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In 2014, tribal gaming operaƟons in California generated an esƟmated $7.8 billion in economic output, supporƟng
over 63,000 jobs statewide. Tribal gaming operaƟons added $5.0 billion in value to the California economy and
generated $3.3 billion in earnings for California workers.

Tribal non-gaming operaƟons in California—the expenditures that tribal governments have made in order to pro-
vide services to the tribe and community—generated an esƟmated $3.3 billion in economic output in 2014, support-
ing over 21,000 jobs statewide. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons added $1.5 billion in value to the California economy
and also generated $1.3 billion in labor income for state workers.

As the direct spending on tribal gaming operaƟons moved through the economy of California, the indirect and
induced impacts of that spending generated a combined total of $3.8 billion in economic output and supported
22,727 jobs statewide.

As the direct spending on tribal non-gaming operaƟons moved through the California economy, the indirect and
induced economic impacts of that spending generated a total of $1.8 billion in economic output and supported
10,782 jobs statewide.

Year aŌer year, tribal gaming and non-gaming acƟviƟes generate an increasingly posiƟve impact on California’s labor
markets. For example, in 2012, tribal gaming operaƟons supported approximately 56,100 jobs statewide; in 2014,
tribal gaming operaƟons supported approximately 63,400 jobs statewide. In 2012, tribal non-gaming operaƟons
supported approximately 14,800 jobs statewide; in 2014, tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported approximately
21,300 jobs statewide.

Tribal gaming and non-gaming operaƟons serve an important role in producing state and local tax revenue. In 2014,
tribal gaming operaƟons generated $392.4 million in state and local tax revenue, while tribal non-gaming opera-
Ɵons generated $80.3 million in state and local tax revenue. Tribal gaming and non-gaming acƟviƟes contribute
millions of dollars each year to the sales, property, and income tax bases of California.
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Statewide revenue sharing in 2015 for non-gaming tribes generated an esƟmated $137.9 million in economic out-
put for California and supported 828 jobs statewide.

In 2014, charitable contribuƟons fromgaming tribes and their casinos totaled $57.9million, generated an esƟmated
$94.6 million in economic output, and supported an esƟmated 542 jobs statewide.

25% of community leaders indicated the local tribe served the non-tribal community through paramedic, police,
fire or some combinaƟon of those services. AddiƟonally, 19% cited investment in community infrastructure.

Nearly all (92%) of community leaders indicated they consider tribal objecƟves to be in line with the objecƟves of
local community organizaƟons.

60% of leaders who live in a community with tribal gaming operaƟons believe gaming has been posiƟve for the
local community.

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 2
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This study, which is both an update and an expansion to reports produced by Beacon Economics in 2012 and 2014,
was undertaken to assess the economic and social impacts generated by tribal government gaming operaƟons in
the State of California. The study will quanƟfy the effect of the industry on both gaming and non-gaming tribes, on
the local economies where these operaƟons are housed, on state and local government revenues, on levels of tribal
government service, and on the broader economy of California.

The analysis shows that tribal government gaming generates a substanƟal impact on the state economy. AddiƟonally,
non-gaming operaƟons at tribal casinos, such as hotels, spas, and concerts, generate a significant economic impact,
aƩracƟng guests through a wide array of ameniƟes offered to both gamblers and non-gamblers. Tribal government
gaming and the variety of other aƩracƟons generate significant economic acƟvity through tourism spending for the
community, tax revenues for the state, and a substanƟal number of jobs for local residents.

This study presents the economic and social impacts of tribal government gaming on the State of California in several
areas. First, the study will include an analysis of the economic impact of tribal government gaming on the California
economy, including the economic output and jobs supported by the industry and the state and local tax revenues that
the industry generates. Second, the study will include an assessment of the economic impact of tribal government
non-gaming operaƟons on the state’s economy, using the same metrics as above. These analyses will go beyond the
statewide impact of tribal government gaming throughout California to show the impacts that Northern California
tribal government gaming has on its region and the impacts that Southern California tribal government gaming has
had on its region.

Summary: Economic Impact of California
Tribal Gaming OperaƟons

Category 2014 Impact (est.)

Jobs 63,432
Output ($ Millions) 7,821.6
Value Added ($ Millions) 4,956.4
Labor Income ($ Millions) 3,314.0
State and Local Taxes ($ Millions) 392.4

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Third, the study will include an analysis of the so-
cial impacts of tribal governments on the California.
These impacts include those generated by the spend-
ing of funds received from the Revenue Sharing Trust
Fund (RSTF) that raƟons revenues from tribal gam-
ing casinos to non-gaming tribes quarterly, as well as
the impacts generated by spending toward charitable
contribuƟons by tribes throughout the state. It will
also highlight the non-fiduciary work that tribes do in
their communiƟes and beyond to improve quality of
life.

Finally, the studywill include an analysis of a survey of
community leaders on the impacts that tribal government gaming and tribal acƟviƟes have had on their communiƟes.

The previous CNIGA study prepared by Beacon Economics¹ showed that in 2012 California tribal government gam-
ing generated billions of dollars in economic acƟvity and supported over 50,000 jobs. This study shows that by most
metrics, the impact of tribal government gaming in California has grown in the intervening Ɵme.

¹Beacon Economics, “2014 California Tribal Gaming Impact Study.”
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Summary: Economic Impact of California
Tribal Non-Gaming OperaƟons

Category 2014 Impact (est.)

Jobs 21,337
Output ($ Millions) 3,332.1
Value Added ($ Millions) 1,733.5
Labor Income ($ Millions) 1,292.3
State and Local Taxes ($ Millions) 80.3

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

In 2012, the tribal gaming industry supported over
56,000 jobs and approximately $8.0 billion in eco-
nomic output in California. By 2014, spending at
California tribal government gaming establishments
is esƟmated to have stayed even with 2012 levels
($3.84 billion in 2014 dollars both years) and the in-
dustry had grown to support over 63,000 jobs and
approximately $7.8 billion in economic output in the
state. In all, however, the total “new” value that tribal
gaming brings to the economy of California—“value
added”— increased in two years from $4.5 billion in
2012 to $5.0 billion in 2014. Simultaneously, the impact of tribal government gaming on labor income for California
workers increased from $2.9 billion in 2012 to $3.3 billion in 2014.

The economic acƟvity from tribal non-gaming operaƟons increased substanƟally since 2012. In 2012, tribal non-
gaming operaƟons supported approximately 15,000 jobs and generated $2.3 billion in economic output, of which
$1.2 billion represented value added to the California economy. By 2014, tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported
over 21,000 jobs and generated $3.3 billion in economic acƟvity, of which $1.7 billion represented value added to the
California economy.

Congress views gaming on Indian lands as an important, and necessary form of economic development for
tribal governments, and legislated this senƟment in the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA). The IGRA fol-
lowed the United States Supreme Court’s 1988 landmark Cabazon decision, affirming that tribes have the
same right as states to engage in beƫng and games of chance to fund tribal governments. With this Act,
gaming as an economic opportunity became a reality for tribes, just as it is for state governments that allow
or engage in loƩeries and other forms of beƫng.

Federal law is also unequivocal in its intent to protect gaming revenues for tribal governments by limiƟng at-
tempts by states to take undue financial advantage or erode aspects of tribal sovereignty through the tribal-
state compacƟng process provided for in IGRA, and to prevent overcharges by management companies or
operators.

The federal Indian Gaming Regulatory Act (IGRA) requires that profits from casino gaming and related ameni-
Ɵes, such as hotels, are used to fund government-type services. All funds earned by casino gaming, aŌer prize
payouts, management, and operaƟons costs are deducted, belong to the tribe. As assets of the tribe, the prof-
its are placed in the tribal government treasury. Elected tribal councils represenƟng the tribal members have
the responsibility for managing the income generated by casinos and complying with IGRA.

In 2012, tribal non-gaming operaƟons generated an esƟmated $804.6 million in labor income for California workers.
By 2014, that had grown to $1.3 billion in labor income.

In 2014, tribal government gaming and tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported over 84,000 jobs statewide, as well
as generated $11.2 billion in economic output, of which $4.6 billion represents labor income for state workers. Tribal
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gaming and non-gaming operaƟons combined directly supported an esƟmated 51,300 jobs. Statewide, the tribes em-
ploy nearly as many workers as the enƟre cut and sew apparel manufacturing industry (52,400) and more workers
than the pharmaceuƟcal and medical manufacturing industry (50,800) and the commercial aviaƟon industry (45,100)
in California.² The over 51,000 direct hires as well as over 30,000 jobs supported through secondary effects demon-
strate the important impact that tribal gaming and non-gaming operaƟons have on the state economy. As shown
below, the economic impact is not especially strongly weighted toward either Northern or Southern California. Both
regions of California gain a significant benefit.

Summary: CumulaƟve Economic Impact of California Tribal Gaming and Non-Gaming OperaƟons (2010-2014)*

Category Tribal Gaming Tribal Non-Gaming Combined

Jobs (Average) 57,142 14,745 71,887
Output ($ Millions) 38,991.6 4,072.6 43,064.2
Value Added ($ Millions) 22,750.5 10,964.3 33,714.8
Labor Income ($ Millions) 14,751.7 5,833.1 20,584.8
S/L Tax Revenues ($ Millions) 2,300.2 452.2 2,752.4

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics
*Impacts prior to 2012 limited to sampling populaƟon;
impacts 2012 and later esƟmated to whole tribal government gaming populaƟon

CumulaƟvely, across the Ɵme period of 2010 to 2014, tribal government gaming and non-gaming operaƟons have had
an enormous impact on the economy of California. On average, gaming and non-gaming operaƟons supported ap-
proximately 71,900 jobs. In addiƟon, gaming and non-gaming operaƟons generated a cumulaƟve total of $43.1 billion
in economic output—of which $33.7 billion represents value added to the California economy—$20.6 billion in labor
income for California workers, and approximately $2.8 billion in state and local tax revenue.

