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Personal Statement of
J. Terrence Lanni

Most of my professional life has been spent in the casino industry, roughly paralleling the time frame
between the last federal Commission to study legal gambling in 1976 and the National Gambling Impact
Study Commission, on which I have recently had the honor to serve. During those 20-plus years, I have
managed commercial casinos from Nevada to Atlantic City, and watched the industry’s expansion into the
river towns of the Midwest and the South.  On behalf of MGM Grand, Inc., I am now involved in the
newest jurisdiction to legalize commercial casinos - Detroit, Michigan.  My participation on this
Commission has given me the opportunity to reflect on that period of growth, and raised my awareness of
the challenges this industry will face in the future.  In my view, however, much of what this Commission
learned about commercial casinos over the course of two years only confirms what I have come to know
throughout my career.  

With a budget of $5 million, the Commission conducted extensive research, traveled to numerous gaming
destinations throughout the U.S., and heard from scores of local officials and residents in jurisdictions
where casinos are located in an effort to comprehensively study the social and economic impacts of gam-
ing.  Although the views of my fellow Commissioners included those of strong anti-gaming advocates as
well as strong gaming advocates such as my own, the vast majority of the recommendations approved by
the Commission received our unanimous support.  Moreover, most of the Commission’s recommendations
were either suggested or supported by the commercial casino industry, or are already being implemented
by that industry today.    

The final report of that two-year effort reconfirms what the first federal gambling Commission said in 1976
and what the casino industry has been saying for some time.  Specifically, decisions regarding the legaliza-
tion and regulation of gaming are matters for the states to decide.  Moreover, commercial casinos are cred-
ited by the Commission as being a well-regulated, responsible segment of the industry.  Of the 19 recom-
mendations regarding gaming regulation adopted by the Commission, 14 address perceived deficiencies in
other aspects of gaming, such as the Internet and so-called convenience or neighborhood gambling.  In my
view, this confirms what we in the industry already know - the public has great confidence in the integrity
of this form of entertainment - and that gaming is best left to the states to decide.  (In that context, I recom-
mended that future expansion of pari-mutuel account wagering be left to state determination.  It is also why
I voted against a Commission-adopted recommendation to prohibit casino-style gambling at racetracks.)

The Commission’s examination also highlighted clearly discernible differences among the various forms of
gaming in other ways.  Although the gaming industry is often mistakenly viewed as a monolith, this
Commission draws clear distinctions among its various segments.  One of those important distinctions was
the Commission’s conclusion that, especially in historically impoverished, underdeveloped communities,
casinos have had a net positive economic impact.  This conclusion was reinforced firsthand by the hun-
dreds of individuals who testified before the Commission about the good jobs casinos provide.

In addition, I strongly endorse and support the Commission’s recommendations with regard to pathological
gambling. The research clearly shows that the vast majority of Americans who gamble do so for entertain-
ment and with no measurable negative side effects related to their gambling.  Unfortunately, some individu-
als gamble in ways that harm themselves or their families.  Congress charged the National Research
Council (NRC) of the National Academy of Sciences to report to this Commission on the issue of patho-
logical gambling.  The findings of the NRC - which the commercial casino industry accepts - indicate that
an estimated one percent of the population are pathological gamblers in any given year.  This percentage is
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consistent with a study completed in 1997 by Harvard University and funded by the commercial casino
industry. The research also indicates that the impacts of pathological gambling are significantly smaller
than the impacts of other health problems such as alcohol abuse.  

The casino industry recognizes that, although the percentage is small, pathological gambling affects a sig-
nificant number of individuals.  Many of the Commission recommendations in this area were based on
steps we in the commercial casino industry have already undertaken.  For example, commercial casinos
created the first and only foundation to date dedicated to funding research in the area of pathological gam-
bling - the National Center for Responsible Gaming.  I also believe that more needs to be done, and that all
segments of the legalized gaming industry, including lotteries, convenience gambling, charitable gaming,
tribal gaming and pari-mutuels, should join the work in which we are currently engaged to help those who
are in need.  

