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MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

Name of Organization: STATE OF NEVADA ECONOMIC FORUM 
(NRS 353.226-NRS 353.229) 
 

Date and Time of Meeting: Friday, November 5, 2010 – 9:30 a.m. 
 

Place of Meeting: Legislative Building 
Room 4100 
401 South Carson Street 
Carson City, Nevada 
 

Note: Some m embers of t he Committee m ay be at tending t he meeting and other per sons 
may obse rve t he meeting and pr ovide t estimony t hrough a simultaneous 
videoconference conducted at the following location: 
 

 Grant Sawyer State Office Building 
Room 4401 
555 East Washington Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 
 

If you cannot attend the meeting, you can listen or view it live over the Internet.  The address for the 
Nevada Legislature website is http://www.leg.state.nv.us.  Click on the link “Live Meetings – Listen or 
View.”  

Note:  Please provide the secretary with electronic or written copies of testimony 
and visual presentations if you wish to have complete versions included as 
exhibits with the minutes. 

 

 A G E N D A 

 Note:  Items on this agenda may be taken in a different order than listed. 

*Denotes items on which the Economic Forum may take action. 
 

I. ROLL CALL. 
 

*II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 29, 2010, MEETING.   
 

*III. PRESENTATION O N T HE NA TIONAL, RE GIONAL A ND S TATE E CONOMIC 
OUTLOOK. 
Daniel White, Economist, Moody’s Analytics 
 

*IV. PRESENTATION ON THE STATE EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK. 
Bill Anderson, Chief Economist, Research and Analysis Bureau, Department of 

Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation 
 

*V. PRESENTATION ON THE STATE POPULATION OUTLOOK. 
Jeff Hardcastle, State Demographer, Nevada Small Business Development Center, 

University of Nevada, Reno 
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*VI. PRESENTATION ON THE OUTLOOK FOR SOUTHERN NEVADA. 
Alan Schlottmann, P rofessor of  Economics, Department o f Economics, University 

of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 

*VII. PRESENTATION ON THE OUTLOOK FOR NORTHERN AND RURAL NEVADA. 
Brian B onnenfant, P roject M anager, C enter f or R egional S tudies, U niversity of  

Nevada, Reno 
Thomas Harris, Foundation Professor and Director, Center for Economic 

Development, University of Nevada, Reno 
 

*VIII. REVIEW A ND DISCUSSION OF PR ELIMINARY F ORECASTS O F M AJOR 
GENERAL FUND REVENUES FOR FY 2011, FY 2012, AND FY 2013. 
 

A. Gaming Percentage Fee Tax 
B. Live Entertainment Tax – Gaming 
C. State 2% Sales Tax 
D. Insurance Premium Tax 
E. Modified Business Tax  

• Nonfinancial Institutions 
• Financial Institutions 

F. Real Property Transfer Tax 
 

*IX. REVIEW A ND DISCUSSION OF PRELIMINARY FORECASTS OF MINOR 
GENERAL FUND REVENUES FOR FY 2011, FY 2012, AND FY 2013 APPROVED 
BY T HE T ECHNICAL AD VISORY C OMMITTEE AT  I TS OCTOBER 27, 20 10, 
MEETING. 
 

*X. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING OUTSIDE REVIEWERS 
VOLUNTARILY PROVIDING INFORMATION TO THE ECONOMIC FORUM. 
 

*XI. INSTRUCTIONS TO TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE 
NEXT MEETING. 
 

*XII. SCHEDULING OF FUTURE ECONOMIC FORUM MEETING. 
 

XIII. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
(Because of  t ime c onsiderations, t he p eriod f or publ ic c omment b y each s peaker may be  
limited, and speakers are urged to avoid repetition of comments made by previous speakers.) 
 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT. 
 

Note: We are pleased to m ake reasonable accommodations f or members of  t he publ ic who are disabled and wish t o at tend 
the meeting.  I f special ar rangements for t he meeting ar e nec essary, pl ease not ify t he Fiscal Analysis Division o f 
the Legislative C ounsel B ureau, i n w riting, at  the Legi slative Building, 401 S outh C arson Street, C arson C ity, N evada 
89701-4747, or call Patti Sullivan at (775) 684-6821 as soon as possible. 
 

Notice of this meeting was posted in the following Carson City, Nevada, locations:  Blasdel Building, 209 East Musser Street; Capitol 
Press Corps, Basement, Capitol Building; City Hall, 201 N orth Carson Street; Legislative Building, 401 South Carson Street; and 
Nevada S tate Li brary, 100  S tewart S treet.  Notice of  t his meeting was f axed f or pos ting t o t he f ollowing Las  V egas, N evada, 
locations:  Clark County Government Center, 500 South Grand Central Parkway; and Grant Sawyer State Office Building, 555 East 
Washington Avenue.  

 

Notice of this meeting was posted on the Internet through the Nevada Legislature’s website at 
www.leg.state.nv.us. 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 

STATE OF NEVADA ECONOMIC FORUM 
September 29, 2010 

 
 
The meeting of the State of Nevada Economic Forum (created by Senate Bill 23, 1993) 
was held at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, September 29, 2010, at the Legislative Building, 
401 South C arson S treet, Room 3137, C arson City, Ne vada, with v ideoconference t o 
the G rant Sawyer S tate O ffice B uilding, 55 5 E ast Washington A venue, R oom 44 12, 
Las Vegas, Nevada.   
 
 
ECONOMIC FORUM MEMBERS PRESENT: 
John Restrepo, Chairman 
Michael R. Alastuey, Vice Chairman 
Matthew Maddox 
Andrew Martin 
Linda Rosenthal 
 
ECONOMIC FORUM MEMBERS ABSENT: 
None 
 
STAFF: 
Mark Krmpotic, Senate Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Rick Combs, Assembly Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
Michael Nakamoto, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Joe Reel, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
Patti Sullivan, Secretary, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
Exhibit A   Meeting Packet and Agenda 
Exhibit B  Attendance Report 
Exhibit C  Economic Forum, Structure and Function – Fiscal Analysis Division 
Exhibit D

 

  Table 3 ( Revised), A ctual C ollections v ersus December 1,  2008, 
May 1, 2009, and J anuary 22,  2010,  Forecasts by F orecaster for 
FY 2009-10 – Fiscal Analysis Division 

EXHIBITS M AY BE  R EVIEWED A T THE R ESEARCH L IBRARY O F T HE 
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL BUREAU, CARSON CITY, NEVADA, UPON REQUEST. 
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I. ROLL CALL. 
 
Acting Chairman John Restrepo called the meeting to order at 9:43 a.m.  The secretary 
called roll; all members were present and attended in Carson City.   
 
 
II. ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON. 
 
Acting Chairman Restrepo opened the nominations for Chairperson.   
 

MICHAEL ALASTUEY NOMINATED MR. RESTREPO FOR CHAIRMAN 
OF THE STATE O F NE VADA E CONOMIC F ORUM, W HICH WAS 
SECONDED BY ANDREW MARTIN. 

 
MR. RESTREPO ACCEPTED THE NOMINATION AND THE MOTION 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
Chairman Restrepo opened the nominations for Vice Chairperson.   
 

LINDA RO SENTHAL N OMINATED M R. AL ASTUEY FOR 
VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE STATE OF NEVADA ECONOMIC FORUM, 
WHICH WAS SECONDED BY MATTHEW MADDOX. 

 
MR. ALASTUEY ACCEPTED THE NOMINATION AND THE MOTION 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
 
This agenda item was taken out of order.   
 
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 22, 2010, MEETING. 
 
Chairman R estrepo a sked for a motion t o appr ove t he January 22, 20 10, m eeting 
minutes included in the meeting packet (Exhibit A
 

) on page 5. 

Before the motion, Mr. Alastuey requested a correction to the minutes.  His transcribed 
testimony on page 52 included the word “adorations,” which was in error.  Mr. Alastuey 
asked for the word “aberrations” to be substituted.   
 
Russell G uindon, Principal D eputy F iscal A nalyst, F iscal A nalysis Division s tated 
Budget D ivision staff w ould make th e r equested c orrection to the minutes.  
He suggested that the m embers entertain a motion t o appr ove the minutes, with th e 
correction made by staff per Mr. Alastuey’s request. 
 

MR. ALASTUEY MOVED T O APPROVE THE M INUTES O F T HE 
JANUARY 2 2, 2 009, M EETING O F THE ST ATE OF N EVADA 
ECONOMIC FORUM WITH HIS REQUESTED CORRECTION.  
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THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MS. ROSENTHAL AND CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
 

This agenda item was taken out of order.   
 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE MAY 1, 2009, MEETING. 
 
Chairman Restrepo asked for a motion to approve the May 1, 2009, meeting minutes 
included in the meeting packet (Exhibit A
 

) on page 105. 

MR. ALASTUEY MOVED TO AP PROVE T HE M INUTES O F T HE 
MAY 1, 2 010, M EETING OF  T HE S TATE OF  N EVADA E CONOMIC 
FORUM.  
 
THE M OTION WAS SECONDED B Y M R. MARTIN A ND CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY.   
 