Add in the social impact that tribes throughout California have had, in the form of charitable contribuƟons and other
financial and municipal support, and the total impact of tribal government gaming and non-gaming operaƟons is sub-
stanƟal.

The secƟons that followwill detail several categories of economic impacts of tribal government gaming establishments
and tribal non-gaming operaƟons. Beacon Economics uses an expenditures-based approach to assess these impacts,
by looking at how spending by these various groups leads to increased demand and jobs at businesses throughout
California.

Tribal government spending, which is funded predominantly through gaming operaƟons, generates jobs, tax revenues,
and new spending throughout California. Casino-related and non-casino related spending, as well as charitable contri-

²California Employment Development Department, “Quarterly Average EsƟmated Employment, 2015 Second Quarter.”
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buƟons and RSTF distribuƟons. MulƟplying throughout the state’s economy, the effects of this spending on employ-
ment and on business and government revenues improve the quality of life in California.

Harrah's Resort Southern California has made sub-
stanƟal investments in accommodaƟons for guests,
including the opening of a 403-room Resort Tower
North--one of three of the resort's three towers.

As will be demonstrated below, tribal government
spending generates its greatest impacts locally. Casi-
nos and many of their connected operaƟons, such as
hotels, restaurants, spas, and entertainment venues
are service-heavy operaƟons and tend to have very
large staffs. These staffs are comprised predomi-
nantly of local residents, providing a crucial source
of employment for some communiƟes in which jobs
are otherwise scarce. In addiƟon, at every tribal gov-
ernment gaming establishment surveyed, over 90%
of the jobs at the establishment were filled by non-
tribal members, showing that these establishments
create good job opportuniƟes for all residents of the
local economy.

At the same Ɵme, local businesses benefit from
casino and tribal operaƟons. Casino restaurants and
cafés oŌen buy raw food locally, while the casinos
themselvesmay acquire furnishings from local stores.
It is not only the direct effects of the tribal government gaming operaƟons that maƩer, but how those acƟviƟes ripple
through the rest of the economy generaƟng knock-on impacts, which in turn generate new jobs and boost wages for
workers in the local economy.

As local businesses and the local labor supply generally cannot supply all of the goods and services needed for tribal
gaming and non-gaming operaƟons, some goods and services are purchased from other parts of the state. This study
will also esƟmate the economic impact that this non-local spending generates.

In all, tribal government gaming and non-gaming operaƟons create jobs, boost wages, and generate economic out-
put throughout the state. The operaƟons deliver a substanƟal impact to a local economy, which then reverberate
throughout the economies of the region and out to the whole State of California.

To conduct an analysis of tribal government gaming and non-gaming operaƟons in California, Beacon Economics dis-
tributed a survey on behalf of CNIGA of financial and employment data to gaming tribes of all sizes throughout the
state. In all, 14 California gaming tribes completed the survey. This survey sample includes tribes having both large
and small casinos in urban and rural markets with a range of ameniƟes, such as hotels, restaurants, retail stores, and
entertainment venues. The parƟcipaƟng tribes are listed in Table 1.

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 6
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Table 1: Tribes ParƟcipaƟng in Impact Study

Tribe Casino City County

Blue Lake Rancheria Blue Lake Casino & Hotel Blue Lake Humboldt
Cachil DeHe Band of Wintun Indians of the Colusa Indian Community Colusa Casino Resort Colusa Colusa
Cher-Ae Heights Indian Community of the Trinidad Rancheria Cher-Ae Heights Casino Trinidad Humboldt
Elk Valley Rancheria Elk Valley Casino Crescent City Del Norte
Mooretown Rancheria of Maidu Indians of California Feather Falls Casino Oroville BuƩe
Morongo Band of Mission Indians Morongo Casino, Resort & Spa Banning Riverside
Pala Band of Mission Indians Pala Casino, Resort & Spa Pala San Diego
Pit River Tribe Pit River Casino Burney Shasta
Redding Rancheria Win-River Resort & Casino Redding Shasta
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians Harrah's Rincon Casino & Resort Valley Center San Diego
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians San Manuel Indian Bingo & Casino Highland San Bernardino
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians Chumash Casino Santa Ynez Santa Barbara
Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay NaƟon Sycuan Casino El Cajon San Diego
Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians Black Oak Casino Tuolomne Tuolomne

Unlike some impact studies, this study does not need to make many assumpƟons about the characterisƟcs of non-
parƟcipaƟng members of the tribal government gaming populaƟon. Many of these characterisƟcs are already known,
such as whether non-parƟcipaƟng casinos offer ameniƟes such as spas, stores, or golf courses, or how many hotel
rooms non-parƟcipaƟng casinos offer to their customers. The fact that all of this informaƟon regarding the character-
isƟcs of each individual tribal government gaming operaƟon is known, helps to guide the esƟmates of this study and
increase its reliability.

Tribal government gaming expenditures were collapsed into several categories, each of which generates unique im-
pacts in local economies throughout the state and in the total California economy. For example, the economic acƟvity
generated by $1 spent in a hotel will differ from the acƟvity generated by $1 spent in retail stores. This is because ho-
tels have different labor needs than retail stores, and also have different spending paƩerns. Hotels spend significantly
more on manufactured furniture than retail stores, while retail stores spend significantly more on manufactured ap-
parel than hotels—and each of those three industries (hotel, retail, and manufacturing) generates a different impact
on jobs, output, and taxes in a local economy.

Using the esƟmated expenditures of California tribes on gaming and non-gaming operaƟons, Beacon Economics es-
Ɵmated the economic impact of those expenditures on California, as well as the regions of Northern California and
Southern California. Southern California is tradiƟonally defined as the 10 southernmost counƟes in California: Impe-
rial County, Kern County, Los Angeles County, Orange County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County, San Diego
County, San Luis Obispo County, Santa Barbara County, and Ventura County. Northern California is defined as the
remaining counƟes in California. This study includes an analysis of the employment, output, value added, wages and
earnings, and tax effects of the expenditures and contribuƟons for each area. To conduct the study, we employed the
IMPLAN modeling system. The IMPLAN system is an input/output model that can be used to esƟmate the short-run
impact of changes in the economy through the use of mulƟpliers.

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 7
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Win-River Resort & Casino in Redding offers accommoda-
Ɵons, several restaurants, golfing, and a spa for guests,
along with over 600 games at its casino, including table
games, slots, poker, and bingo.

The IMPLAN modeling system combines the
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis' Input-Output
Benchmarks with other data to construct quan-
ƟtaƟve models of trade flow relaƟonships be-
tween businesses, and between businesses
and final consumers. From this data, we can ex-
amine the effects of a change in one or sev-
eral economic acƟviƟes to predict its effect
on a specific state, regional, or local economy
(impact analysis). The IMPLAN input-output
accounts capture all monetary market trans-
acƟons for consumpƟon in a given Ɵme pe-
riod. The IMPLAN input-output accounts are
based on industry survey data collected period-
ically by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
and follow a balanced account format recom-
mended by the United NaƟons.

IMPLAN's Regional Economic Accounts and the
Social AccounƟng Matrices are used to con-
struct region-level mulƟpliers that describe the response of the relevant regional economy to a change in demand
or producƟon as a result of the acƟviƟes and expenditures of tribal casinos. Each industry that produces goods or
services generates demand for other goods and services, and this demand is mulƟplied through a parƟcular economy
unƟl it dissipates through "leakage" to economies outside the specified area. IMPLAN models discern and calculate
leakage from local, regional, and state economic areas based on workforce configuraƟon, the inputs required by spe-
cific types of businesses, and the availability of both inputs in the economic area. Consequently, economic impacts
that accrue to other regions or states due to a change in demand are not counted as impacts within the economic
area.

The model accounts for subsƟtuƟon and displacement effects by deflaƟng industry-specific mulƟpliers to levels well
below those recommended by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. In addiƟon, mulƟpliers are applied only to per-
sonal disposable income to obtain a more realisƟc esƟmate of the mulƟplier effects from increased demand. Impor-
tantly, IMPLAN's Regional Economic Accounts exclude imports to an economic area so the calculaƟon of economic
impacts idenƟfies only those impacts specific to the economic impact area, in this case the State of California. IM-
PLAN calculates this disƟncƟon by applying the area's economic characterisƟcs described in terms of actual trade
flows within the area.

Impact studies operate under the basic assumpƟon that any increase in spending has three effects: First, there is a
direct effect on that industry itself. For example, the construcƟon, repair, refurbishment, and expansion of faciliƟes
will require casinos to commit their own labor and resources to the construcƟon projects. Second, there is a chain
of indirect effects on all the industries whose outputs are used by the industry under observaƟon. For a construcƟon
project, indirect effects would include the demand and employment that is sƟmulated at firms that provide goods and
services to this project, such as architectural/engineering services or suppliers of raw building materials. Third, there
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are induced effects that arise when employment increases and household spending paƩerns are expanded. These
induced effects arise because both tribal casinos and their suppliers will pay out wages to their employees associated
with the construcƟon projects, and those wages will then be spent back into the local economy on household items
such as food, gas, cars, and housing. These generate addiƟonal demand/output and associated wages that will then
be spent back into the local economy generaƟng addiƟonal secondary effects.

Members of the San Manuel Business Council at the
Paakuma (Santos Manuel) public school groundbreaking.

There are several aspects to the overall eco-
nomic impact. First, there is an effect on value
added—the take-home pay of all the peo-
ple affected will be supplemented by that
amount. The secondary and terƟary effects
of the project on the rest of the local econ-
omy are not very large. Second is the employ-
ment effect, with some jobs created locally,
and the others spread throughout the Califor-
nia economy. Third is the output effect, where
the difference between value added and out-
put is that the former concentrates on individu-
als’ paychecks, whereas the laƩer includes the
costs of intermediate inputs. NaƟonal income
accounƟng, avoids double counƟng by exclud-
ing the costs of intermediate inputs.

