—The study should include benefits derived or costs incurred
not only in “host” communities or states in which gambling
facilities are located, but also in so-called feeder communities
or states in which a significant number of the gamblers live
and work who patronize facilities in the host communities.

810 The Commission recommends that Congress direct NIJ or other
appropriate agency to research what effect legal and illegal gam-
bling have on property and/or violent crime rates. Such research
should also examine whether gambling-related criminal activity is
increased in neighboring jurisdictions where the arrest/gambler
lives and/or works but does not gamble.

8-11 The Commission recommends that Congress direct NIJ, the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), or other appropriate agencies to
add gambling components to ongoing studies of federal prison
inmates, parolees, and probationers who manifest disorders that
frequently coexist with pathological gambling.

812 The Commission recommends that Congress direct NIJ or other
appropriate agency to investigate and study the extent of adoles-
cent participation in illegal gambling and all forms of legal gam-
bling separately. Further, that NIJ focus on sports betting in the
nation; work cooperatively with school authorities at high school
and college levels; and recommend what effective steps should be
taken by federal, state, and school authorities to avoid the corrup-
tion of collegiate and amateur sports and reverse steady increases in
adolescent gambling.

813 The Commission recommends that Congress direct the Department
of Labor or other appropriate agency to research job quality in the
gambling industry as measured by income levels, health insurance
coverage and affordability, pension benefits, job security, and
other similar indicators. The research should include a comparison
between gambling jobs in a variety of communities and regions of
the country. It should also compare job quality and availability in
the gambling industry versus other comparable industries with-
in those labor markets. Finally, it should also compare job quality
at casinos with distinguishing characteristics, such as those that
derive a significant part of their revenues from non-gambling
components—like hotels, food, and beverage service and shopping
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and entertainment (often referred to as destination resorts)—
versus those dependent almost wholly on gambling revenues.

8-14 The Commission recommends that if Congress acts to prohibit Internet
gambling that it also require NIJ or other appropriate agency 12
months after the effective date of the enabling statute to measure
its effectiveness for a period of 1 year. An estimate should be made
of how much illegal Internet betting continues despite the statutory
prohibition. The factors contributing to successful evasion of the
prohibition should be described in detail. Recommendations to
Congress as to methods of closing the channels used to evade the
prohibition should be made.

815 The Commission recommends that Congress direct the appropriate
institutes within NIH to invite, where appropriate, applications
for supplemental funds to issue a revision of the special program
announcement for research applications to commence a study of
prevalence of problem and pathological gambling among gam-
bling industry employees in all forms of legal gambling, including,
without limitation, pari-mutuel, lottery, casino and, where feasi-
ble, convenience-stop employees.

8-16 The Commission recommends that the appropriate institutes con-
duct research to determine if an analysis of available gambling
patron data derived from banks and other credit agencies can
assist in the identification of problem and pathological gamblers.

817 The Commission respectfully recommends to state and tribal
governments that they should authorize and fund every 2 yearsan
objective study of the prevalence of problem and pathological
gamblers among their state’s residents by a nonpartisan research
firm whose work meets peer review standards. Specific focus on
major subpopulations including youth, women, elderly, and
minority group gamblers should also be included. An estimate of
prevalence among patrons at gambling facilities or outlets in each
form of gambling should also be included.

818 The Commission recommends to state and tribal governments
that they should authorize and fund research programs for those
who are or are likely to become problem or pathological gamblers
in their resident population.
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8-19 The Commission recommends to state and tribal governments
that they should require, as a condition of the granting of a
license to operate a gambling facility or to sell goods or services in
a gambling facility, full cooperation in any research undertaken
by the state needed to fulfill the legislative intent of the federal
and state statutory policy.

820 The Commission recommends that state and tribal governments
consider authorizing research to collect and analyze data that
would assess the following gambling-related effects on customers
and their families resident in their jurisdictions:

—The extent to which gambling-related debt is a contributing
factor to personal bankruptcies.

—The extent to which gambling problems contribute to
divorce, domestic violence, and child abuse and neglect.

—The extent to which gambling problems contribute to inci-
dents of suicide (or suicidal behaviors).