 

III. OPENING REMARKS AND OVERVIEW OF THE ECONOMIC FORUM 
2010-2011 FORECAST CYCLE. 

 
Referring t o t he handout, Economic Forum – Structure and F unction ( Exhibit C)

 

, 
prepared by  t he F iscal A nalysis Division, Mr. G uindon provided an overview of  t he 
Economic Forum.  H e indicated i n t he d ays preceding t he m eeting he had r eceived 
e-mails and ph one c alls from r eporters and ot hers inquiring a bout t he d uties and 
responsibilities of the E conomic Forum.  Mr. G uindon t hought an overview and a n 
explanation o f t he pr ocess used by  t he F orum t o pr oduce t he official D ecember 1  
forecast would be pertinent information for the new members and the public.   

Mr. G uindon sa id t he E conomic Forum w as created by  t he Leg islature dur ing t he 
1993 Legislative S ession and as a st atutorily cr eated p ublic body was subject t o t he 
open m eeting law.  The co mmittee co nsisted of five m embers appointed by  t he 
Governor who served two-year terms; however, the members could not be employees 
of st ate g overnment, i ncluding t he N evada S ystem o f H igher E ducation.  T hree 
members of t he 2010 E conomic Forum, Chairman R estrepo, M r. M addox an d 
Ms. Rosenthal were nominated and a ppointed by Governor Jim Gibbons; Mr. Alastuey 
was nominated by Speaker Barbara Buckley, and then appointed by the Governor; and 
Mr. M artin w as nominated by  S enate M ajority Leader , S teven Horsford, a nd t hen 
appointed by  t he G overnor.  M r. G uindon sa id t he Fiscal A nalysis Di vision o f t he 
Legislative C ounsel B ureau a nd t he Budget D ivision o f t he D epartment of 
Administration provided staffing and support to the Economic Forum.   
 
Mr. Guindon ex plained t he F orum was a statutory body  r esponsible f or pr oducing 
forecasts for unr estricted G eneral Fund revenues on o r bef ore D ecember 1 of 
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even-numbered years, and on or before May 1 in odd-numbered years.  The Economic 
Forum forecasts were for unrestricted General Fund revenues only and did not include 
special p urpose r evenues or r estricted G eneral F und r evenues.  The December 1  
forecast was used by the Governor to produce The Executive Budget, and the May 1 
forecast was used by the Legislature to develop the legislatively-approved budget.  The 
forecasts prepared by the Economic Forum spanned a three-year per iod and the f irst 
Economic Forum forecast was produced in the fall of 1994 for Fiscal Years 1995, 1996 
and 1 997.  For t he 2 011-13 bi ennium t he Forum w ould pr oduce a forecast f or the 
current fiscal year, FY 2011, a one-year ahead forecast for FY 2012 , and a two-year 
ahead forecast for FY 2013.  The December 1,  2010, forecast would be used by  the 
Governor t o pr oduce The Executive B udget

 

, and t he May 1,  20 11, forecast w ould 
be used by  t he Leg islature t o pr oduce t he l egislatively-approved budg et f or t he 
2011-13 biennium.   

If t he Governor decided to increase revenues above t he F orum’s forecast, 
The Executive B udget would hav e t o i nclude r ecommendations or pr ovisions for t he 
source o f the additional r evenue.  If t he G overnor decided to reduce revenues lower 
than forecast by  t he F orum The E xecutive B udget

 

 would hav e t o i nclude 
recommendations for the revenue reductions.   

The F orum, how ever, did not co nsider r evenue pol icy or  r ecommendations that the 
Governor or the Legislature might consider for revenue enhancement or augmentation.  
The F orum’s only statutory dut y and r esponsibility w as to pr oduce G eneral F und 
revenue forecasts based on current law.  Mr. Guindon thought the forecasts produced 
for this term were going to be very important due to the tax changes approved by the 
Legislature in the Special Sessions in December 2008 and February 2010, as well as 
the 2009 Regular Session.  . 
 
Continuing, M r. G uindon s aid t he E conomic Forum forecast cy cle was usually 
comprised of three meetings in the fall of even-numbered years.  The first meeting was 
typically or ganizational and i nformational, and occu rred i n l ate September or  ear ly 
October.  A t t he se cond meeting hel d i n l ate O ctober or ear ly N ovember, the Forum 
produced a pr eliminary General Fund revenue forecast for use by the Budget Division 
and t he G overnor, wh ich provided v ital information on h ow m uch r evenue m ight be  
available for the The E xecutive B udget.  Mr. G uindon sa id al though t here w as no 
statutory requirement for the approval of a preliminary forecast at the second meeting, 
the Economic Forum has done so at the request of the Budget Division.  The third and 
final meeting in the even-numbered years was scheduled either in late November or on 
December 1.  The forecast generated at this meeting was used by the Budget Division 
and the Governor to produce the final version of The Executive Budget

 

.  A meeting of 
the F orum was held on M ay 1 i n odd -numbered y ears to pr oduce a f orecast for t he 
Legislature to use for the legislatively-approved budget.   

Mr. G uindon ex plained t here were m any G eneral F und r evenue sources to co nsider 
when m aking t he forecasts; how ever, the F orum only produced f orecasts for 
approximately eight to  te n of t he major G eneral Fund revenues, which accounted for 
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approximately 85% to 90% of the State’s General Fund revenues.  Based on direction 
from t he F orum, t he Technical A dvisory C ommittee w ould pr oduce forecasts for t he 
remainder of t he r evenue so urces.  To pr epare the f orecasts, the F orum us ed 
information on the major General Fund revenues provided by the agencies responsible 
for co llecting t hose r evenues, i ncluding t he G aming C ontrol B oard, D epartment o f 
Taxation, S ecretary of  S tate, a nd N evada Commission on Tourism.  F orecasts were 
also prepared by  Ja net R ogers, C hief Economist f rom the Budget D ivision and by  
Mr. Guindon an d hi s st aff from t he F iscal A nalysis Division.  An outside national 
forecasting firm pr ovided ad ditional forecasts f or Sales and U se T ax and Gaming 
Percentage Fee Tax.   
 
Mr. G uindon di rected t he m embers to page 3 o f Exhibit C , which listed the 
major revenue s ources considered by  t he E conomic Forum for F Y 201 0 a t i ts 
January 22, 2010, meeting.  T he l ist al so i ncluded t he F Y 2010  act ual co llections in 
dollars and t he per centage o f t otal General F und r evenues.  He stated t he n umbers 
were pr eliminary as  t hey were st ill bei ng r econciled w ith t he S tate C ontroller.  
Mr. Guindon poi nted out  t hat t he m ajor G eneral F und r evenues accounted for 
approximately 80%  o f t he G eneral F und; how ever, in 200 7 t he sa me major 
General Fund revenues accounted for about 89% o f the General Fund.  M r. Guindon 
turned to page 4 of Exhibit C

 

, to a graph depicting actual General Fund revenues from 
FY 1991 t o FY 2010.  He explained tax changes made in the 2003 Special Session to 
generate ad ditional G eneral Fund r evenue accounted for t he s harp i ncrease o n t he 
graph in FY 2004.  From 2004 to 2007, revenues continued to increase partly due to the 
tax ch anges, but al so beca use t he ec onomy st rengthened at  t he sa me t ime.  The 
revenues eventually peaked in FY 2007 and then started retracting down to the trough 
observed in FY 2009 .  Increased revenues were shown again in FY 2010 due t o tax 
changes made in FY 2009 and the 26th Special Session in February 2010.   

Turning to page 5 o f Exhibit C, Mr. Guindon presented a graph showing the Economic 
Forum’s total General Fund revenue forecasts from FY 2006 to FY 2011.   The graph 
comprised a se ries of co lored l ines to s how t he December forecasts used t o b uild 
The Executive B udget

 

; the M ay f orecasts approved by  t he E conomic Forum; the 
May forecasts adjusted f or l egislative act ions, w hich m ade ch anges to t he t axes and 
revenues; and the actual revenue collections for each fiscal year.  M r. Guindon noted 
the December Economic Forum forecasts were based o n v ery l ittle act ual available 
collection information.  For example, when the December forecast was produced only 
three to four months of the monthly General Fund revenues, and only about one quarter 
of t he q uarterly r evenues (Modified B usiness Tax, Insurance P remium T ax, Real 
Property Transfer T ax) were known for t he fiscal y ear.  When t he M ay forecast w as 
produced ap proximately ei ght t o ni ne m onths of t he monthly G eneral F und r evenues 
and only two quarters of the quarterly revenues were known.   

The g raph sh owed the E conomic Forum produced a  D ecember 1,  20 04, forecast 
(Dec 04 F orecast [red]) for base y ear F Y 2 005, as w ell as FY 2 006 an d F Y 2 007.  
On May 1, 2005, another forecast (May 05 Forecast [green]) was made by the Forum 
for the same period, which came in higher than the December forecast and was used by 
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the Leg islature i n de veloping the legislatively-approved budg et.  Based on act ions 
approved by the Leg islature, the F iscal Analysis Division prepared an  est imate o f the 
revenue ch anges and adj usted t he F orum’s May forecast, w hich beca me t he o fficial 
forecast for the legislatively-approved budget (May 05 Forecast-Leg. Adj. [blue]).  The 
actual revenues for F Y 2006 -07 (Actual FY 2007 [ black]) came i n well abov e t he 
forecast for FY 2007.   
 