It is also important to note that capital invest-
ments made on different types of investment
can lead to different mulƟpliers. Similarly, in-
vestments made within the same sector in dif-
ferent regions can generate different economic
impacts. Why do mulƟplier effects differ across sectors? A sector can have a large mulƟplier if it induces economic
acƟvity in industries whose employees have a high propensity to spend from their take-home pay. Also, if the sector
does not import many materials from abroad or from out of state, then its mulƟplier effect on the local economy will
be high. In essence, some of the spending in the local economy may “leak out” into other states and countries.

This is why mulƟpliers, even for the same industry, can fluctuate from region to region depending on the local avail-
ability of inputs to that producƟon process. If a region needs to have these inputs more heavily imported due to the
structure of that region’s economy, then a similar investment into this sector would generate smaller overall economic
impacts because a larger porƟon of the investments into the local sector will result in a greater degree of economic
acƟvity leaking outside the region. The same is true if a California business buys inputs from firms in different states.

Overall, the use of input-output accounts is based on three important assumpƟons. First, there are constant returns
to scale. This means that a 10% cut in spending will be ten Ɵmes as severe—across every sector in the economy—as
a 1% cut. Second, there are no supply constraints. This means that any marginal increase in output can be produced
without having to worry about boƩlenecks in labor markets, commodity markets, or necessary imports. This assump-
Ɵon is quite realisƟc in a free-market economy like California’s where there is some unemployment. It is even more
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realisƟc in Ɵmes of high unemployment, as is the current state of the labor market, when there is sƟll a significant
porƟon of under-uƟlized or un-uƟlized resources across the state. Third, the flow of commodiƟes between industries
is fixed. This means that it is not possible to subsƟtute in the short-run the many different inputs that go into the
target industry.

Beacon Economics’ analysis covers the primary areas of economic impact that will accrue due to expenditures for
tribal gaming and non-gaming operaƟons: the direct employment, output, and value added effects in California; the
indirect effects on all the industries whose outputs are used by the proposed investments; and the induced effects
arising when employment increases and household spending paƩerns are expanded.

By examining spending data from tribal government gaming establishments of all sizes throughout California, wewere
able to assess the amount of economic acƟvity generated in the regional and state economy from tribal government
gaming statewide. The findings detailed in this study represent a gross analysis, not a “net analysis.” In other words,
it is assumed that in the absence of tribal government gaming, some of the associated spending would sƟll occur. It is
also safe to assume that some of this spending would leak out of California, as some individuals would opt to spend
money at a casino in Nevada, for instance, if a California tribal government casino were not available to them locally.
Likewise, spending at casino resorts or hotels would be transferred to comparable places in other states.

Table 2: Categories of Tribal Gaming Expenditures

Expenditure Category Total ($)

Fixed G&A 866,469,688
Gaming 798,163,197
Food & Beverage Establishments 683,163,197
AdverƟsing 651,089,757
Facility Support 250,024,291
Security 167,912,543
UƟliƟes 112,332,169
Hotel 104,952,025
Entertainment 78,210,254
Miscellaneous 71,634,643
Retail 58,368,449

Total 3,842,320,367

Altogether, California tribal government casinos
spent $3.9 billion on gaming operaƟons in 2014 (or
approximately $4.0 billion in 2016 dollars, as shown
below). The largest category of expenditures was
Fixed, General & AdministraƟve, with $866.5 million
in expenditures in 2014, or 22.6%of all spending. This
category includes spending on office personnel and
equipment, which supports running business opera-
Ɵons at a casino. Gaming expenditures was the sec-
ond largest category, with $798.2 million in expen-
ditures in 2014, or 20.8% of all spending. This cate-
gory includes purchases like gaming tables and chips
and wages for dealers, supporƟng floor operaƟons
in casinos. Food & Beverage Establishments expen-
ditures (restaurant-related expenditures) were third,
at $683.2 million, or 17.8% of all spending.

Table 2 presents the various categories of casino expenditures, the total expenditures for each category, and the
percentage of total expenditures that each category represents. As noted above, esƟmated spending was virtually
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idenƟcal between 2012 and 2014, at $3.84 billion in 2014 dollars. Many individual categories of casino expenditures
changed from 2012 to 2014. For instance, Food & Beverage Establishments expenditures increased 22%, or $124.9
million overall. In contrast, Security spending fell 8%, or $14.4million overall. Though spending in the aggregate is esƟ-
mated to be very close to 2012 levels, the allocaƟon of spending across categories varied, which impacts the economic
output esƟmates due to mulƟplier effects varying from sector to sector.

Spending at casinos in Southern California was higher in most categories than spending at casinos in Northern Cal-
ifornia. An esƟmated $2.2 billion in spending occurred in Southern California compared to $1.6 billion in Northern
California (a 33.1% difference). Major differences were in Fixed, General & AdministraƟve ($165.2 million difference),
AdverƟsing ($117.4 million difference), and Gaming ($100.1 million difference).

According to esƟmates of total tribal casino expenditures in California, Beacon Economics finds that California tribal
gaming operaƟons generated $7.8 billion in output statewide in 2014.³ Of this total, $4.0 billion represents direct
spending by the casinos for goods and services, while $3.8 billion represents secondary spending by firms that sup-
plied those casinos, individuals who received an increase in income as a result of casino expenditures, firms that
received an increase in revenues as a result of the increase in income, and so on. Of this $3.8 billion, $1.6 billion
comes from indirect effects, while approximately $2.3 billion comes from induced effects. Industries that received
the largest increase in economic acƟvity as a result of tribal gaming expenditures are detailed in the appendix of this
study.

A wide variety of sectors receive a substanƟal increase in output as a result of tribal casino spending, such as Real
Estate, Wholesale Trade, Hospitals, and TelecommunicaƟons. That is, the impacts of tribal gaming spending ripple
through many areas of the California economy.

Table 3: Impact of Tribal Gaming
OperaƟons on Output

Impact Output ($ Mil)

Direct 3,988.1
Indirect 1,562.6
Induced 2,271.0

Total 7,821.6

Source: IMPLAN, with
CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

SubtracƟng out the intermediate input costs (goods and
services purchased in the process of generaƟng revenues)
to tribal casinos and their suppliers from this total output
yields the total value added to the California economy as a
result of tribal gaming operaƟons. In all, tribal gaming oper-
aƟons added $5.0 billion in value to the economy in 2014,
of which $2.7 billion comes from tribal casinos themselves
and the remaining $2.3 billion comes from other California
businesses and workers.

Much of this value comes in the formof labor income. In all,
tribal gaming operaƟons in 2014 generated an esƟmated
$3.3 billion in income for California workers. Of this total,
$2.0 billion was paid directly to casino employees, $558.6
million was generated indirectly and $762.3 million was generated through induced effects.

³Impact esƟmates will be listed in 2016 dollars.
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Table 4: Secondary Output Impacts by Industry

Industry
Secondary Percent
Output of Total
($ Mil) Impact

Real Estate 388.1 10.1%
Wholesale Trade 161.3 4.2%
Legal Services 127.7 3.3%
Hospitals 94.0 2.5%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 90.6 2.4%
Internet Publishing and BroadcasƟng 85.2 2.2%
Monetary Auth. and Depos. Credit IntermediaƟon 76.1 2.0%
Wireless TelecommunicaƟons Carriers 75.0 2.0%
Employment Services 68.5 1.8%
Limited-Service Restaurants 68.2 1.8%

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Tribal gaming generates an impact primarily within
the region in which casinos are located, with some
small spillover effects to other regions. In 2014, casi-
nos in Southern California generated an esƟmated
$4.4 billion in economic output in that region. Of that
total, $2.1 billion came from secondary economic ef-
fects. Of the $4.4 billion in total economic output
generated, $2.8 billion represented value added to
the economy of Southern California, while casinos in
Southern California generated $1.8 billion in total la-
bor income in the region.

Casinos in Northern California generated an esƟ-
mated $3.2 billion in economic output in that region,
of which $1.5 billion represented secondary economic effects. Of the $3.2 billion in economic output these casinos
generated, $2.0 billion represented value added to the Northern California region, while $1.4 billion represented
wages and earnings for Northern California workers.

Statewide impacts are slightly larger than combined regional impacts because some expenditures leak out from each
region into other parts of the state. This spillover effect adds an extra $265.5 million in economic acƟvity in the econ-
omy of California beyond the impacts in Southern California and Northern California, respecƟvely. Of this total, $143.0
million represents value added to the economy of California, while $88.1million represents labor income for California
workers.

Table 5: Impact of Tribal Gaming
OperaƟons on Employment

Impact Jobs

Direct 40,705
Indirect 8,664
Induced 14,062

Total 63,432

Source: IMPLAN, with
CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Table 6: Secondary Employment Impacts by Industry

Industry
Secondary Percent
Impacts of Total
(Jobs) Impact

Real Estate 1,723 7.6%
Full-Service Restaurants 915 4.0%
Employment Services 897 3.9%
Limited-Service Restaurants 756 3.3%
Services to Buildings 642 2.8%
Wholesale Trade 625 2.8%
Independent ArƟsts, Writers, and Performers 619 2.7%
Legal Services 615 2.7%
Hospitals 517 2.3%
Individual and Family Services 500 2.2%

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Tribal gaming operaƟons support an esƟmated 63,400 full-Ɵme equivalent jobs in California. Of this total, approxi-
mately 40,700 represent direct jobs, while approximately 8,700 posiƟons are supported through indirect effects and
14,100 are supported through induced effects. Tribal gaming supports thousands of casino-related jobs, but its sec-
ondary impact spans a wide range of industries. Real Estate receives the largest secondary benefit, with 1,723 jobs
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supported through indirect and induced effects. Both Full-Service Restaurants and Limited-Service Restaurants receive
a substanƟal benefit (1,671 jobs combined). Employment Services (897 jobs), which employs temporary workers, Ser-
vices to Buildings (642 jobs), and Wholesale Trade (625 jobs) are each big beneficiaries of tribal gaming operaƟons.