—The number, types, and average monetary values of gambling-
related crimes perpetrated for the primary purpose of gaining
funds to continue gambling or to pay gambling debts.

—The extent to which practices of some gambling facilities to
provide free alcohol to customers while gambling, the placement
of cash advance credit machines close to the gambling area,
and the offer of similar inducements are likely to be significant
factors in magnifying or exacerbating a gambling disorder.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS REPORT

In the preceding pages, the Commission has presented an overview
of the current state of gambling in the United States. The Commission
has offered findings and recommendations for federal policymakers,
state and tribal officials, government regulators, research organiza-
tions, advocacy groups, treatment facilitators, operators of gambling
establishments, and individual citizens. And since legalized gambling
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is a complex, fluid, and fast-changing policy issue, the Commission has
also suggested further areas of study to supplement available knowledge.
Clearly, there is a need to know more about gambling, especially about
its economic and social impacts. The Commission has found that the
more they explore the terrain, the more work they determine remains
to be done.

Given the size and range of the gambling industry, there is a
need for an informal national debate about gambling. Some advocates
for the gambling industry believe that gambling has reached a saturation
point—that more gambling cannot be sustained in this country. Yet
every such prediction to date has proven to be wrong. Regardless of
the truth of either view, the wisdom of widespread gambling, much of
it government owned and operated, needs to be examined.

The members of the Commission agree that there is a need for
a “pause” in the growth of gambling. The purpose of the pause is not
to wait for definitive answers to the subjects of dispute, because those
may never come. Instead the purpose of this recommended pause is to
encourage governments to do what, to date, few, if any, have done: to
survey the results of their decisions and to determine if they have
chosen wisely; to ask if their decisions are in accord with the public
good, if harmful effects could be remedied, if benefits are being
unnecessarily passed up. Because the search for answers takes time,
some policymakers may wish to impose an explicit moratorium on
gambling expansion while awaiting further research and assessment.

While some communities may ultimately decide to restrict or
even ban existing gambling, there is little prospect of it being out-
lawed altogether. It is clear that the American people want legalized
gambling, and it has already sunk deep economic roots in many com-
munities. Its form and extent may change, but gambling is here to stay.
However, the balance between gambling’s benefits and costs is not
fixed. That lies within our power to determine. We live in a democracy,
and in a democracy it is the people who are responsible for shaping
the world they live in. As Thomas Jefferson wrote more than two
hundred years ago, “I know of no safe repository of the ultimate power
of society but the people themselves.” It is in this spirit that the
Commission’s Final Report is of fered.
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Statement of William A. Bible

As a former Chairman of Nevada’s Gaming Control Board and as a Member of the
National Gambling Impact Study Commission, I have had the unique opportunity of
being involved with, and becoming knowledgeable about, gambling in the United States.
This Commission, like its predecessor Commission in 1976, observed that gambling has
widespread public support and that most Americans, whether or not they agree or
disagree with gambling as a form of recreation, feel strongly that government should not
attempt to regulate their own individual conduct. While most Americans would agree that
gambling must be closely regulated to exclude criminal elements and to provide fair
games, collection of tax revenues, protection from adolescent involvement and location
suitability, they would also agree that each individual, and not the government, is best
able to decide for himself or herself about engaging in gambling for recreation and
entertainment. I would endorse this viewpoint and would likewise agree with those who
argue that decisions concerning the legalization of gambling are best implemented locally
and that government’s role in gambling should be limited to regulatory activities and the
provision of assistance to those compulsive individuals who do not deal with gambling
responsibly.

This Commission’s recommendations wisely leave untouched the historic Federal-
State relationship where the authorization, taxation and regulation of gambling is
primarily a State, and not a Federal, matter. The two exceptions, which in my view are
appropriate exceptions, are gambling operated by Native American governments and
gambling over the Internet. Because of the unique nature of tribal sovereignty and the
Federal government’s trust obligations to Native Americans, there is a clear Federal
responsibility in tribal gambling. And while Native American gambling has
accomplished, for some tribes who possess well situated lands, the economic
development goals articulated in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act, the provisions of the
Act need to be clarified to make it crystal clear that a tribe cannot engage in gambling
activities that are not available to other citizens of the state and to provide an arbitration
process in the event a State is unwilling to compact for the same types of games that are

available to other citizens. Because of the nature of the Internet’s technology, Federal



involvement is both appropriate and necessary to assist the states in enforcing their policy
determinations on the types of gambling that are lawfully available within their borders.