While I am supportive of the majority of the Commission’s recommendations, I am disappointed in some
of the rhetoric that doesn’t represent our findings, and will no doubt be used in the future by critics to dis-
tort what actually was found.  One example is relative to the issue of research.  Although the report states
repeatedly that there was not enough research to draw conclusions, the record clearly shows that at least on
the issue of commercial casino gambling that is not the case.  The Commission’s emphasis on this point
implies that states and communities have not given their decisions to legalize commercial casinos full con-
sideration.  The record before us was quite to the contrary, and this impression does a grave disservice to
the community and state leaders as well as the voters who have made those decisions.  

In conclusion, I believe that any important decision affecting communities should be fully researched to
consider all of its possible impacts.  The Commission has done a great service for the states and communi-
ties that have legalized gaming, as well as those that may consider the legalization of gaming in the future
by adding to the store of knowledge on this industry. 
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Statement of 
Commissioner Robert W. Loescher 

Of the National Gambling Impact Study Commission
June 7, 1999

President Clinton appointed me to serve as the only Native American on the National Gambling
Impact Study Commission. The Commission was ch a rged by Congress to study, among other
t h i n g s , the status of tribal gove rnmental sponsored gaming in the United States.  Th e
Commission came to re a l i ze that this was a complex task and appointed a Tribal Gambl i n g
S u b c o m m i t t e e.  The Subcommittee had six field hearings in addition to the full Commission
hearings.  It sought the views of tribal leaders throughout Indian Country.  Over 100 tribal lead-
ers came to testify at their own expense and their views influenced the tone and texture of the
final report.

In further recognition of the importance and complexity of the task, the Subcommittee sought
and received concurrence by the Commission to have its own separate chapter in the final report.
The rep o rt on Indian gaming is simply a snapshot of the status of Indian gaming in A m e ri c a
t o d ay.  The Commission concluded that the right of tribal gove rnments to operate gaming is
deeply entrenched in the tribes’ special relationship with the federal government in the United
S t ates Constitution.  And this distinguishes Indian tribal gove rnmental gaming from all other
gaming in the United States.  Congress created a second critical distinguishing attribute of Indian
gaming in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) of 1988 — the revenues from Indian gam-
ing must be used for the social and economic benefit of tribal members who desperately need it.
In my view, the benefits from Indian gaming are just a tiny downpayment on the deficit of stu-
pendous social and economic needs facing the vast majority of Native American citizens.  The
Commission record strongly supports the conclusion that the economic benefits under IGRA are
being realized.

Indian gaming furt h e rs Indian Self Determ i n ation through tribal ow n e rship and control of its
gaming operations.  It furthers economic benefit to the surrounding communities by employing
at least 100,000 people regardless of race, color or creed.

Tribal gove rnments we re some of the fi rst to re c og n i ze that gaming has social costs and did
something about it.  The Commission’s record shows that tribal governments made the first real
financial commitments to help identify and alleviate problem and pathological gambling.

I was very disappointed that the Commission declined to include a narrative that objectively and
clearly described the structure, operation and implementation of the regulation of Indian gaming.
For all of its early weaknesses, Indian gaming is increasingly well regulated by a partnership of
the tribal, state and federal governments.  The National Indian Gaming Commission (established
by IGRA) has ordered the implementation of Minimum Internal Control Standards (MICS) that
p rovide a unifo rm standard of Indian gaming reg u l ation throughout the United States.  Th e
C o m m i s s i o n e rs indicated that Indian gaming reg u l ation was ex t re m e ly complex and lega l i s t i c
and wouldn’t deal with it.  At the same time, it is my view that Indian gaming is increasingly
v i ewed as a thre at and viable competitor to commercial ga m i n g.  The seve re criticism of the
Indian Gaming Reg u l ation was one way to slow it down.  In my view, the Commission wa s
obligated to objectively describe the status of Indian gaming regulation and it did not do so.