San Manuel donates $500,000 to the Red Cross to
assist with Hurricane Haiyan relief.

Casinos in Southern California support an esƟmated
37,200 jobs in that region. Of this total, 13,100 jobs
come through secondary effects—5,000 jobs through
indirect effects and 8,100 jobs through induced ef-
fects. The same sectors impactedmost by tribal gam-
ing operaƟons statewide (Real Estate and Food &
Beverage Establishments, among others) receive the
largest benefit in Southern California due to tribal
gaming operaƟons. Casinos in Northern California
support an esƟmated 25,000 jobs through their op-
eraƟons. Of this total, 3,300 jobs are supported
through indirect effects and 5,100 jobs are supported
through induced effects. Furthermore, on top of the
jobs tribal gaming supports in each respecƟve re-
gion, tribal gaming generates spillover effects out-
side the region that support an addiƟonal 1,200 jobs
statewide. In all, tribal gaming represents a substanƟal source of employment for workers at many different skill and
income levels in both regions.

Tribal casinos serve an important role in providing a substanƟal number of jobs to the California economy statewide.
The 40,700 direct jobs supported by tribal gaming operaƟons in 2014 are approximately equal to the number of jobs in
across civic and social organizaƟons statewide (40,800).⁴ There are approximately 600 more jobs supported by tribal
casino operaƟons than there are jobs at motor vehicle parts and supplies wholesalers statewide.

Tribal gaming jobs also tend to provide good wages for low-skilled workers. The average annual wage among tribal
casinos that were surveyed totaled approximately $27,300 in 2014. The addiƟon of Ɵp income among dealers and
other employees would raise this average annual wage well above the average wage of a high school graduate in
California without no college degree or cerƟficate: $27,700, according to the 2014 American Community Survey.

Furthermore, many workers in California’s tribal gaming industry receive benefits of various types. A majority of tribal
casino survey respondents reported offering medical insurance and 401k accounts to their full-Ɵme employees. Sev-
eral respondents reported offering their employees life insurance coverage and paid Ɵme off, as well. Some establish-
ments reported providing their employees with other perks like gym membership discounts.

Many lower-skilled workers at tribal casinos in California are receiving benefits that they likely would not otherwise
receive at firms in the private sector. The 2015 Bureau of Labor StaƟsƟcs NaƟonal CompensaƟon Survey reports that
approximately two-thirds of workers in the lowest 25% of wage earners do not receive medical care coverage from
their employers. One-fourth of workers between the 25th and 50th percenƟle of wage earners do not receive medical
care coverage from their employers. 60% of U.S. workers in the lowest 25% of wage earners do not receive reƟrement

⁴California Employment Development Department, “Quarterly Average EsƟmated Employment, 2015 Second Quarter.”

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 13



B���ÊÄ E�ÊÄÊÃ®�Ý

benefits (such as 401k packages). Among workers between the 25th and 50th percenƟle of wage earners, one-third
do not receive reƟrement benefits. Employees at tribal casinos receive a compensaƟon package that bests the com-
pensaƟon they are likely to find at many other businesses in California.

The breakout of jobs at California tribal casinos is largely consistent with the share of jobs by category at casinos on
the Las Vegas Strip, though there are some differences. According to data from the UNLV Center for Gaming Research,⁵
approximately 32% of jobs at casinos on the Las Vegas Strip are connected to food and beverage operaƟons. Among
tribal casinos surveyed for this analysis, approximately 27% of jobs on average were connected to food and beverage
operaƟons. On the Las Vegas Strip, casinos also appear to employ more workers in an administraƟve capacity (14%)
relaƟve to the California tribal casinos establishments that were surveyed (12%). In contrast, among tribal casinos that
were surveyed, on average 30% of workers were employed in gaming-related operaƟons, compared to approximately
23% at casinos on the Las Vegas Strip. UlƟmately, tribal casinos in California appear to invest more heavily in labor
directly connected to gaming acƟviƟes.

Table 7: Tax Revenues by Type of Impact

Category
Total

Impact ($)

Sales Tax 116,277,315
Personal Income Tax 101,713,620
Non-ResidenƟal Property Tax 99,405,600
Other Taxes 18,252,302
Personal NonTaxes (Fines/Fees) 18,073,455
Corporate Profits Tax 17,000,486
Social Ins Tax - Employer ContribuƟon 5,846,297
Personal Motor Vehicle Licensing 3,794,587
S/L NonTaxes 3,161,576
Social Ins Tax - Employee ContribuƟon 2,993,304
Corporate Motor Vehicle Licensing 2,783,524
ResidenƟal Property Tax 1,289,382
Other Tax (Fish/Hunt) 882,237
Dividends 876,546
Severance Tax 65,395

Total 392,415,625

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Spending by tribal casinos, by businesses that gain
revenues as a result of that spending, and by work-
ers who earn income due to that spending contribute
substanƟally to the tax revenue base of California. In
2014, the $7.8 billion in economic output generated
statewide by tribal gaming operaƟons produced state
and local tax revenues totaling $392.4 million. These
tax revenues came primarily in the formof sales taxes
($116.3 million), personal income taxes ($101.7 mil-
lion), non-residenƟal property taxes ($99.4 million),
and a range of other taxes such as corporate income
taxes and residenƟal property taxes. AddiƟonally, as
noted above, over 90% of the tribal casino work-
force is composed of non-tribal employees, who pay
state taxes in addiƟon to payroll taxes and sales and
use taxes for purchases. Overall, tribal gaming oper-
aƟons contribute significantly to state and local tax
bases through their gaming/compact fees as well as
through the indirect taxes generated by their spend-
ing at businesses throughout the state.

Casinos in Southern California generated an esƟ-
mated $4.4 billion in economic output within that re-
gion. This economic output in turn generated an esƟmated $219.8 million in state and local tax revenues, including
$65.5 million in sales taxes and $56.3 million in personal income taxes. At the same Ɵme, casinos in Northern Califor-

⁵UNLV Center for Gaming Research, “Reports, Data Sets, and Research Guides.” http://gaming.unlv.edu/reports.html.
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nia generated an esƟmated $3.2 billion in economic output within that region. This economic output produced a total
of $158.6 million in state and local tax revenues, of which $39.7 represented non-residenƟal property taxes, $41.8
million represented personal income taxes, and $6.8 million represented corporate income taxes. Finally, the $265.5
million in economic output that leaked outside of Southern California or Northern California into the respecƟve other
region produced an addiƟonal $14.0 million in state and local tax revenues.

Thus, while tribal gaming establishments may have a different tax status than some other California businesses, the
direct and indirect tax payments these establishments make contributes an enormous amount of revenue to state
and local governments. As detailed in the social impact secƟon below, this is just one of the ways that gaming tribes
in California contribute to state and local public services.

A fundamentally important component of tribal spending is associated with tribal government operaƟons—the non-
gaming expenditures that gaming tribes make to improve quality of life in their communiƟes. Tribes throughout Cali-
fornia contribute to local public services such as police, fire protecƟon, and educaƟon. Indeed, casino contribuƟons to
tribal governments serve as an essenƟal source of funding for the revenue bases ofmany local tribes. Using the sample
of tribal casinos described above, and the same method used to esƟmate gaming expenditures, Beacon Economics
esƟmated the total amount of economic output generated by the tribes through their non-gaming expenditures.

Table 8: Categories of Tribal Non-Gaming Expenditures

Expenditure Category Total ($)

General Govt. OperaƟons 691,212,046
Health Care 155,381,730
Pol./Fire/Emergency 132,451,854
Miscellaneous Tribal OperaƟons 120,260,157
Community/Social 101,145,364
EducaƟon 56,379,118
Environmental 46,403,574
Housing 44,242,573
Facility Support 44,205,146
UƟliƟes 31,334,128

Total 1,423,015,690

In 2014, non-gaming expenditures by Califor-
nia’s gaming tribes generated a total of $3.3
billion in economic output in the state. Of
this total, $1.5 billion was generated directly
through tribal government expenditures, while
$956.7 million was generated through indi-
rect effects—spending by those who supply
goods and services to tribal governments—and
$886.3 million was generated through induced
effects.

Some sectors in the state received an especially
substanƟal benefit as a result of these non-
gaming expenditures, as measured by their to-
tal secondary impacts. Non-ResidenƟalMainte-
nance and Repair ConstrucƟon was the largest
recipient, with $144.5 million in secondary economic acƟvity generated as a result of tribal non-gaming expenditures.
This represents 7.8% of all secondary economic acƟvity generated by tribal non-gaming expenditures. Second was
Real Estate, at $125.9million, or 6.8% of all secondary economic acƟvity generated by tribal non-gaming expenditures.
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These sectors go hand in hand. Take-home pay is largely used to financemortgage costs, while business revenues sup-
port the purchase of new properƟes or repair or maintenance of exisƟng properƟes. Wholesale Trade was another
key beneficiary of secondary output due to non-gaming operaƟons, at $78.4 million, as businesses that support tribal
governments purchased a variety of goods across the state.

Table 9: Impact of Tribal
Non-Gaming OperaƟons on Output

Impact Output ($ Mil)

Direct 1,489.1
Indirect 956.7
Induced 886.3

Total 3,332.1

Source: IMPLAN, with
CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

In general, the sectors benefiƟng the most from secondary eco-
nomic impactsweremore labor intensive.Muchof the revenue that
firms in these sectors earn as a result of tribal non-gaming spend-
ing flowed to workers, who then spent much of that addiƟonal in-
come throughout California. Some of the sectors that generated
substanƟal secondary output impacts, such as ConstrucƟon, have
a relaƟvely high proporƟon of lower-wage workers. Because lower-
wage workers on average spend a higher percentage of the income
they earn compared to higher-wage workers, they generate amuch
larger economic impact than higher-wage workers.