This Commission less wisely recommended, by only a one vote majority, that the
gambling industry be excluded from financial participation in state and local elections
and that all legal wagering on intercollegiate athletic events be prohibited. The
Commission’s record simply does not support a recommendation to ban campaign
contributions by the gambling industry. While I strongly support campaign finance
reform, singling out one industry, in this manner, is fundamentally unfair. Also, there is
no support in the Commission’s record for further extending the Federal prohibition on
intercollegiate sports wagering. Not one college sports scandal is the result of legal
sports wagering. To the contrary, legal sports wagering in Nevada has assisted athletic
leagues in their enforcement activities aimed at preventing game fixing and point
shaving. Instead of further restricting legal sports wagering, the Commission would have
been better served to recognize sports wagering’s overwhelming participatory acceptance
by the American people and to recommend, instead, further legalization and strict
regulation.

It is my earnest hope that this Commission’s legacy will be its recommendations
calling for identification and treatment of, and research about, those individuals who do
not deal with gambling responsibly and who, in many cases, manifest other forms of
compulsive behavior such as drug and alcohol abuse. Even if only partially implemented,
the Commission’s far reaching research recommendations will lead to a much-needed
expansion of the body of knowledge about problem and pathological gambling. The
recommendations that deal with the identification and treatment of problem and
pathological gamblers, who are a small percentage of the population but a large number
of troubled people, address a societal problem that has gone unrecognized and neglected

for far too long.




Summary Statement by Commissioner James C. Dobson, Ph.D.

The central mission of the NGISC was to study the various implications of gambling
and to assess the scope of problem and pathological gambling and its effects on
individuals and families. The Commission’s findings, from any reasonable perspective,
depict a depth of pain and devastation in this country that compels a change in the way
betting activity is regarded.

Clearly, gambling is a destroyer that ruins lives and wrecks families. A mountain of
evidence presented to our Commission demonstrates a direct link between problem and
pathological gambling and divorce, child abuse, domestic violence, bankruptcy, crime
and suicide. More than 15.4 million adults and adolescents meet the technical criteria
of those disorders. That is an enormous number—greater than the largest city in this
country. When other activities, such as smoking, have been shown to be harmful, the
hue and cry for regulations to warn and protect the public has been loud and long.
Today, the silence of most of our leaders about the risks of gambling is deafening. It is
well past time for a Paul Revere to sound the alarm. Gambling is hazardous to your—
to our—health!

There can be no doubt from the evidence that gambling—like many compulsive
behaviors—is addictive and progressive in nature. It is especially dangerous to the
young, who are enticed by exciting and risky behaviors. Eighty-five percent of our
young people are already gambling on everything from card games to sports teams to
casinos and lotteries. Worse, more than 15 percent have been shown to be problem or
pathological gamblers. These statistics forewarn of even more serious gambling-related
problems in the future.

Some of the most troubling evidence received by the Commission concerned the
manner in which the gambling industry and its allies in government work together to
cultivate betting habits in the next generation. In South Carolina, children have ready
access to 30,000 video poker machines located in convenience stores, pizza parlors and
bowling alleys. South Carolina law does not prevent children from playing; it only
prohibits them from collecting any winnings. Casino complexes appeal to children with
amusement rides and arcades that offer virtual copies of adult casino games. At the
same time, states promote lottery tickets in virtually every corner store while
inundating the airwaves with get-rich-quick fantasies. What kind of message are we
sending to our children?

One of the most scandalous features of the gambling industry, engaged in by many of
our state governments, is the vigorous promotion of gambling among the poor, less-
educated and senior populations. Gambling is touted as the “ticket out of poverty,”
offering a last chance to riches. As such, it overtly preys on the desperation of the poor
by peddling false hope.

DEDICATETD T O THE PRESERVATION O F THE HowME
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The gambling industry pours vast sums into the campaign coffers of gambling-friendly
politicians. It is time for the public to scrutinize those who are regularly jetted off to
Las Vegas and other gambling centers to pick up these enormous contributions. We
must ask, what service is being provided in return for this generosity? Republicans have
been given $6.1 million and Democrats $7.6 million in recent years. During the last
election in California, nearly $100 million was spent by casino interests to influence the
outcome of various races and measures.