The Forum convened in December 2006 to prepare a forecast based on the economic 
outlook for base year 2007 (Dec 06 Forecast [red]), but l ittle actual revenue collection 
information was known when this forecast was prepared.  In May 2007 another forecast 
was made (May 07 Forecast [green]), but since more actual collection information was 
available, the Forum revised its previous forecast downward.  A fter l egislative act ions 
were applied, the Forum’s May forecast was adjusted downward, principally due to the 
Modified Business Tax rate being lowered (May 07 Forecast-Leg.Adj. [blue]).  This was 
the forecast used by the 2007 Legislature to produce the legislatively-approved budget 
for t he 200 7-09 bi ennium.  M r. G uindon said st aff from t he B udget D ivision and t he 
Fiscal A nalysis Division realized i n approximately O ctober 2007 that the forecasts f or 
the 2 007-09 bi ennium w ere not  t racking w ell relative to t he act ual co llections, and 
produced i nternal f orecasts to determine what was happening with t he eco nomy.  
Because there was such a severe decrease in actual revenue collections compared to 
the original projection, the Governor called a special meeting of the Economic Forum on 
June 20, 2008, to prepare revised forecasts for FY 2008 and FY 2009.  Actual collection 
information at that t ime consisted of approximately ten months of the monthly revenue 
and three quarters of the quarterly revenue, but a forecast for FY 2009 (Jun 08 Forecast 
[purple]) had to be made regardless.  Mr. Guindon di rected the members attention to 
the dr amatic difference bet ween t he bl ue l ine on t he g raph, w hich w as the forecast 
made in May 2007 adjusted for legislative act ions, and the purple l ine, which was the 
June 2 008 forecast.  It w as evident t he S tate’s budget ha d issues, so the G overnor 
called a Special Session of the Legislature in June 2008 (24th Special Session) to make 
budget adjustments to the expenditure side of the budget.   
 
In December 2008, Chairman Restrepo, Mr. Alastuey and Ms. Rosenthal along with the 
other two members of the Economic Forum, produced a forecast based on the available 
economic information, as w ell a s the av ailable actual collection i nformation f or base  
year FY 2009, FY 2010 and FY 2011 (Dec 08 Forecast [red]).  This forecast was used 
by t he G overnor t o produce The 2 009-11 E xecutive Budget.  D ue t o the ongoing 
economic crisis and soon a fter t he F orum produced i ts December forecast, t he 
Governor called a S pecial S ession of t he Leg islature (25th Special S ession).  
The Legislature approved revenue enhancements (Dec 08 Forecast-Leg. Adj. [yellow]) 
to provide additional General Fund revenue for FY 2009.  Principally it made changes to 
the Short-term Car Rental Tax and an additional payment of Net Proceeds of Minerals 
to generate the additional revenue in the 25th Special Session.  There were no changes 
made for FY 2010 and FY 2011.  On May 1,  2009, the Economic Forum convened to 
produce the f orecast for t he 20 09 L egislature ( May 09 F orecast [ green]), w hich was 
much l ower t han t he pr evious forecast.  The F orum ha d m ore act ual co llection 
information av ailable in M ay 2009 t han i n D ecember 200 8, so the f orecast was 
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revised downward accordingly.  Mr. Guindon said the Legislature approved the revenue 
enhancements for t he l egislatively-approved budget dur ing the 2009 Regular Session 
(May 09 Forecast-Leg. Adj. [blue]) for the 2009-11 biennium.   
 
Mr. Guindon explained that, again, due to the economy, the actual revenue collections 
(Actual FY 2009 [ black]) were not  t racking well and anot her special Economic Forum 
was called on January 22, 2010, to reforecast FY 2010 and FY 2011.  For FY 2009 the 
original budg et amount was approximately $3.5 bi llion and t he act ual r evenue 
collections were $2.75 billion, which showed a dramatic change in the State’s economy.  
The E conomic Forum, w hich m et i n January 2010 , took into co nsideration t he 
revenue enhancements and tax ch anges approved dur ing t he 20 09 Regular Session, 
but st ill lowered t he f orecast ( Jan 10 Forecast [light green]) from t he M ay 2009  
forecast.  The Governor called t he L egislature i nto the 26th Special S ession i n 
February 2010, and adjustments were m ade to t he budget including ad ditional 
revenue enhancements.  Staff subsequently made t he l egislative adj ustments 
(Jan 10 Forecast-Leg. Adj. [light blue]) to the January 2010 forecast.  The forecast used 
for the 2009-11 biennium was based on the January 2010 forecast w ith est imates for 
the revenue enhancements approved during the 26th Special Session in February 2010.  
Not listed on the chart, but known based on FY 2010 actual co llection i nformation t o 
date, was that ac tual G eneral F und revenues for F Y 2010 c ame i n ab ove t he 
January 2010 forecast adjusted for legislative actions.   
 
Mr. G uindon t hought the ch art g raphically sh owed t he hi storical pr ogression o f the 
revenue f orecasts and provided useful information f or the other ag enda items to be  
discussed at the meeting.  He wanted the members to keep the chart in mind when the 
error anal ysis agenda i tem w as discussed t o se e the i mportance o f t he t ax ch anges 
approved by the Legislature, and the role it played in the Forum’s forecasting process.   
 
Referring to FY 2010 on the chart, Mr. Martin asked for comment on the actual revenue 
collections, and t he $ 100 m illion di fference bet ween t he act ual collections and t he 
January 2010 Economic Forum forecast.  He wanted to know whether the State would 
eventually r eturn t o t he hi gher level considering t he trends were app earing slightly 
higher. 
 
Mr. G uindon said the current forecast use d for t he legislatively-approved 
2009-11 biennium b udget was the Ja nuary 201 0 E conomic Forum forecast a djusted 
for legislative act ions approved dur ing t he 26 th Special S ession (February 2010).  
The actual r evenue c ollections for F Y 2 010 ca me i n $80 million ab ove t he forecast.  
The Economic Forum would try to determine at its second and third meetings of the fall 
cycle whether t he S tate w ould r eturn to t he hi gher l evel of  General F und r evenues.  
Staff would present information to the members and it would be u p to the members to 
decide on the forecast for FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 2013.   
 
Chairman R estrepo a sked w hat p ercentage difference t he $ 80 m illion r epresented 
between the forecast and the actual collections.  M r. Guindon replied the actual dollar 
difference was approximately $80.9 million, which was approximately a 2.7% difference.  
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The January 2010  forecast adjusted for l egislative act ions was approximately 
$2.93 billion and t he act ual co llections amounted t o a pproximately $3. 007 bi llion.  
Mr. Guindon further ex plained t hat w hen t he Ja nuary 2010 f orecast w as made t he 
Forum o nly had data for about f our to f ive months of the ac tual m onthly r evenue 
collections and onl y about  o ne q uarter o f t he act ual q uarterly r evenue co llections on 
which to base the forecast.   
 
Mr. A lastuey r emarked t hat t he apparent upward t rend on the c hart 
(Jan 10 Forecast-Leg. Adj. [blue]) could be a result of actions related to the Southern 
Nevada Clean Water Coalition ($62 million), tax amnesty projections, and other actions.  
He believed the core Economic Forum projections would not have reflected that trend. 
 
Mr. Guindon said Mr. Alastuey’s observation was correct.  T he January 2010 forecast 
by t he Forum predicted FY 2011 revenue to be l ess than FY 2010 ( Jan 10 F orecast 
[light green]), which is shown as a downward slope on the chart.  Due to actions taken 
by the Leg islature du ring t he 26 th Special Session t o a dd r evenue i n F Y 2010,  but  
predominately i n F Y 201 1 (Jan 10 Forecast-Leg. A dj. [ blue]), i t beca me an upward 
slope on the chart.   
 
Chairman R estrepo a greed t hese w ere i mportant o bservations for t he members to 
understand how certain special events occurred that were not contemplated when the 
forecast was made.  He thought the revenues in the Sales Tax category were boosted 
after t he J anuary 201 0 forecast w as made due  t o the inception o f v arious federal 
programs such as, the Car Allowance Rebate System (cash for clunkers), Home Buyer 
Tax Credit and rebates for Energy Star Appliances.  The Forum would not have been 
aware of these potential revenues for FY 2010 when forecasting in January 2010.   
 
Mr. Guindon thought that taxable sales generally fell over FY 2010; although, there did 
appear t o b e s ome st abilization i n the l atest m onths of t he fiscal y ear.  
He acknowledged t hat A merican R ecovery and R einvestment A ct ( ARRA) funds and 
federal programs had some impact on t he revenue collections, but said the increased 
revenue collections were mostly f rom the change in the Modified Business Tax from a 
flat rate to a two-tiered rate.  T he 2009 Legislature made other revenue enhancement 
changes with t he i dea t hat t he i ncreased revenues would c ounteract t he w orsening 
economy.  When estimates were later prepared on those revenue enhancements, staff 
found t he ec onomy w as performing more poorly than expected coming out  o f t he 
2009 Regular Session, w hich prompted t he s pecial Economic F orum meeting i n 
January 2010. 
 
Mr. Guindon commented that as a forecaster as well as staff for the Economic Forum, 
he took offense when people c ommented that the result t hat act ual co llections were 
higher than forecast was not surprising because the Forum “low-balled” the estimates in 
January 2010.   He said staff and t he Forum members did t he best  j ob p ossible to 
determine what di rection t he ec onomy w as head ed g iven t he information available 
when the forecast was prepared.  The result of higher collections than forecast was not 
illogical gi ven t hat t he f orecasters continually r evised the forecast t o find t he b ottom, 
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and eventually pr oduced forecasts that w ere l ower t han actual co llections.  In hi s 
opinion, what occurred in FY 2010 was two-fold, the economy was slightly stronger than 
was originally thought, and it was difficult to produce estimates for new tax changes with 
little actual i nformation.  Mr. Guindon appreciated the Chairman allowing him to point 
out t here w as no i ntent by  st aff or  t he F orum m embers to l ow-ball t he est imate, 
especially since i t w as rare f or forecasters to be a ble t o hi t t he t arget ex actly when 
forecasting one or two years in advance.  
 