Of the $3.3 billion in output generated statewide by tribal non-
gaming expenditures, $1.5 billion in value was added to the Cali-
fornia economy. Of this total, $1.3 billion represented income for
California workers. Thus, the impact of tribal non-gaming operaƟons extends far beyond the tribe itself. The money
that is spent on government-related acƟviƟes or social services to the tribe quickly spread to many other non-tribal-
related industries of the local economy.

Table 10: Secondary Output Impacts by Industry

Industry
Secondary Percent
Impact of Total
($ Mil) Impact

Maintenance and Repair ConstrucƟon of Non-ResidenƟal Structures 144,487,988 7.8%
Real Estate 125,888,088 6.8%
Wholesale Trade 78,414,093 4.3%
Financial Investment AcƟviƟes 63,975,577 3.5%
Architectural, Engineering, and Related Services 56,527,658 3.1%
Monetary AuthoriƟes and Depository Credit IntermediaƟon 54,462,483 3.0%
Petroleum Refineries 44,078,433 2.4%
Hospitals 36,697,836 2.0%
Maintenance and Repair ConstrucƟon of ResidenƟal Structures 35,949,308 2.0%
Insurance Carriers 35,399,694 1.9%

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

As with tribal gaming, economic
output from tribal non-gaming op-
eraƟons was higher in Southern
California than in Northern Califor-
nia, though the difference was not
very large: $1.7 billion in South-
ern California compared to $1.5 bil-
lion in Northern California. Of the
$1.7 billion generated by tribal non-
gaming operaƟons in Southern Cal-
ifornia, $503.3 million came from
indirect effects and $453.5 million
came from induced effects. A to-
tal of $898.0 million in value was
added to the economy of Southern California due to tribal non-gaming operaƟons, while $666.7 million in labor in-
come was generated in the Southern California economy. Within Northern California, tribal non-gaming operaƟons
generated $414.6 million in indirect effects and $360.4 million in induced effects to go with approximately $704.9
million in direct spending. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons added $776.1 million in value to the Northern California
economy, while generaƟng $590.0 million in labor income in that region.
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The spillover effects outside of those respecƟve regions generated an addiƟonal $108.8 million in economic output
statewide. Of this total, approximately $59.3million represented value added to the state economy, with $35.5million
in labor income generated for California workers.

In all, though tribal gaming gets much of the credit for generaƟng a substanƟal economic impact throughout Cali-
fornia, tribe-related expenditures also have a significant impact on economic acƟvity in the state, with much of that
acƟvity concentrated in the local economy.

Table 11: Impact of Tribal
Non-Gaming OperaƟons on Employment

Impact Jobs

Direct 10,555
Indirect 5,295
Induced 5,487

Total 21,337

Source: IMPLAN, with
CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Table 12: Secondary Employment Impacts by Industry

Industry
Secondary Percent
Impact of Total
(Jobs) Impact

Maintenance and Repair ConstrucƟon of Non-ResidenƟal Structures 798 7.4%
Real Estate 559 5.2%
Full-Service Restaurants 385 3.6%
Financial Investment AcƟviƟes 376 3.5%
Employment Services 369 3.4%
Architectural, Engineering, and Related Services 327 3.0%
Limited-Service Restaurants 310 2.9%
Wholesale Trade 304 2.8%
Services to Buildings 204 1.9%
Hospitals 202 1.9%

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

The economic output that tribal non-gaming operaƟons generated in 2014 supported a high number of jobs through-
out the state. Non-gaming expenditures by California tribal casinos supported a total of 21,300 jobs across California
that year. Of this total, an esƟmated 10,600 workers were employed directly by the tribes, while a total of 10,800
workers were supported through secondary effects: approximately 5,300 jobs through indirect effects and nearly
5,500 jobs through induced effects.

The total of 10,600 jobs supported by tribal non-gaming operaƟons in 2014 is slightly higher than the total number of
jobs in faciliƟes support services throughout California (10,500).⁶⁷ Though tribal non-gaming operaƟons involve many
non-profit acƟviƟes such as providing educaƟon or fire safety, they provide a substanƟal number of important jobs
throughout the state. Tribe members and non-members alike rely on these workers to help provide social services.

Many of the jobs supported by tribal non-gaming operaƟons serve important funcƟons in the local community. Tribal
governments oŌen fund their own police and fire services, health care workers, and educators.Workers in these fields
not only strengthen the state economy, they also strengthen the tribes themselves and improve the quality of life for
members and non-members alike.

Much like the economic output generated by non-gaming operaƟons, most of the jobs supported by non-gaming
operaƟons were concentrated within the region. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons in Southern California supported an
esƟmated 11,500 workers in that region, of which 5,700 represented direct hires of the tribes, while 5,800 jobs were

⁶California Employment Development Department, “Quarterly Average EsƟmated Employment, 2015 Second Quarter.”
⁷The facility support services industry includes jobs in landscaping and custodial services, among others.
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supported through secondary economic effects. In Northern California, tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported a
total of 9,300 jobs, of which 4,800 represented direct hires and 4,400 jobs were supported through secondary effects.

Tribal non-gaming operaƟons would generally seem to support the local employment base more than the employ-
ment base of the rest of the state than casino operaƟons would. This is due to the types of goods and services that
tribal operaƟons require as opposed to casino operaƟons. Tribal operaƟons are generally more community-focused,
providing public administraƟon or individual and family services. Businesses hired to provide these services, and the
workers they employ in turn, are consequently more likely to come from within the local community, as compared to
casinos, which may buy goods and services from businesses throughout the state.

Indeed, in 2014, tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported comparaƟvely few workers due to spillover effects outside
the region, whether Southern California or Northern California. In all, tribal non-gaming operaƟons supported 560
jobs statewide due to spillover effects, with approximately 360 of these jobs supported through induced effects. In
essence, workers were more likely to spend their income on goods or services outside the region than businesses or
the tribes. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons in California remain very community-focused.

Table 13: Tax Revenues by Type of Impact

Category
Total
Impact

Personal Income Tax 39,604,939
Sales Tax 10,822,558
Non-ResidenƟal Property Tax 9,252,216
Personal NonTaxes (Fines/Fees) 7,037,387
Corporate Profits Tax 5,169,776
Social Ins Tax - Employer ContribuƟon 2,324,967
Other Taxes 1,698,840
Personal Motor Vehicle Licensing 1,477,525
Social Ins Tax - Employee ContribuƟon 1,190,383
ResidenƟal Property Tax 502,055
Other Tax (Fish/Hunt) 343,523
Dividends 266,554
S/L NonTaxes 294,265
Corporate Motor Vehicle Licensing 259,078
Severance Tax 6,087

Total 80,250,151

Source: IMPLAN, with calculaƟons by Beacon Economics

The $3.3 billion in economic output generated
statewide by tribal non-gaming spending in 2014,
generated an esƟmated $80.3 million in state and lo-
cal tax revenues. Of that total, $39.6 million (49.4%)
came in the formof personal income taxes, $10.8mil-
lion (13.5%) came in the form of sales taxes, and $9.3
million (11.5%) came in the form of non-residenƟal
property taxes. Much like tribal casino operaƟons,
tribal government operaƟons provide an important
source of funding for the state andmunicipal govern-
ments across California as spending moves its way
from business to business and from worker to busi-
ness.

Within the region of Southern California, $1.7 bil-
lion in economic output due to tribal non-gaming op-
eraƟons produced a total of $41.2 million in state
and local tax revenue. Within that total, $20.3 mil-
lion represented personal income taxes for residents
of Southern California, $5.5million represented sales
taxes generated at businesses in the region, and $4.7
million represented non-residenƟal property taxes.
The tax effects in Northern California were almost as
strong as in Southern California. The $1.5 billion in economic output that tribal non-gaming operaƟons generated in
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Northern California produced a total of $33.2 million in state and local tax revenues, primarily in the form of personal
income taxes ($17.9 million), sales taxes ($3.4 million), and non-residenƟal property taxes ($2.9 million).

At the same Ɵme, economic acƟvity due to tribes in Southern California that spread into Northern California and eco-
nomic acƟvity due to tribes in Northern California that spread into Southern California generated a high amount of
tax revenue at the state and local level. In all, these spillover effects of tribal non-gaming operaƟons generated a total
of $5.9 million in state and local tax revenues. Once again, most of these revenues were concentrated in the form of
sales taxes ($1.9 million), non-residenƟal property taxes ($1.6 million), and personal income taxes ($1.4 million).

Tribal casinos throughout California provide essenƟal social services to their local communiƟes directly through their
ongoing investments. However, the over $80 million in state and local tax revenues they generate solely through the
economic effects of their spending contribute to key state and municipal services that support residents in all walks
of life in California. Economic growth in California has helped many municipal governments—as well as the state gov-
ernment—to balance their budgets, but many local governments throughout the state conƟnue to struggle. The tax
revenues that tribal non-gaming operaƟons contribute to local general funds provide an oŌen overlooked but impor-
tant source of revenue to help municipal governments conƟnue to provide public services to their residents.
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California Gaming Tribes Total, Q4-06 to Q4-15
Revenue Sharing Trust Fund Contributions

California’s non-gaming or limited gaming tribes
share in the profits garnered by gaming casinos
through the Revenue Sharing Trust Fund (RSTF). The
RSTF allows revenue generated by gaming tribes to
be sharedwith non-gaming tribes so that both groups
can share in the economic benefits of tribal gaming.
This is a key aspect of tribal gaming in California – the
benefits of tribal casinos are not limited to just the
tribe operaƟng the casino, but have a posiƟve impact
across all the tribes in the state.