In summary, the illusion of pain-free riches promoted by the gambling industry has
been exposed. The very appeal of gambling belies the claims of the gambling industry,
which is sown in greed and the exploitation of human weakness. It robs from the poor
and exploits the most vulnerable. It undermines the ethic of work, sacrifice and
personal responsibility that exemplify the best qualities of American society. And if
you scratch beneath the veneer of gambling-induced prosperity, the pain, despair and
hopelessness of problem and pathological gamblers is recognized as a stark tragedy.

The Commission has adopted numerous important—indeed—critical recommendations
for further research into the effects of gambling and for corrective action to be adopted
by state and tribal governments. Among the most important are a moratorium on
further expansion, a ban on neighborhood gambling operations, restrictions on political
contributions, curbs on lotteries targeting the poor and their deceptive advertising
practices, and raising (and enforcing) the gambling age limit to 21 universally. It is
imperative that our government leaders immediately embrace these recommendations.

This Commission’s greatest legacy will be to change the way the American public
thinks about the harms associated with gambling. We must reject the fantasy that
wagering is innocuous entertainment and deal earnestly with the destruction and pain
that it causes to individuals, families and society.

I would like to thank my colleagues on the Commission, including our gifted Chair,
Mrs. Kay James, for having the courage to tackle this difficult social problem. My
prayer is that our effort will not have been in vain.




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 | have recently had the honor to serve. During those 20-plus years, | have
managed commercial casinos from Nevadato Atlantic City, and watched the industry’s expansion into the
river towns of the Midwest and the South. On behalf of MGM Grand, Inc., | 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 thisindustry 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 | have come to know
throughout my career.

With a budget of $5 million, the Commission conducted extensive research, travel ed 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.

Thefinal 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 sometime. Specifically, decisions regarding the legaliza-
tion and regulation of gaming are matters for the statesto decide. Moreover, commercia 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 deficienciesin
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 thisform of entertainment - and that gaming is best left to the states to decide. (In that context, | recom-
mended that future expansion of pari-mutuel account wagering be left to state determination. It isaso why
| voted against a Commi ssion-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 monalith, 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, | 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 gamblersin any given year. This percentageis



consistent with a study completed in 1997 by Harvard University and funded by the commercial casino
industry. The research aso indicates that the impacts of pathological gambling are significantly smaller
than the impacts of other health problems such as al cohol abuse.

The casino industry recognizes that, although the percentage is small, pathological gambling affectsasig-
nificant number of individuals. Many of the Commission recommendationsin this area were based on
steps we in the commercial casino industry have already undertaken. For example, commercia 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. | 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
arein need.

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

In conclusion, | believe that any important decision affecting communities should be fully researched to
consider al of its possible impacts. The Commission has done a great service for the states and communi-
tiesthat 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.




PERSONAL STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. LEONE
JUNE 7, 1999

I believe that, on balance, the American people are net losers in a society of pervasive gambling.
This judgment is based on the ravages caused by pathological gambling and the hypocrisy of
government sponsored games. I also am troubled by the message embedded in many familiar lottery
advertisements: the notion that, for most Americans, the only hope of big time financial success--the
kind celebrated in the news every day--is a ticket in a multi-million-to-one Powerball game. We
need to ask ourselves: do we promote the pursuit of the American Dream through hard work and
diligence--or through a roll of the dice?

This report will be criticized, by some, for going too far, and by others, for not going far enough.
Our work is far from perfect, and none of the commissioners is completely satisfied. Still, we have
made an important start in the process of reassessing and, I hope, reforming the nation's policies
toward gambling.

Our report now goes to the President, the Congress, the governors, and the state legislatures. Its fate,
however, depends not on their reaction, but rather on the response of the American people. Without
a shift in public opinion, we cannot expect much leadership on these issues from our elected
officials. That is why I devote my last and personal statement to considering the prerequisites for a
sea change in public policy toward widespread legalized gambling.

