42

| All areas of the State have increased their profitability except for
Northern Nevada. '