Chairman Restrepo noted the health of the State General Fund was directly related to 
the health o f t he S tate’s economy.  In  tu rn, the State’s economy was directly related 
to the health o f the national eco nomy, w hich had been unhealthy.  H e appr eciated 
Mr. Guindon’s comments and felt that the Fiscal Analysis Division, the Budget Division 
and t he E xecutive B ranch ag encies all gav e t he best  pr ojections and es timates 
available at the time.  Chairman Restrepo said the members knew the forecasters were 
not low-balling the forecasts.  H e thought the Forum had been accused in the past of 
creating se lf-fulfilling pr ophecies; how ever, t he m embers looked at  t he eco nomic 
indicators and drivers to see how that affected collections.   
 
Mr. Maddox stated many of the national statistics he had studied showed that out of the 
2.4% gross domestic product increase over the prior six months, 1.8% had been related 
to quantitative easing due to stimulus funds.  This information was not known when the 
forecast w as produced.  H e thought i f t he st imulus and q uantitative easi ng w as 
subtracted the l ines o n t he c hart w ould l ook radically di fferent and w ould s how no  
growth.  I t was very difficult to not only guess what the economy was going to do, but 
also what the federal government was going to do.  H e expressed that the forecasters 
did a great job on guessing what the economy was going to do, and the State got a little 
more help from the federal government than initially predicted. 
 
Mr. Guindon added it is easy to criticize forecasts after the fact when the actual revenue 
collections were known.  He said if the critics were willing to forecast at the same time 
as the other forecasters, and did a better job, then maybe t he F orum sh ould st art 
listening to them.   
 
Chairman Restrepo thought for the forecast to actual collection comparison to differ by 
only approximately 3% was a good forecast. 
 
 
VI. PRESENTATION OF THE TAX CHANGES APPROVED BY THE LEGISLATURE 

DURING THE 25TH SPECIAL SESSION, 2009 REGULAR SESSION, AND 
26TH SPECIAL SESSION. 

 
Mr. Guindon presented the major tax changes approved by the Legislature during the 
25th Special Session, 200 9 Regular Session and 26 th Special S ession.  H is primary 
objective was to provide information on how the tax changes would affect the forecasts 
that will be prepared for FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013.  Mr. Guindon said legislative 
actions approved by  the Legislature during t he following se ssions were t aken i nto 
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consideration for preparation of data in the tables starting on page 167 of the meeting 
packet (Exhibit A)
 

: 

• The 25th Special S ession (December 200 8), held after t he Economic Forum 
prepared its December 2008 forecast. 

• The 2009 Regular Session, held after the Economic Forum prepared its May 2009 
forecast. 

• The 26th Special Session (February 2010), held after the Economic Forum prepared 
its January 2010 forecast.  

 
The t ables on p ages 167 t hrough 17 1 pr ovided i nformation for the E conomic Forum 
members and forecasters to c onsider in their preparation o f forecasts for F Y 20 11, 
FY 2012 and FY 2013.  The first table on page 167 presented the January 22,  2010, 
Economic Forum forecast for F Y 2010 a nd F Y 2011 , adjusted for l egislative act ions 
approved during the 26th Special Session.  Mr. Guindon noted that since FY 2011 had 
started on July 1, 2010, FY 2010 actual collections had been tabulated and the revenue 
numbers were being monitored to determine if the actual revenues were tracking close 
to t he forecast.  H e poi nted ou t t hat t he revenue so urces that w ere i mpacted b y 
legislative actions either from the 25th Special Session, the 26th Special Session or the 
2009 R egular S ession w ere hi ghlighted i n t he t able.  A s reference, r evenue so urces 
impacted by  l egislative act ions during t he 26 th Special S ession w ere hi ghlighted i n 
yellow.  R evenue so urces impacted from a ctions approved during t he 2 009 R egular 
Session w ere hi ghlighted i n or ange.  Those t hat were i mpacted i n bot h t he 
2009 Regular Session and t he 26th Special S ession w ere hi ghlighted in  y ellow 
surrounded by an orange box.  Actions approved during the 25th Special Session were 
not highlighted b ecause t here w ere few an d o nly N et P roceeds of M inerals was the 
major revenue source impacted.   
 
Mr. G uindon p ointed out t here w ere di fferent t ypes of t ax ch anges approved by  t he 
Legislature in the table.  If the tax change was permanent it would affect FY 2010 and/or 
FY 2011 and continue into FY 2012 and FY 2013.  There were also actions approved by 
the Legislature referred to as “sunsets”:  a measure approved that made a tax change 
for FY 2010 and F Y 2011, but scheduled to end or  sunset on Ju ne 30, 2011, and not 
continue into FY 2012 or FY 2013.  There were also one-time revenues approved by the 
Legislature t hat pl aced ad ditional r evenue i nto F Y 201 0 a nd/or F Y 2011,  b ut do not 
continue into FY 2012 and FY 2013.  He noted it was important to be conscious of these 
tax changes when the forecasts were prepared, and i t was equally important to make 
sure the agencies had considered the various changes when submitting its forecasts.  
Of al l t he various changes highlighted i n t he t able, t he l argest one w as the M odified 
Business Tax.  The M odified Business Tax was continuing, but  si nce t he Economic 
Forum was required to prepare forecasts under current law the following changes to the 
tax would have to be considered in the December 2010 forecast: 
 
• FY 2011 Forecast – Modified Business Tax based on two-tiered tax rate structure 
• FY 2012 a nd FY 2013 Forecast – Modified Business Tax based on f lat .63% tax 

rate 
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Mr. G uindon s aid that he an d Mr. R estrepo, acting as Chairman o f t he E conomic 
Forum, decided to pl ace al l t he m aterial contained in t he meeting p acket ( Exhibit A ), 
along with other charts and tables prepared by staff, on the Economic Forum’s webpage 
on t he Legislative C ounsel B ureau’s website www.leg.state.nv.us.  Historically, t his 
material h ad not b een av ailable on  t he w ebsite, but addi ng it g ave everyone t he 
opportunity t o v iew t he same i nformation presented to t he members at t he meetings.  
Both Chairman Restrepo and M r. Guindon thought it was important for the information 
to be readily accessible. 
 
Chairman Restrepo asked for a description of some of the tax changes.  Mr. Guindon 
highlighted t he following G eneral F und r evenue i tems on p age 171 o f the meeting 
packet (Exhibit A
 

) to address Mr. Restrepo’s question: 

Items listed as GL 3070 t hrough G L 4 861 (highlighted i n or ange) w ere al l one -time 
revenues for FY 2010 and FY 2011 and not scheduled under current law to continue in 
FY 2012 and F Y 2013.  T he largest i tems in this list were the property tax redirection 
from Clark County and Washoe County and the transfer of funds from the Supplemental 
Account for Medical Assistance to the Indigent to the State General Fund. 
 
Another n otable i tem w as GL 308 1 ( highlighted i n y ellow), which r epresented t he 
$62 million r edirected from t he C lean Water C oalition i n C lark County t o t he G eneral 
Fund for FY 2011 and would not continue in FY 2012 or FY 2013. 
 
Although a m inor revenue item, the GL 4793 – Lobbyist Registration Fees (highlighted 
in yellow) was a one-time source of funds for FY 2011 of $100,000. 
 
Mr. Guindon noted that due to these various tax changes, the forecast lines were going 
to l ook like t he charts i n Exhibit C

 

 with F Y 2011 up an d FY 2012  down.  He wanted 
everyone involved to keep these one-time revenues in mind during discussions at the 
next se veral m eetings.  These r evenue so urces were discontinuing and t he M odified 
Business Tax rate was changing, which would greatly affect the forecast prepared and 
presented to the Economic Forum.    

Mr. Guindon directed the members to page 169.  He noted that GL 3064 (highlighted in 
yellow), Ne t Proceeds of  M inerals showed a one -time acce leration o f revenue in 
FY 2009 when actual co llections went f rom $35 million t o $72 million.  B ased on t he 
strength o f g old an d m ining, the r evenues were ex pected t o co ntinue at t hose 
same levels in F Y 2010 a nd F Y 201 1.  U nder cu rrent law t here w ould not  b e a ny 
Net Proceeds of Minerals collected in FY 2012 when the State would switch f rom the 
prepayment l aw back to t he act ual pay ment l aw.  A lso on pag e 169 he n oted for 
GL 3069 ( highlighted i n orange), the Modified Business Tax showed a si gnificant 
increase f rom appr oximately $253 m illion i n FY 2009, with a r evised forecast o f 
$351 million du e t o t he t ax ch ange t hat w as approved in t he 2009 R egular S ession.  
The t wo-tiered st ructure w ould su nset on J une 30, 2011, and r eturn t o t he f lat rate 
structure for FY 2012 and FY 2013.  No matter what the economic outlook, the Modified 
Business Tax forecast would be higher for FY 2011 an d then much lower for FY 2012 
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and FY 2013.  M r. Guindon stated that the forecasters and the Forum would have to 
pay extra at tention to the outlook for wages, and then translate that information into a 
collections forecast.  He said to just look at the collections forecast would not provide 
information on what that meant for the outlook for wages.   
 