Through the RSTF distribuƟon, tribes without casinos
share in gaming tribes’ revenue. Tribes without casi-
nos, or non-compact tribes,⁸ have received nearly $1
billion ($937million) in cumulaƟve funding at the end
of 2015 from the RSTF since its incepƟon (funded by revenue generated from the operaƟons of gaming tribes, or com-
pact tribes).

RSTF money is used to support various tribal government departments and programs that promote tribal self-
sufficiency. The funds also help tribes without casinos create jobs and make community investments in educaƟon,

⁸A Non-Compact tribe is a federally-recognized tribe that operates fewer than 350 gaming devices.
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public transit, infrastructure projects and emergency services. Spending from the RSTF funds reduce tribal member
dependence on governmental social assistance programs such as unemployment, welfare, and healthcare. Recent
compacts with the state of California indicate that tribes are looking to the future by incenƟvizing investment in re-
newable energy, recycling and water conservaƟon projects.⁹

The latest available data on RSTF disbursements—from 2015—was used to analyze the most recent impacts of those
funds. In 2015, $58.7 million in RSTF funds were distributed to tribes without casinos in California. The direct impact
of these tribes’ expenditures derived from the RSTF supported 361 jobs and $30.2 million in earnings for California
workers. Combined with the indirect ($39.1 million) and induced ($40.1 million) effects, the total economic output
derived from expenditures by tribes without casinos as a result of the RSTF is $137.9 million. The total number of jobs
supported by this level of economic acƟvity is 828, the total earnings supported is $58.3 million, and the total amount
of tax revenues generated is $3.0 million, primarily in the form of personal income taxes ($1.8 million).

Summary: Economic Impact of RSTF Funds, 2015

Impact Jobs Output Value Labor
($Millions) Added Income

($Millions) ($Millions)

Direct 361 58.7 25.5 30.2
Indirect 219 39.1 21.0 14.6
Induced 248 40.1 23.8 13.4
Total 828 137.9 70.3 58.3

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

The RSTF allows tribal governments to deliver projects and
services that they may not otherwise be able to provide.
While some of the projects and services supplied by tribal
governments may not be directly linked to the RSTF, they
have an important impact that must not be overlooked.
For example, the Blue Lake Rancheria Tribe was selected as
a 2015–2016 Climate AcƟon Champion by the Obama Ad-
ministraƟon for its excepƟonal investment and innovaƟon
addressing climate change. The tribe has partnered with
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and the Califor-
nia Energy Commission to launch a $6.3 million, innovaƟve community-scale renewable energy project that includes
0.5 megawaƩs of solar energy and 800 kilowaƩ hours of baƩery storage.¹⁰

In 2016, the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians of Valley Center allocated $800,000 to fund the shorƞall in the East Valley
Parkway/Valley Center Road construcƟon project, which well exceeded Rincon’s Fair Share obligaƟon of $579,000 to
miƟgate traffic impacts on city roads.¹¹ The addiƟon of lanes in both direcƟons and bridge expansion will improve
traffic flow and safety for all local community members.

Those tribes with gaming operaƟons are able to assist other non-gaming tribes through the RSTF. However, all tribal
governments also donate Ɵme and resources to local chariƟes that serve to address various important causes. The
analysis that follows esƟmates the economic impact that results from the financial donaƟons made by tribal govern-
ments and casinos. It is worth stressing the fact that an even larger amount of charitable support is provided in the
form of volunteer work and community service. The analysis highlights various examples of these community service
projects to demonstrate the broader contribuƟons tribal governments and casinos make to the community.

⁹Governor Brown Signs Compact with the Pala Band of Mission Indians. https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=19409.
¹⁰http://toolkit.climate.gov/taking-action/blue-lake-rancheria-tribe-undertakes-innovative-action-reduce-causes-climate-change.
¹¹http://www.rincontribe.org/#!Rincon-Band-to-fund-road-improvements-in-Escondido-will-help-VC-road-gridlock/ca6g/

56c739dd0cf2c75daa866dbe.
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Summary: Economic Impact
of Charitable ContribuƟons, 2014

Impact Jobs Output Value Labor
($Millions) Added Income

($Millions) ($Millions)

Direct 309 57.9 47.9 16.8
Indirect 104 15.9 8.8 6.6
Induced 129 20.9 12.4 7.0
Total 542 94.6 69.1 30.4

Source: IMPLAN, with CalculaƟons by Beacon Economics

According to the survey Beacon Economics distributed to
tribal governments and casinos in California, charitable do-
naƟons among all tribal governments and casinos totaled
$57.9 million in 2014 statewide. This level of donaƟons by
the California tribal governments and casinos is higher than
total giving in 2013 (the most recent year of available data)
by California foundaƟons like the W.M. Keck FoundaƟon
($55.0million), the Lawrence Ellison FoundaƟon ($53.8mil-
lion), and the Tosa FoundaƟon ($52.5 million).¹²

These charitable donaƟons by tribal governments and casi-
nos support many local jobs, wages, and tax revenues and
the total impact is far greater when accounƟng for the direct, indirect, and induced effects of these donaƟons.

Redding Rancheria parƟcipates in the "Walk a
Mile in Her Shoes" event to engage the com-
munity toward prevenƟon of sexual assault and
gender violence.

The direct spending supported 309 jobs and $16.8 million
in earnings. The secondary effects of that direct spending,
in turn, generated a total of $94.6 million in economic out-
put, including $15.9 million from indirect effects and $20.9
million from induced effects. In all, these charitable contri-
buƟons supported a total of 542 jobs and generated $30.4
million in labor income. In addiƟon, the economic output
generated by the charitable contribuƟons produced a total
of $4.1 million in state and local tax revenues, primarily in
the form of sales taxes ($1.2 million) and personal income
taxes ($930,000).

The workers whose jobs are supported through tribal gov-
ernment and casino spending include employees of the
various charity organizaƟons, such as those working at
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA), Yuba-SuƩer
United Way, Special Olympics Southern California, and the San Bernardino Symphony.

Charity expenditures by tribal governments and casinos also support tax revenues for various levels of government.
The impact of the acƟvity taken on by chariƟes goes beyond revenues generated because the work they perform has
the potenƟal to decrease the need for certain types of discreƟonary spending by local governments. For example:

In 2014, Colusa Resort raised $52,000 via its annual Celebrity Golf Tournament for Yuba-SuƩer United Way.¹³ The
contribuƟon would benefit over two-dozen partner agencies such as Family Soup, Yuba-SuƩer Arts, Yuba-SuƩer
Food Bank, and Healthier Children in Yuba, SuƩer, and Colusa counƟes. The Colusa Resort had once again benefit-
ted the Yuba-SuƩer United Way through its 3rd Annual Celebrity Golf Tournament, which was held on September
25, 2015.¹⁴

¹²FoundaƟon Center, “Fiscal Totals of the 50 Largest FoundaƟons in California by Total Giving: 2013.” 2014.
¹³http://indiangaming.com/istore/BG15_CO.pdf.
¹⁴https://www.yuba-sutterunitedway.org/civicrm/event/info?reset=1&id=27.
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In 2015, the tribe Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians giŌed the North San Diego County Forensic Health Services at
Palomar Health, which screens foster children and sexual assault vicƟms with $20,000, the Friends of San Pasqual
Academy with $10,000 for foster teens, $1,000 to Casa de Amparo for endangered children, and $5,000 to The
Angels Depot for holiday meals for seniors. The Rincon Band also underwrote the San Diego Botanical Garden Light
FesƟval as a $5,000 Gold Sponsor and gave $5,000 to the Elizabeth Hospice.¹⁵

The Morongo Casino holds the Morongo Charity Golf Tournament annually to benefit local and regional nonprofit
groups that provide services and support to military veterans, children, schools and hospitals. In 2015, the event
raised $60,000 for the Boys & Girls Club of the San Gorgonio Pass. The fund would be used to provide 800 K-7th
grade students with school supplies and clothes for the 2015-2016 academic year.¹⁶ TheMorongo also holds the an-
nual Thanksgiving Outreach Program where the Morongo Band of Mission Indians donates turkeys to aid families,
veterans, and seniors in need.¹⁷

In 2016, The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians contributed $200,000 to the Superintendent of Schools’ Alliance
for EducaƟon in San Bernardino County schools.¹⁸ The donaƟon would boost educaƟon in STEM fields. The dona-
Ɵon would help support the annual Auto Club Speedway STEMDay as well as the STEMapalooza student event that
offers college and career opportuniƟes through hands-on STEM exploraƟon.

In 2015, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians donated $70,000 to San Bernardino Symphony.¹⁹ The donaƟon
would fund two concerts with a family focus and would benefit local educaƟon. The grant, combined with contri-
buƟons from other donors, helped established the San Manuel Indian Health Clinic, which would offer expanded
health care services for the growing NaƟve American Community of Riverside and San Bernardino counƟes. In early
2015, the SanManuel Band of Mission Indians provided a $2 million grant for the Riverside-San Bernardino County
Indian Health, Inc.²⁰

AsmenƟoned previously, charity in-kind includes valuable donaƟons of Ɵme, food, clothing, and other non-cash items
that are not accounted for in the esƟmates. For example, the Harrah’s Rincon casino donated approximately $28,000
worth of in-kind charity to various organizaƟons in 2014, while employees donated 8,800 hours of service, including
service to the following:

American Cancer Society Relay for Life

Human Rights Campaign

California Coastal Clean-Up

MulƟple Sclerosis Society

Meals on Wheels

San Diego AIDS Walk

American Lung AssociaƟon

¹⁵http://www.rincontribe.org/#!Rincon-Holiday-Contributions/ca6g/56799d230cf2c2b7798eb185.
¹⁶http://www.morongonation.org/content/morongo%E2%80%99s-19th-annual-golf-tournament-raises-60000-local-students.
¹⁷http://www.morongonation.org/tags/turkey.
¹⁸http://www.pe.com/articles/stem-796556-san-education.html.
¹⁹http://www.sbsun.com/social-affairs/20150804/san-manuel-donates-70000-to-san-bernardino-symphony.
²⁰http://indiancountrytodaymedianetwork.com/2015/02/07/health-care-services-indians-expand-thanks-2m-grant-san-manuel-158996.
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Habitat for Humanity

Tribal governments and casinos provide consistently strong support for charitable causes year aŌer year. Survey data
gathered by Beacon Economics show that charitable contribuƟons from 2012 to 2014 generated on average $102
million in economic output per year (from an average of $47 million in contribuƟons), supporƟng 790 jobs, and gen-
eraƟng $42 million in labor income for California workers. The ongoing impact of charitable contribuƟons by tribal
governments and casinos serves as an important source of sustained funding for organizaƟons such as Habitat for
Humanity, the American Cancer Society, and many others.