First, we have to be realistic about the extent to which modern politics and many policy decisions
are driven by fund raising. Campaigns are outrageously expensive and candidates and office holders
must engage in a relentless--some would say shameless--pursuit of campaign contributions.
Gambling interests, like other businesses that are heavily dependent on governmental decision-
making, have become high rollers in the campaign money game. These interests are sure to be a part
of any conversation about change and to resist proposals to curtail gambling's growth.

Second, the same cause--the high cost of campaigns--will continue to give gambling's supporters an
advantage in referenda about gambling. California is only the most recent example of this
phenomenon in action. More grass roots participation, itself dependent on more public education, is
the only practical antidote to this imbalance.

Third, we must recognize that, to politicians, gambling revenues often seem like free money--taxes
without the downside of public disapproval. And, as long as government leads the way on
gambling, it is folly to hope that private interests will be restrained. It may be no coincidence that
the surge in legal games of chance fits neatly with the fact that, starting in the 1970s, campaigns
increasingly became dominated by anti-government and anti-tax rhetoric. In this context, is it any
wonder that gambling, a source of revenue that takes advantage of public weakness and the myth
that no tax is involved, has become increasingly important? While we hear little from most public
officials about the human cost of gambling addiction and the destructive psychology of state-
sponsored get-rich-quick schemes, we hear lots about the economic advantages and revenue
enhancements from more gambling.




Lotteries, especially, seem to bring out the worst in politicians. They are heavily and misleadingly
advertised; they pay back to bettors the smallest share of the take of any legal game; and they are an
extremely regressive form of taxation, hitting hardest those with least ability to pay. Yet, lotteries
have proven to be catnip for elected officials who fear taxation. Sure, some political leaders
sincerely disapprove of gambling. But, like gamblers themselves, they appear to believe that they
can have it both ways. Convinced that elections depend on a combination of opposing taxes without
making painful choices, they are now trapped. So, they hope to get lucky and put off tough choices
about taxes and spending by chasing increased gambling revenues. For them and for us, it's a
sucker’s bet.

The situation, however, is far from hopeless. Our system can be marvelously responsive to the
public will--when that will is informed and manifest. But the public needs help. It needs the media
to report more than jackpots, and it needs leaders of every type--conservative and liberal, business
and non-profit--to join hands in a public education effort. There are, as well, recommendations in
the report that would force governments to disclose more information about state-sponsored
gambling. Getting the facts out will make a real difference here, as was the case with information
campaigns about smoking.

I am confident that an informed public can and will effect a change of direction on gambling. Our
elected officials, after all, do not suffer from a lack of polling information. They may lack courage
or foresight, but they can't be beat for marching to the pulse of the public. I wish that it were
realistic to ask more of them, but, in the absence of an interested and aroused citizenry, the odds
favor more gambling, not less.

So the task for those of us who would change the current course is clear: we must find ways to reach
all sorts of people and help them to understand the complex issues generated by gambling's spread
and incite their interest in reform proposals--including those put forward by this commission. If we
make a beginning on this task, then the work of the commission will be well remembered as a
turning point. It won't be easy, but, after two years of work on this subject, I am convinced that it
can and must be done.




Statement of
Commissioner Robert W. L oescher
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 charged by Congress to study, among other
things, the status of tribal governmental sponsored gaming in the United States. The
Commission came to redlize that this was a complex task and appointed a Tribal Gambling
Subcommittee. 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 report on Indian gaming is smply a snapshot of the status of Indian gaming in America
today. The Commission concluded that the right of tribal governments to operate gaming is
deeply entrenched in the tribes' special relationship with the federal government in the United
States Consgtitution. And this distinguishes Indian tribal governmental 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 furthers Indian Self Determination through tribal ownership 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 governments were some of the first to recagnize 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.

| 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
provide a uniform standard of Indian gaming regulation throughout the United States. The
Commissioners indicated that Indian gaming regulation was extremely complex and legalistic
and wouldn't deal with it. At the same time, it is my view that Indian gaming is increasingly
viewed as a threat and viable competitor to commercial gaming. The severe criticism of the
Indian Gaming Regulation was one way to slow it down. In my view, the Commission was
obligated to objectively describe the status of Indian gaming regulation and it did not do so.