Mr. Guindon explained that l ocated on  pages 175 through 179 of the meeting packet 
(Exhibit A

 

) were a s et o f t ables prepared by  t he F iscal Analysis Division, w hich 
summarized al l t he l egislative act ions ap proved by  t he Leg islature dur ing 
the 25th Special Session, 200 9 Regular Session, and 26 th Special S ession.  These 
legislative actions may affect the estimates for particular revenue sources that would be 
prepared by  each  forecaster for FY 2011 o f t he 2009-11 b iennium and FY 2012 and 
FY 2013 of the 2011-13 biennium.  As part of the forecast process, the Budget Division 
and F iscal Analysis Division se nt a j oint r equest t o ev ery Constitutional O fficer an d 
Executive B ranch ag ency t hat co llects an  u nrestricted General F und r evenue s ource 
considered by  t he E conomic Forum.  E ach ent ity r eceiving a r equest was a sked t o 
verify the actual amounts for FY 2009 and FY 2010 and provide estimates for FY 2011, 
FY 2012,  and F Y 20 13 for t hose r evenue sources, w hich they ar e r esponsible for 
collecting.  The t ables su mmarizing t he l egislative act ions were a lso pr ovided t o t he 
agencies in order to make su re that any tax changes that may apply were taken into 
consideration when the forecasts are prepared. 

Continuing, Mr. G uindon t urned t o pag e 1 75 o f t he m eeting pac ket, which l isted the 
major General F und r evenues historically co nsidered by  t he E conomic Forum.  
He noted the following taxes would be g iven the most consideration by the Forum for 
forecasting:  T axpayer Collection A llowance – Sales and Use Tax and C igarette Tax, 
Insurance Premium Tax, Modified Business Tax, and Room Tax.  He said even though 
the Taxpayer Collection Allowance was on the major revenues list it actually was not a 
major item b ut w ould be t aken i nto co nsideration w hen d eveloping f orecasts for t he 
State 2%  Sales Tax and C igarette Tax.  Assembly B ill 6  o f the 2 6th Special S ession 
required t he I nsurance D ivision of  t he D epartment o f B usiness and I ndustry, no l ater 
than Ju ne 30 , 201 0, t o i mplement a pr ogram t o per form desk audits of t ax r eturns 
submitted by  i nsurance co mpanies w hen filing the Insurance Premium T ax returns.  
It was estimated the desk audits would generate an ad ditional $10 million in FY 2011.  
Budget D ivision and F iscal Analysis Division staff planned to work with the Insurance 
Division to determine whether the desk audits would be a source of ongoing sustainable 
revenue.  This issue would be t aken into account when the forecast was produced for 
the Insurance Premium Tax.  Mr. Guindon said the Modified Business Tax had already 
been discussed at the meeting, but he thought the forecasters and the Forum members 
would need to go through the provisions of the tax in a logical manner to determine the 
forecast.  Under the provisions of Initiative Petition 1 of the 2009 Regular Session, the 
Room Tax of up to 3% ( imposed in C lark and Washoe Counties) was to be collected 
and credited to the State General Fund through June 30, 2011.  The tax was ongoing 
under current l aw; how ever, t he t ax co llections beginning on Ju ly 1,  2011 , were t o 
be collected and cr edited t o t he S tate Supplemental S chool S upport F und f or 
K-12 Education.  A forecast for Room Tax would be prepared for FY 2011, but not for 
FY 2012 and FY 2013.   
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Listed on pages 176 through 178 were the non-major General Fund revenues affected 
by actions during the 25th Special Session, 2009 Regular Session and the 26th Special 
Session.  F orecasts must be  prepared for FY 2011,  FY 2012 and FY 2013 for t hese 
revenues.  He said certain stipulations imposed during these sessions would need to be 
taken into account when preparing the forecast for these particular revenues.  Typically, 
the Technical Advisory Committee produced a consensus forecast for these non-major 
revenue sources and provided it to the Forum for consideration and approval.  Finally, 
on page 179 were the non-major General Fund revenue sources, based on Legislative 
actions, for w hich no f orecast w as needed f or F Y 2012 an d F Y 2013;  how ever, a 
forecast for FY 2011 would be nec essary.  M r. Guindon sa id he wanted to make this 
information part of the public record and staff would make sure that these factors were 
considered as part o f t he f orecasts brought t o t he F orum at  t he se cond a nd t hird 
meetings. 
 
Mr. A lastuey t hanked M r. G uindon for t he l evel of  det ail pr ovided for t he F orum 
members and t o t he other forecasters.  H e r equested st reamlined information to be 
presented at the November 2010 meeting for the major revenues.  He thought many of 
the legislative act ions were ei ther non-major or  related to one-time events, sunsets or 
other act ions taken by the Legislature.  I f all of those revenue sources were removed 
just th e M odified Business Tax would b e l eft.  A t t he N ovember 201 0 meeting, he 
wanted to d iscuss Modified Business Tax in t erms o f the flow o f p ayroll pai d by  
employers that was the taxable base.  Mr. Alastuey stated that by concentrating on the 
different forecasts for t he t axable w age base , i t w ould m ake i t easi er t o dev elop a 
forecast for the Modified Business Tax.  Once a forecast for the taxable wage base had 
been developed by the Forum, then an appropriate factor could be applied to account 
for the reduction in the tax rate in FY 2012 and FY 2013. 
 
Chairman Restrepo agreed that the rate changes and collections were important, but he 
was also interested in the dr ivers of t he economy, which he ch aracterized as wages, 
visitation and consumer spending issues.  He said the health of those indicators would 
be dep endent upo n t he heal th o f t he financial or  t ax co llection i ndicators.  C hairman 
Restrepo inquired if the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) money went 
into the General Fund, or if it was allocated to various departments. 
 
Mr. Guindon said he might not be the most qualified person to answer that question.  
However, he n oted t hat ARRA funding information was not included in any of  t he 
Economic Forum materials nor was it on the agenda to be considered by the Economic 
Forum.  He sa id that ARRA funds were av ailable t o t he S tate and c ould be use d t o 
supplant General Fund revenue, but its interaction was on the expenditure side of the 
State’s budget rather than on the General Fund revenue side to be addressed by the 
Economic Forum.   
 
 
VII. REPORT AND DISCUSSION OF FY 2009 AND FY 2010 ACTUAL 

COLLECTIONS COMPARED TO FORECASTS BY THE ECONOMIC FORUM AT 
ITS DECEMBER 1, 2008, AND MAY 1, 2009, MEETINGS, INCLUDING 
ADJUSTMENTS FOR ACTIONS APPROVED BY THE LEGISLATURE. 
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A. Gaming Percentage Fee Tax 
B. Live Entertainment Tax - Gaming 
C. State 2% Sales Tax 
D. Insurance Premium Tax 
E. Modified Business Tax  

• Nonfinancial Institutions 
• Financial Institutions 

F. Real Property Transfer Tax 
G. Cigarette Tax 
H. Secretary of State Fees  
I. Room Tax  

 
Mr. G uindon s aid t he t ables st arting on page 181  o f the m eeting packe t ( Exhibit A

 

) 
showed actual collections versus the forecasts made by the Economic Forum and each 
of the other forecasters for the major General Fund revenue sources separately as well 
as for al l r evenue s ources.  The Economic Forum st arted pr oducing f orecasts in 
1994-1995 and during the second cycle of the Forum the members wanted to know how 
well they had forecast.  For information purposes, staff had since prepared tables to be 
presented at  t he first m eeting o f t he f all forecast cycle t o sh ow how  well the pr ior 
forecasts fared compared t o actual co llections.  He noted the t ables focused on t he 
December 1, 2008, and the May 1, 2009, forecasts of the major General Fund revenues 
produced by the Forum.   

Chairman Restrepo said it appeared the addition of FY 2008-09 was the only difference 
between Table 1 o n page 181 and Table 3 on page 193.  M r. Guindon said that was 
correct.  Table 1 showed the December 1 base year forecast for FY 2009, the one-year 
ahead f orecast f or FY 2010, and t hen i nformation for t hose s ame y ears from the 
May 1, 2009, forecast.  Further, he said the actual collections, the Forum’s forecast, and 
the forecast by forecaster were all listed on the tables.  Also, the dollar differences were 
computed as actual c ollections minus the forecast.  Fo r example, a posi tive num ber 
meant actual collections came in above forecast, and a negative number meant actual 
collections came in below the forecast.  The table also showed the percent difference 
relative to actual collections.  Mr. Guindon said the generally expected result was for the 
forecast error to go down as more actual collection information and information on the 
economy became available.  As previously discussed, only three to four months of the 
monthly data, and no quarterly data for the fiscal year being forecast, was known when 
forecasting in December, and much more information was available for the May forecast 
– eight t o nine months of t he monthly dat a and two q uarters for t he q uarterly dat a.  
Mr. Guindon noted the changes in tax laws from one fiscal year to the next made the 
process of compiling t he d ata for t he tables a co mplex exercise.  H e said staff u sed 
specific rules to make adjustments for the tax changes so the data in the tables were 
“apples-to-apples” comparisons.  Mr. Guindon sa id Table 2 , on page 185 (Exhibit A

  

), 
contained the same information as Table 1, but included data for every revenue source, 
not just the major sources. Table 2 , however, was only based on the May 1 f orecast, 
where Table 1 included both the December 1 and May 1 forecasts.   
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Mr. G uindon st ated t hat these t ables had bee n a co nsistent p art o f t he E conomic 
Forum’s forecast comparison and wanted to make sure the members understood how 
to i nterpret t he i nformation pr esented i n t hem.  H owever, i t was not n ecessary t o g o 
through the results of the tables in detail unless the members had specific questions to 
be addressed. 
 