Beacon Economics distributed a survey on behalf of CNIGA of community leaders to provide insight into the percep-
Ɵons of tribal gaming and to supplement the quanƟtaƟve analysis presented in this impact report. Twenty-four com-
munity leaders in California completed the survey. Over 50% of those surveyed are officers of economic development
(directors, administrators, managers and analysts) for local governmental organizaƟons. The remaining parƟcipants
spanned both the public and private spheres and included community development officers, district staff for elected
representaƟves, and non-profit administrators. The diverse geographic areas represented in the sample include the
ciƟes of Palm Springs, Barstow, Loma Linda, Torrance, Pleasant Valley, Colton, Fresno,Mission Viejo, Petaluma, Sanger,
Downey, Lake Elsinore, Menifee, Redlands, Temecula, and Simi Valley. Leaders in the counƟes of Tuolumne, Kern, De
Norte, and Mono also parƟcipated and provided valuable insights.

Overall, the in-depth survey results suggest that community leaders generally view tribes and tribal gaming in a posi-
Ɵve light. The majority of respondents (over 70%) indicated they expected to see the role of local tribes strengthen in
their respecƟve communiƟes in the years ahead. Nearly 90% of respondents felt the objecƟves of their organizaƟon
lined up alongside the objecƟves of local tribes in the community. However, the results also indicate a neutral feeling
about the impact tribal operaƟons have in their community – suggesƟng a disƟnct minority of community leaders are
familiar with the details of tribal operaƟons and impact locally. The quesƟons in the survey are key to understanding
the lens through which community leaders view tribes in their communiƟes and offer tribal organizaƟons the oppor-
tunity to assess the areas where they may more effecƟvely communicate the economic and social impact they have
in their communiƟes.

When asked, “In what specific ways does your local tribe(s) support your community?,” 55% of community leaders
menƟoned tribal support through sponsorship acƟviƟes. This was closely followed by 50%whomenƟoned tribal char-
itable contribuƟons. Of the 55% of individuals that responded “other,” 36% indicated they were not aware of any role
the local tribe supported the community. The remaining 64% listed, “employment, local business operaƟons, pursuing
cultural protecƟons.” One leader noted the tribe is a “leader in economic and community development iniƟaƟves.”
Another local leader responded that the tribe in their community had “only been recently recognized” and was in the
process of “negoƟaƟng a gaming contract.”
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When community leaders were asked, “How does your local tribe serve the non-tribal community?,” 25% responded
the tribe served the non-tribal community through paramedic, police, fire or some combinaƟon of those services. In
all, 19% cited investment in infrastructure followed by 16% of respondents who noted support for community recre-
aƟon and parks. Individuals answering ‘other’ noted that the tribes in their communiƟes “contributed to a number
of chariƟes and non-profit organizaƟons,” sponsored a minor league baseball team, and operated a retail store and
local gas staƟon. Troubling, however, was that 44% of the sample alluded to a low awareness of any tribal support
that might be provided to those non-tribal members of the community. To the extent community leaders did highlight
areas in which the tribe supported non-tribal members it was noted that posiƟve acƟviƟes were not communicated
well with broader community stakeholders.

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 24



B���ÊÄ E�ÊÄÊÃ®�Ý

Community leaders suggested a number of ways in which local tribes can improve their outreach and involvement in
their communiƟes. A majority recommended greater markeƟng and outreach (53%) and greater engagement in exist-
ing community events (68%) as efforts to improve tribal outreach. Other suggesƟons included hosƟng public events
and the conƟnued or expanded sponsorship of events and organizaƟons in the community. One community leader
encouraged tribes to contact local Economic Development Managers to promote “collaboraƟon and mutual bene-
fits” for both organizaƟons. AddiƟonally, others stressed the importance of working to promote outreach at the city,
county, and non-profit level and recommended tribes seek out opportuniƟes to “collaborate in community planning
effort.”
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When asked to assess the current relaƟonship between local tribes and non-tribal organizaƟons in the community
only one-third (33%) believed the current relaƟonships were "somewhat" or "very" strong. A total of 38% offered a
neutral opinion and 29% stated the current relaƟonships were not "very strong" or "not at all strong." One community
leader noted that while the individual did “not know who in the community has contact with our local tribes,” there
had recently been an effort to connect the local chamber of commerce with tribal leadership. The individual felt this
was a good step in the right direcƟon, but sƟll not an ideal level of engagement.
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InteresƟngly, when asked to reflect on the relaƟonship between the tribal and the specific organizaƟon the respon-
dent was a part of, survey responses shiŌed in a more neutral/less strong direcƟon. Individual community leaders
had a more posiƟve assessment on the relaƟonship between the tribe and non-tribal organizaƟons in the community,
broadly speaking, however that assessment did not fully capture their views on their specific organizaƟon’s relaƟon-
ship to tribes in the community.

Approximately 40% of the respondents indicated that they personally experienced a weak working relaƟonship be-
tween their organizaƟon and the tribal community. AddiƟonally, nearly 7 out of every 10 respondents rate their per-
sonal relaƟonshipwith the local tribe as "neutral" or "not strong." The perceived lack of engagementwith local leaders
in communiƟes where tribes are located underscores the important opportunity that exists for tribes. There should
be a commitment to focus tribal effort and resources to toward building bridges with local leaders and organizaƟons.

approximately 60% of community leaders, who live in communiƟes with tribal gaming operaƟons, believe the impact
of tribal gaming has been posiƟve on their local community. One leader summarized by noƟng tribal gaming had been
“great for jobs and the economy,” and another indicated that gaming had been a “very posiƟve” development. A total
of 31% of respondents indicated that tribal gaming had neither a posiƟve nor negaƟve impact on the community, and
only 8% responded that tribal gaming had a negaƟve impact on the community. The individual responses indicated
that frustraƟons with the impact of gaming were related to community growing pains. One individual who assessed
the impact as posiƟve also responded that increased traffic may be a future problem that will have to be addressed
by the community. Another concern was related to the type of development taking place, namely, a tendency toward
“leapfrog development” and “urban sprawl.”
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When asked by Beacon Economics how the community leader would characterize the impact the tribal casino and
tribal aƩracƟons had on the local economy, nearly 30% responded that it has had a very posiƟve impact. approxi-
mately an addiƟonal 30% indicated they felt the impact was somewhat posiƟve. Only 14% of community leaders in
communiƟes with tribal gaming indicated they felt the local economic impact had been somewhat or very negaƟve.
Specifically one leader noted there had been a shiŌ in venues for music talent that toured through the community.
“Tribal entertainment has pulled music talent that otherwise would have played in city venues.” To the extent the
arƟsts previously played venues in a nearby city, the respondent noted the shiŌ had resulted in a “negaƟve impact on
city coffers.”

As noted at the beginning, community leaders overwhelmingly expect engagement with local tribes in the future.
Leaders believe there is room to strengthen the role of the tribe in the communitymoving forward. As one respondent
remarked, “I would welcome exploring addiƟonal or expanded roles with the city… I believe there are opportuniƟes
for mutual benefit.”
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Envisioning an expanded role for the tribe in the community moving forward is in part driven by how community lead-
ers consider the tribal objecƟves in relaƟon to their own. A total of 92% of respondents described their objecƟves as
in line with the objecƟves of the local tribe. One community leader went as far as to say there is a shared vision where
tribal “representaƟves recognize the importance of cooperaƟon and collaboraƟon on services for tribal members and
the community as well as the need to miƟgate off-reservaƟon impacts of tribal enterprises.”
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Tribal gaming and non-gaming acƟviƟes have a substanƟal impact on economic acƟvity across all parts of the State
of California. In 2014, tribal gaming operaƟons in California generated an esƟmated $7.8 billion in economic output
statewide. Casinos in Southern California generated an impact of approximately $4.4 billion in that region, while casi-
nos in Northern California generated an impact of approximately $3.2 billion in that region. Casinos generated an
addiƟonal $265.5 million in economic output due to spillover effects into areas of California outside their region. This
economic output supported over 63,000 jobs for California residents. Tribal gaming operaƟons statewide generated
$1.8 billion in labor income for California workers. SubtracƟng out money spent on inputs into those gaming opera-
Ɵons, tribal gaming added an esƟmated $5.0 billion in value to the economy of California in 2014. In addiƟon, tribal
gaming operaƟons generated a total of $392.4 million in state and local tax revenues across California.

SanManuel and San Bernardino Fire Department
MOU signing.