 
VIII. REPORT AND DISCUSSION OF FY 2010 ACTUAL COLLECTIONS 

COMPARED TO FORECASTS APPROVED BY THE ECONOMIC FORUM AT 
ITS JANUARY 22, 2010, MEETING, INCLUDING ADJUSTMENTS FOR 
ACTIONS APPROVED BY THE LEGISLATURE. 

 
A. Gaming Percentage Fee Tax 
B. Live Entertainment Tax - Gaming 
C. State 2% Sales Tax 
D. Insurance Premium Tax 
E. Modified Business Tax  

• Nonfinancial Institutions 
• Financial Institutions 

F. Real Property Transfer Tax 
G. Cigarette Tax 
H. Secretary of State Fees 
I. Room Tax 

 
Mr. G uindon sa id t he most r elevant forecast co mparison information w as included i n 
Table 3 (Revised) (Exhibit D

 

), A ctual Co llections versus December 1,  20 08, 
May 1, 2009, and January 22, 2010, Forecasts by Forecaster for FY 2009-10, prepared 
by t he F iscal A nalysis Divi sion.  Table 3 was a compilation of forecasts for F Y 20 10 
from December 2008, May 2009 and January 2010, by the various forecasters, as well 
as actual co llection dat a.  The f orecasters included various agencies, the Fiscal 
Analysis Division, the Budget Divi sion, Global I nsight/Moody’s Analytics, and the 
Economic Forum.  Mr. Guindon explained that the Fiscal Analysis Division had to make 
adjustments to the forecasts, primarily the December 2008 forecasts, for those revenue 
sources impacted by  l egislative act ions approved dur ing t he 2009 R egular S ession 
and the 2 6th Special S ession.  U nless these adj ustments were m ade, t he forecast 
comparison across the different forecasts for that revenue source would not be on an  
“apples-to-apples” bas is.  T his result occurred because t he D ecember 2 008 forecast 
was developed based on cu rrent l aw in place at  t hat t ime, versus t he May 2009 an d 
January 2010 f orecasts that were a djusted for act ions approved dur ing t he 
2009 Regular Session and 26th Special Session. 

When the Forum produced t he May 2009 f orecast, much more ac tual co llection data 
was available to ut ilize for the basis of the forecast than had been in December 2008.  
Furthermore, when t he F orum pr oduced t he Ja nuary 201 0 forecast for F Y 2010 , 
additional actual collection dat a was available.  Using t he S ales an d U se Tax as an 
example, he  sa id t here was a reduction i n the forecast er ror from December t o May, 
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and i n January the F orum over f orecasted by appr oximately $2 5.5 million or  about 
3.4%.   
 
On pa ge 19 4 ( Exhibit A) were t wo shaded areas (green and orange) o n the table for 
Room Tax and S ecurities.  M r. G uindon sa id f orecasts were not  pr epared f or t hese 
revenues for t he timeframe shown; however, the correct am ounts had been inserted 
into the table to keep the error analysis balanced for the major revenue sources and the 
total General Fund.  The forecasts for the ten major revenues listed on  the bottom of 
page 194 (Exhibit A

 

), showed a reduction of forecast error from January to May.  Due to 
the eco nomy, he t hought i t was not su rprising t here w ere r elatively sig nificant ov er 
forecasting errors for the December and May forecasts; the errors appeared as negative 
numbers because t he f orecast w as much higher t han t he act ual r evenue r eceived.  
He thought t he Ja nuary 2010  forecasts were g ood new s as t he forecast er rors 
displayed i n t he t able co ntained more p ositive r ather t han n egative num bers.  F or 
example, t he major r evenues forecast accounted for ap proximately $58. 1 m illion or  
2.4% above the forecast.  All other General Fund revenues came in at $565.3 million, 
which was approximately $22.8 million above the forecast, or a 4% error.  Total actual 
General F und r evenues were $80. 9 m illion above the forecast f or a 2. 7% er ror.  
Mr. Guindon ex plained how  t he co mparison o f act ual G eneral F und r evenues to 
forecast played a r ole in the ending fund balance calculation for the state budget.  H e 
stated t hat k nowing act ual r evenue co llections were appr oximately $81 m illion ab ove 
the forecast would result in a p ositive impact on t he ending fund balance for FY 2010 
and the amount that could be b alanced forward to FY 2011.  I t was important to note 
that the General Fund revenues position was just one piece of the ending fund balance 
calculation as the elements of the expenditure side of the budget also had t o be taken 
account, especially in relation to the budget actions approved by the Legislature during 
the 2009 Regular Session and 26th Special Session. 

Mr. G uindon s aid Table 4  ( FY 200 8-09 a nd F Y 2 009-10 G eneral F und R evenue 
Forecast Error Comparison) on page 197 (Exhibit A

 

) provided the Budget Division and 
Fiscal Analysis Division with the most pertinent information relative to understanding the 
General Fund revenue position and its impact on the state’s budget position for FY 2009 
and FY 2010.  The table on page 197 showed that actual total General Fund revenue 
collections for FY 2009 were approximately $20.1 m illion below t he E conomic Forum 
May 1,  2009,  f orecast, w hich was the f inal of ficial forecast use d i n dev eloping t he 
budget for FY 2009.  Thus, the actual General Fund revenues for FY 2009 resulted in a 
negative i mpact o n t he F Y 2009 endi ng f und bal ance o f $ 20.1 m illion r elative t o t he 
projected amount.  The January 2010 forecast for FY 2010 for the total General Fund 
was the current f inal official est imate used in developing the budget for FY 2010.   A s 
discussed previously and shown on page 197, actual General Fund revenue collections 
for FY 2010 relative to the January 2010 forecast resulted in a positive impact on the 
ending fund balance. 

Chairman Restrepo asked if the $62 million Clean Water Coalition transfer was part of 
the F Y 2010 $8 0 m illion, an d M r. G uindon replied no.   H e ex plained t hat t he C lean 
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Water C oalition m oney was not di fferent from any ot her r evenue so urce, but i t w as 
projected money for FY 2011 and not part of the FY 2010 forecast.   
 
Mr. Guindon said he presented the tables so the members could see the results of the 
Forum f orecasts versus the act ual r evenue co llections.  H e w anted t o pr ovide an  
understanding on ho w t o r ead t he t able and i nterpret t he data.  I t w ould g ive t he 
members an idea of where the S tate was relative to where the Forum forecasted the 
State w ould be.   H e thought i t may help the m embers decide on a f orecast at the 
second and t hird meetings.  T his data was part of the Economic Forum’s process and 
the public record.   
 
 
IX. REPORT ON FORECAST ACCURACY BY FORECASTER FOR SELECTED 

REVENUES. 
 

A. Gaming Percentage Fee Tax 
B. Live Entertainment Tax - Gaming 
C. State 2% Sales Tax 
D. Insurance Premium Tax 
E. Modified Business Tax  

• Nonfinancial Institutions 
• Financial Institutions 

F. Real Property Transfer Tax 
G. Cigarette Tax 

 
Mr. G uindon said st arting on pag e 20 5 ( Exhibit A ) was a co mpilation o f dat a, which 
reported on forecast accuracy by each forecaster for selected major revenue sources.  
Turning to page 212, he explained the table displayed the Economic Forum’s forecast 
accuracy on a bi ennium basi s based on t he May 1 f orecasts prepared each forecast 
cycle.  Since actual co llections for F Y 20 11 o f t he 2009-11 bi ennium w ere n ot y et 
known, the analysis included in the tables covered data through the 2007-09 biennium 
that had just ended.  On page 215 was a listing of all the forecast periods in the report 
that made up the statistics for the chart on page 212.  Listed on the table on page 212 
was data on Sales Tax, which Mr. Guindon stated was the most pure revenue source 
because the State had not made any changes to the tax base and the 2% rate could not 
be changed by t he Le gislature w ithout a v ote o f t he p eople.  Other r evenue sources 
were subject to and affected by legislative action; however, since Sales Tax was not, it 
was easier to use for a frame of reference.  Based on the forecast errors over the seven 
biennia t hat t he E conomic Forum has prepared forecasts, t he S tate 2%  S ales Tax 
revenue has been over-forecast by an average of 0.7%.  The average percent forecast 
error was achieved by compiling a ll the forecasting errors over the seven biennia and 
then averaging them.  The average al lowed for t he negatives and posi tives to cancel 
each other out, so if there were a positive error of 3.0% in one biennium and a negative 
error o f 3.0% in the next biennium the average error over the two biennium would be 
0.0%.  M r. G uindon explained t he n umbers were co mpiled i n a ctual m inus forecast 
terms, so i f there was a positive number for the average percent forecast it meant on 
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average, over t hose seven bi ennia, the f orecaster tended t o un der f orecast.  I f the 
number was negative the forecaster over projected.  The summary table on page 212 
showed the average percent forecast errors and the absolute average percent forecast 
errors.  The average error tells what bias might be in the forecast, whether the forecast 
tended to be a bove or below the target on a verage.  T he absolute average error does 
not al low negative and posi tive forecast errors to cancel each other ou t.  In the pr ior 
example, w here t here w as a posi tive f orecast er ror o f 3.0% i n one biennium an d a  
negative 3.0% forecast error in the next biennium, the absolute average forecast error 
would be 3. 0%.  U sing an anal ogy of  sh ooting ar rows at a t arget, i f the person shot 
3 feet above the target and 3 feet below the target, then on average the person hit the 
target based on the average forecast error statistic.  However, the person never actually 
hit the target and the absolute average error indicates how close to the target one is on 
average in abso lute terms.  He thought i t was interesting that t he total General Fund 
revenues on average were 0.0%, which meant, on average, there was no bias in terms 
of under forecasting or over forecasting over the seven biennia since the inception of 
the E conomic Forum.  However, in abso lute t erms the forecasts were m issing by an 
average of 6.6%.  
 
On page 219 (Exhibit A

 

) were statistics for the average error and average absolute error 
in percent terms and dollar amount for each of the five major General Fund revenues.  
In ad dition, t he av erage and absolute average g rowth f orecast error was listed.  
Page 220 showed statistics for the total of the five major revenues, which counted for 
about 76% of the General Fund revenues on average.  Beginning on page 221, were 
statistics for each one  of t he f orecasts back to FY 1994-95.  Using Sales Tax as an 
example, M r. G uindon t hought t he forecasts for one an d t wo y ears ahead w ere 
consistent until larger forecasts were shown for FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05, indicating 
a stronger increase in the economy than was estimated.  During that period, the Forum 
significantly under forecast sales tax revenue.  P age 222 showed the incorporation of 
the one y ear ahead forecast i n F Y 2007 -08 and t he t wo y ears ahead f orecast in 
FY 2008-09 where dramatic over forecasting was evident.  M r. Guindon said staff had 
an expectation of what the statistics would show for this timeframe; however, not  until 
the table was actually compiled was it clear how bad the statistics really were for those 
periods.  Finally, on page 205 was a comparison of average error and absolute average 
error statistics for Sales Tax and G aming, which were the two biggest major General 
Fund revenue sources, and the total General Fund.  The difference between this same 
report pr ovided t o t he m embers in O ctober 2008 and t he st atistics presented at  this 
meeting was in the two years ahead forecast column under Sales Tax.  Two years prior, 
without knowing the actual revenues for FY 2009 t he Forum under f orecast by  about 
3.6% or  $28. 5 m illion.  By addi ng one obse rvation t o t he 200 9 statistics, the F orum 
switched to over forecasting by 2% or $18.3 million average.  B ased on k nown Sales 
Tax information for that one year, the table showed in absolute terms the forecast error 
went from 5.7% to 10% absolute error when the FY 2009 data was added.   

Ms. R osenthal aske d how  m uch t he S tate pai d for t he G lobal I nsight f orecast.  
Mr. Guindon said the State was no longer under contract with Global Insight, but now 
contracted with Moody’s Analytics.  He thought the State paid approximately $5,000 per 

20



year for the Sales Tax and Gaming forecasts.  In addition, the State also contracted with 
Moody’s Analytics to produce national and state economic forecasts; however, the cost 
was shared four ways with different state agencies that share the forecast information. 
 
 
X. PRESENTATION OF HISTORICAL TAXABLE SALES AND GAMING MARKET  

STATISTICS. 
 
Mr. G uindon sa id t he pr esentation of hi storical t axable sa les and g aming m arket 
statistics would provide the Economic Forum with information to consider in building the 
preliminary forecasts at its November meeting.  
 
Mr. G uindon sa id t he taxable sa les ch arts b eginning on page 2 51 o f Exhibit A

 

, were 
identical to the ones presented to the Economic Forum at its January 22, 2010, meeting 
except t hey ha d been u pdated t o i nclude t he a dditional ac tual dat a r eported si nce 
January 2010.   H e n oted the peak collection p oint w as April 2007,  followed by  a  
dramatic drop i n l ate 20 08.  F rom N ovember 2 008 t o N ovember 20 09, t here w ere 
13 consecutive m onths of double-digit neg ative decl ines, w hich w as the information 
considered in preparing the forecast in January 2010.   

Mr. G uindon sa id t he charts were updat ed t o i nclude i nformation through Ju ne 2010.  
He noted that the Department of Taxation had since released numbers for July, which 
were up abo ut 4% compared to J uly 2009,  ev en a fter acc ounting f or a mnesty 
collections.  He would send updated charts to the members after the meeting.  He noted 
the 12-month moving average was also displayed in the charts and explained that each 
point showed the average for that month and the preceding 11 months.   
 
Mr. Guindon said the red l ine represented the percent changed f rom the same month 
one y ear ag o.  H e s aid t he ch art sh owed some stabilization oc curring i n st atewide 
taxable sa les, which could mean the decline was bottoming out .  From A pril 2007 t o 
June 2010, 35 out of 39 months posted negative growth.  I f not for amnesty collections 
and other ano malous factors, negative g rowth w ould hav e be en posted i n 3 7 o f the 
39 months.   
 
Ms. Rosenthal asked i f one more month of data would be av ailable for the November 
meeting.  M r. Guindon sa id that was correct.  The roll for the sa les tax numbers was 
completed by  t he D epartment o f Taxation j ust be fore t he N ovember m eeting.  
Two months of FY 2011 sa les tax co llections would be kn own at  that t ime, and three 
months of sales tax collections would be available for the December meeting. 
 
Chairman Restrepo asked if the three months of sales collections were July, August and 
September and Mr. Guindon replied that was correct.   
 
Ms. R osenthal ask ed about  g aming t ax num bers.  M r. G uindon sa id one ad ditional 
month o f i nformation would be av ailable f or t he N ovember m eeting for a  to tal of 
three months available, and four months would be available for the December meeting.  
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In addition, one full quarter’s worth of  information would be available at the December 
meeting for t he q uarterly t axes such as Modified Business Tax, I nsurance P remium 
Tax, and Real Property Transfer Tax. 
 
Mr. M addox aske d i f t he d ata c ontained ou tliers that di d no t ap pear t o b e r elated t o 
underlying business activity.  He observed that July utilities for Clark County grew from 
$300,000 t o $ 20 million; t elecommunications dou bled from $ 20 million t o $50 million; 
and real estate went from -$44 million to $5 million.  H e noted that those three factors 
accounted for all of the growth in Clark County.  He wanted to make sure there was no 
confusion that there was 5% economic growth.  
 
Mr. G uindon ag reed with Mr. Maddox t hat t he taxable sa les figures should be shown 
without anomalies.  H e explained that a ut ility company may have purchased a l arge 
piece of equipment that affected the sales tax numbers, which could not be considered 
as sustainable underlying economic activity.   
 
Mr. Guindon said there seemed to be signs that things were turning.  He would not say 
there was a recovery, but  the economy m ight have reached i ts low po int.  It w as not 
going to be easy  for the Economic Forum or the forecasters to determine whether the 
decline in the economy had reached the bot tom, and i f so , how long i t would remain 
there.   
 
Chairman Restrepo asked Mr. G uindon to footnote and ex tract any special events or 
outliers from t he nor mal co llection cy cle so  t hat t here w as no m isunderstanding.  
Mr. Guindon said the spikes in the charts showed areas that might require explanation.  
It was his intent that the charts be updated with July and August numbers.  He did not 
plan to go over the charts in the second and third meetings unless the members had 
questions that could be explained by the charts.   
 
Mr. Guindon said the 12-month moving average through June 2010 crossed a t about 
April 200 4.  H e s aid that might b e an  i ndication t he decline ha d st abilized ne ar t he 
bottom.  The annual average of  taxable sa les was at a l evel near what was collected 
six years ago.  H e s aid t he peak w as around April 2 007.  I n t he 3 6 months from 
April 2004 to April 2007, the level o f taxable sa les changed from $3.1 bi llion to about 
$4.1 billion.  Around April 1997, the tax base was around $2 billion.  In seven years, the 
base g rew b y about  $ 1 bi llion.  F rom A pril 200 7 t o Ju ne 201 0, t he l evel decl ined t o 
around $3.1 billion.  He noted it took about seven years from 1997 to 2004 for the base 
to rise $1 bi llion.  I t took three years from 2004 to 2007 to grow another $1 bi llion, and 
then three years to lose that $1 billion.  He wondered if the State’s economy was truly at 
the bottom, what would happen going forward?  Would the $1 billion to the tax base be 
regained in the next three-years, seven-years, or some period between these two? 
 
Moving to page 252 of Exhibit A, Mr. Guindon said Clark County’s pattern looked much 
like t he S tate’s pattern, because i t made u p 74%  t o 75%  of st atewide t axable sa les.  
About $7 00 million of t he $1  bi llion l ost f rom t he peak to t he “ trough” w as in 
Clark County.  H e said Washoe County accounted for about 13% to 14% of statewide 
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taxable sales (page 253).  In Washoe County there was some indication of an inflection 
point, because the level was decreasing at a slower rate, but it did not appear to have 
flattened, even after the July numbers were added.   
 