The non-gaming acƟviƟes of tribal governments, such as
providing educaƟonal, health, and public safety services to
residents of the whole community, generated a significant
impact of its own in 2014. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons
generated $3.3 billion in economic output and supported
over 21,000 jobs statewide in 2014. Non-gaming opera-
Ɵons in Southern California generated $1.7 billion in eco-
nomic output for that region, while non-gaming operaƟons
in Northern California generated $1.5 billion in economic
output for that region. Tribal non-gaming operaƟons also
generated an esƟmated $1.5 billion in value added to the
California economy, $1.3 billion in labor income for Califor-
nia workers, and $80.3 million in tax revenues for state and
municipal governments.

In addiƟon to the economic impact generated by tribal
gaming and non-gaming operaƟons, tribal governments and their casinos also generate economic acƟvity through
their charitable contribuƟons and revenue sharing. Charitable contribuƟons to causes such as Meals on Wheels, the
Human Rights Campaign, and Habitat for Humanity generated an esƟmated $94.6 million in economic output and
supported 542 jobs in California in 2014. Moreover, in 2015, $58.7 million in revenue sharing funds generated an
esƟmated $137.9 million in economic output and supported an esƟmated 828 jobs in California.

Tribal gaming and non-gaming operaƟons in California have clearly had a posiƟve impact on quality of life statewide,
and community leaders have taken noƟce. In all, 60% of community leaders surveyed claimed that gaming has been
posiƟve for the local community. A total of 25% of community leaders surveyed indicated that the local tribe had
served the non-tribal community through paramedic, police, or fire services. A total of 92% of community leaders sur-
veyed claimed that they consider tribal objecƟves to be in line with the objecƟves of local community organizaƟons.
Yet a majority of community leaders surveyed claimed that tribes should do more toward markeƟng and outreach
and engagement with the community. This report shows the substanƟal impact that tribal gaming has had on com-
muniƟes throughout the state, but based on these responses, more could be done to market this impact within those
communiƟes.
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Tribal Gaming Operations Employment Impact

Top Contributors to Gaming OperaƟons Output by Industry ($ Mil.)

Industry
Direct Indirect Induced Total
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Total 3,988.1 1,562.6 2,271.0 7,821.6
Gambling Industries 917.6 0.0 12.7 930.2
Office AdministraƟve Services 906.8 9.9 4.2 920.9
AdverƟsing and Related Services 683.9 39.3 11.2 734.4
Food & Beverage Establishments 713.4 4.6 15.6 733.5
Real Estate 0.0 247.2 140.9 388.1
FaciliƟes Support Services 263.8 2.0 1.0 266.8
InvesƟgaƟon and Security Services 177.5 7.1 4.2 188.8
Wholesale Trade 0.0 50.1 111.2 161.3
Legal Services 0.0 98.8 28.9 127.7
Electric Power GeneraƟon 116.6 3.6 4.5 124.7

Source: IMPLAN, with calculaƟons by Beacon Economics
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Top Contributors to Gaming OperaƟons Employment by Industry (# of Jobs)

Industry
Direct Indirect Induced Total
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Total 40,705 8,664 14,062 63,432
Food & Beverage Establishments 16,641 106 363 17,111
Office AdministraƟve Services 9,662 106 45 9,812
Gambling Industries 5,317 0 73 5,390
InvesƟgaƟon and Security Services 3,351 134 79 3,565
AdverƟsing and Related Services 2,515 145 41 2,701
Real Estate 0 1,097 625 1,723
FaciliƟes Support Services 1,525 12 6 1,542
Hotels and Motels 991 23 39 1,053
Employment Services 0 664 233 897
Services to Buildings 0 401 241 642
Wholesale Trade 0 194 431 625

Source: IMPLAN, with calculaƟons by Beacon Economics
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Tribal Non-Gaming Operations Employment Impact

CNIGA 2016 Impact Study 32



B���ÊÄ E�ÊÄÊÃ®�Ý

Top Contributors to Non-Gaming OperaƟons Output by Industry ($ Mil.)

Industry
Direct Indirect Induced Total
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Total 1,489.1 956.7 886.3 3,332.1
Local Government Enterprises 854.6 11.3 11.5 877.5
Offices of Physicians 163.6 0.0 24.5 188.1
Maintenance and Repair ConstrucƟon of Non-ResidenƟal Structures 0.0 138.7 5.8 144.5
Ambulatory Health Care Services 138.9 0.0 1.9 140.7
Real Estate 0.0 70.8 55.1 125.9
Individual and Family Services 101.1 0.0 5.6 106.8
Wholesale Trade 0.0 35.0 43.4 78.4
Waste Management and RemediaƟon Services 48.0 17.3 2.7 68.0
Financial Investment AcƟviƟes 0.0 42.5 21.5 64.0
Elementary and Secondary Schools 58.8 0.0 4.1 63.0

Source: IMPLAN, with calculaƟons by Beacon Economics

Top Contributors to Non-Gaming OperaƟons Employment by Industry (# of Jobs)

Industry
Direct Indirect Induced Total
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Total 10,555 5,295 5,487 21,337
Individual and Family Services 3,596 0 195 3,791
Local Government Enterprises 2,756 37 37 2,830
Ambulatory Health Care Services 1,351 0 18 1,369
Offices of Physicians 1,105 0 165 1,271
Elementary and Secondary Schools 805 0 56 861
Maintenance and Repair ConstrucƟon of Non-ResidenƟal Structures 0 766 32 798
Real Estate 0 314 244 559
Community Food, Housing, and Other Services 449 0 29 478
Financial Investment AcƟviƟes 0 250 126 376
Employment Services 0 278 91 369

Source: IMPLAN, with calculaƟons by Beacon Economics
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RSTF Revenue Received from Each Compact Tribe ($ Dollars)

Compact Tribe
Revenue Received Revenue Received Revenue Received

in 2014 in 2015 Since IncepƟon

Santa Rosa Indian Community of the Santa Rosa Rancheria 2,544,300 2,544,300 39,757,302
Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay NaƟon 2,339,850 2,282,641 36,505,351
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, Shingle Springs Rancheria (Verona Tract) 5,967,769 6,600,766 35,764,506
Pala Band of Luiseno Mission Indians of the Pala ReservaƟon 2,000,000 2,000,000 35,375,896
Picayune Rancheria of Chukchansi Indians of California 1,653,750 2,205,000 33,959,620
San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Mission Indians of California 3,075,000 3,075,000 30,583,367
Rincon Band of Luiseno Mission Indians of the Rincon ReservaƟon 1,862,438 1,854,825 29,046,129
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria of California 2,000,000 2,000,000 27,950,312
Yocha Dehe Wintun NaƟon 2,000,000 2,000,000 26,137,524
Viejas (Baron Long) Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians of the Viejas ReservaƟon 2,000,000 2,000,000 24,695,189
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 2,000,000 3,152,000 23,450,240
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians of California 1,378,500 1,378,500 21,540,479
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Mission Indians of the Santa Ynez ReservaƟon 1,315,500 1,315,500 20,556,039
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians of the Agua Caliente Indian ReservaƟon 2,000,000 2,000,000 20,327,953
Dry Creek Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California 701,250 416,250 18,723,247
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians of the Pechanga ReservaƟon 2,000,000 3,088,000 18,594,120
Table Mountain Rancheria of California 1,169,250 1,169,250 18,270,733
Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 1,374,150 1,374,150 17,538,694
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 2,000,000 2,960,000 16,422,104
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 4,153,822 8,284,148 15,938,125
Jackson Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians of California 1,266,750 1,266,750 14,459,724
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 865,050 865,050 12,941,756
Tule River Indian Tribe of the Tule River ReservaƟon 588,150 441,900 11,875,824

Source: California Gambling Control Commission

RSTF Revenue Received from Each Compact Tribe ($ Dollars), contd.

Compact Tribe
Revenue Received Revenue Received Revenue Received

in 2014 in 2015 Since IncepƟon

Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians of the Barona ReservaƟon 736,350 736,350 11,506,225
Pauma Band of Luiseno Mission Indians of the Pauma and Yuima ReservaƟon 315,000 315,000 7,243,662
Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians of the Tuolumne Rancheria of California 750,000 750,000 5,794,083
Hopland Band of Pomo Indians of the Hopland Rancheria 3,368,043
Mooretown Rancheria of Maidu Indians of California 135,000 135,000 2,574,632
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians 2,437,433
Cachil DeHe Band of Wintun Indians of the Colusa Indian Community of the Colusa Rancheria 360,000 360,000 2,245,808
Redding Rancheria 67,500 67,500 2,030,148
Berry Creek Rancheria of Maidu Indians of California 129,600 129,600 1,617,071
Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians of California 126,000 130,562 1,066,085
AugusƟne Band of Cahuilla Indians 90,000 90,000 901,741
Big Valley Band of Pomo Indians of the Big Valley Rancheria 45,000 45,000 703,171
Campo Band of Diegueno Mission Indians of the Campo Indian ReservaƟon 33,750 33,750 691,921
Blue Lake Rancheria 25,282 92,700 684,232
Middletown Rancheria 437,500
Alturas Indian Rancheria 375,000
Robinson Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California 337,500
Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians of the Cahuilla ReservaƟon 125,000
Elk Valley Rancheria 62,500
Total 52,569,165 57,159,491 594,615,989
Interest 79,808 64,506 9,396,340
Grand Total 52,648,973 57,223,997 604,012,329

Source: California Gambling Control Commission
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Beacon Economics, LLC is a leading provider of economic research, forecasƟng, industry analysis, and data services.
By delivering independent, rigorous analysis we give our clients the knowledge they need to make the right strategic
decisions about investment, growth, revenue, and policy. Learn more at www.BeaconEcon.com.

Economic & Revenue ForecasƟng

Business, Industry, & Market Analysis

Economic Development Analysis

Ports & Infrastructure Analysis

Public Speaking

Expert TesƟmony

Sherif Hanna
Managing Partner
(424) 646-4656
Sherif@BeaconEcon.com

Victoria Pike Bond
Director of CommunicaƟons
(415) 457-6030
Victoria@BeaconEcon.com
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