Mr. Guindon said that Carson C ity made up  about 2% o f the statewide taxable sa les 
(page 25 4), but obv iously t he smaller local g overnments h ad to de al w ith so me of 
the same sa les t ax c ollection i ssues as Clark and Washoe C ounties.  T he peak in 
Carson City was in 2006,  and collections had fallen ever since.  There was a bi t of a 
sign that it may have flattened, but the June numbers changed the 12-month average, 
and the addition of July collections did not help much. 
 
Turning t o pag e 255, M r. G uindon sa id D ouglas County onl y acco unted for ab out 
1.5% of statewide taxable sales.  There is some indication of an inflection point in the 
taxable sales, but it was not clear.   
 
Mr. Guindon noted that a major casino opened in Clark County at the end of 2009, and 
some of t he i ncrease i n t axable sa les in Clark County co uld b e due t o t hat ca sino 
drawing visitors.  H e obse rved t hat the v isitor nu mbers were a l ittle hi gher, but t he 
visitors were not spending as much as they had in the past.   
 
Mr. Guindon said Elko County accounted for about 3% of total statewide taxable sales, 
and peaked at t he sa me t ime as Clark County i n 20 07 ( page 256).  H owever, t he 
decline in Elko County was not as dramatic as in the rest of the State due to the area’s 
mining activity.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id N ye C ounty m ade u p 1% o f s tatewide t axable sa les.  When 
Clark County was booming, Nye County grew as a “bedroom community.”  H e not ed 
that statewide taxable sales in Nye County continued to decline (page 257). 
 
Mr. Guindon said page 258 of Exhibit A

 

 showed taxable sales for the rest of the State, 
which f ollowed t he pa ttern of the i ncrease i n t axable sa les w hen t he ec onomy w as 
doing very well, then a decline.  He said that although those counties did not make up a 
large percentage of the State’s taxable sales, the local governments depended on sales 
tax revenue for their budgets.   

Mr. M artin aske d w hether co mpliance e fforts in co llecting t he sa les tax r evenue ha d 
changed over t ime.  H e aske d i f t he D epartment of Taxation ha d become m ore 
aggressive, or whether there had been more compliance audits to make sure bars and 
restaurants were reporting correctly.   
 
Mr. Guindon said that issue arose when the Department of Taxation budget was heard 
by the money committees.  He said Department of Taxation staff would need t o speak 
on the issue; however, there was no Taxation staff in attendance.  He said for budget 
reduction purposes, the Director o f the Department o f Taxation may have to consider 
making adj ustments to t he nu mber of a uditors first r elative t o st aff who deal t di rectly 
with taxpayers on a daily basis.   
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Mr. Guindon said there was a piece of legislation passed in the 2009 Regular Session 
that r equired r evenue co llecting ag encies to r eport t o t he L egislature w hat w as due 
versus what w as collected.  H e w ould pr ovide t hat r eport to the E conomic Forum 
members.  H e noted the co llection rate was very high.  M r. Guindon sa id businesses 
collected sales tax directly from the customer, and remitted that collection to the State.  
It would be o f major concern to the legislators if the tax co llected was not paid to the 
State.  He explained that when the Department of Taxation was aware of that, an audit 
was performed.  I f c ompliance i ssues were found, penalty and  i nterest co uld b e 
imposed.   
 
Chairman R estrepo a sked for t he c ollection r ate.  Mr. G uindon sa id the r evenue 
collecting departments reported the percentage due based on the information reported 
by the businesses, versus what was paid to the State.  There could be revenue that was 
collected by the t axpayer, but  n ot r emitted t o t he S tate o r r eported by  t he busi ness.  
He said i t w as difficult t o i dentify busi nesses that did no t accurately report sa les tax 
collections.  The D epartment of Taxation c ompared I nternal R evenue S ervice f ilings 
with Modified Business Tax and sales tax filings to identify those businesses.   
 
Moving on to the breakdown of taxable sales by North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS) categories, Mr. Guindon said 17 major categories accounted for 80% 
to 82%  of t he t otal statewide taxable s ales.  H e w ould present 11 of t hose 
17 categories, wh ich accounted for 60%  t o 62%  o f t he G eneral F und r evenues.  
Page 259 of  Exhibit A

 

 showed statewide taxable sa les for food s ervice and dr inking 
places, which accounted for 15% to 17% of total taxable sales statewide.  H e said the 
peak and the decline in this category was not surprising.  H e noted in ear ly 2010 the 
revenue appeared to stabilize.  He did not know how much of that stabilization was due 
to the new casino opening in Southern Nevada, as opposed to an i mprovement in the 
economy.   

Mr. Guindon said page 260 showed motor vehicle and parts dealers, which accounted 
for about 9% of total statewide taxable sales.  H e said that the Car Allowance Rebate 
System, known as "cash for clunkers" and other incentives from dealerships resulted in 
an increase in collections, but for the latest month collections had declined.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id g eneral m erchandise acco unted for ap proximately 10%  of  t otal 
taxable sales, and had not experienced quite the level of  fall off as some of the other 
categories.  O bviously, t he h oliday sa les periods were peaks , b ut t hose peak l evels 
were st eadily f alling off.  I t w ould be v ery interesting t o di scover at  t he M ay 201 1 
meeting what was produced by the 2010 holiday sales in this economic environment.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id act ivity in t he cl othing and cl othing acce ssories category, which 
accounted for about 7% of total taxable sales, revealed underlying consumer behavior.  
He obs erved a dramatic fall i n D ecember 20 08, an d a sm all r ecovery i n 
December 2009, which bottomed out, then started to return.   
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Mr. Guindon said accommodations accounted for about 5% of taxable sales (page 264, 
Exhibit A

 

).  He said this category had the most dramatic turnaround in 12-month moving 
average, but the past month’s collections caused that to flatten out.   

Mr. G uindon sa id food an d bev erage sa les was not a bi g c ategory ( page 265) , 
accounting for about 4%.  The level had been declining, but not as dramatically as some 
of the other categories.  He noted prices were not rising as they had been, which had an 
effect on the taxable base.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id building m aterials – approximately 4%  of  t axable sa les – had 
experienced a continued decline, but the decline had begun to stabilize.  The building 
materials category could be tied to the housing market, foreclosures, and the availability 
of credit.   
 
Mr. Guindon said page 269 showed taxable sales for electronics and appliance stores, 
and was an indicator of what was going on with the consumers.  He said the category 
had been doing well, then flattened out, and recently turned back a bi t.  The category 
accounted for about 3 .6% of t otal t axable sales.  He was surprised that t he category 
had stabilized, considering what was going on in the economy, and he wondered if that 
activity could be sustained.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id pa ge 273 sh owed f urniture and h ome f urnishings, w hich w as 
obviously tied to the housing market.  The category showed a relatively dramatic decline 
and there appeared to be some bottoming out in late 2009.  This category accounted for 
about 2% of taxable sales.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id sp ecialty t rade co ntractors (page 27 1) w as a small ca tegory t hat 
accounted for 2%  to 3% o f t axable sa les.  H e di d n ot se e an i nflection poi nt i n t he 
decline, but the rate of decrease had changed.  
 
Mr. G uindon sa id t he co nstruction o f buildings category taxable sa les pattern w as 
similar t o t he sp ecialty t rade co ntractors category i n t hat t he r ate o f decrease h ad 
changed a bit (page 274).  This category accounted for 1% of taxable sales. 
 
Mr. G uindon s aid h e would updat e t he ch arts as new dat a w as available, an d t he 
material w ould b e made available t o t he members of t he Economic Forum and t he 
public, but would not be reviewed at future meetings unless the members had questions 
that could be explained by the charts.   
 
Chairman R estrepo r eported t hat ac ademic research had revealed a paradox o f t he 
housing collapse – people who walked away from their mortgages and were foreclosed 
on had more cash to spend on co nsumer goods.  H e thought this might be a f actor in 
stabilizing the retail market, and thus have an impact on sales tax revenue.   
 
Mr. Guindon continued on to the topic of monthly and quarterly gaming market statistics 
(page 277, Exhibit A).  He explained that the Gaming Percentage Fee Tax was made up 
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of several parts that played a role in the forecast, including the estimated fee adjustment 
(EFA), credit play.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id t he ch art on  pag e 277 sh owed t otal Gaming P ercentage F ee 
collections and collections from Taxable G aming R evenue ( TGR).  T he difference 
between the two was that, under the law, a casino pre-paid its Gaming Percentage Fee 
Tax three months’ in advance.  Each month there was a payment based on TGR, and a 
“true-up” pay ment t o adjust th e p re-payment o f t hree m onths’ prior.  T his true-up 
mechanism is referred to as the estimated fee adjustment or EFA.   
 
Mr. Guindon noted the monthly charts showed the monthly variance in the TGR and the 
EFA.  H e ex plained t hat t he G aming C ontrol B oard r eported t otal per centage fee 
collections on a monthly basis.  T he forecasters considered the EFA and credit play to 
clarify what was underlying business, and to separate anomalies that occurred due to 
how the Gaming Percentage Fee Tax was paid and collected.  
 
Moving to Table 4M (page 278, Exhibit A

 

) Mr. Guindon said the State’s non-restricted 
gaming l icensees r eported the q uarterly t otal w in t o t he G aming C ontrol B oard eac h 
month, which was the starting point for ca lculating TGR.  The di fference between the 
two was attributable primarily to credit play.  Under the gaming tax law, credit extended 
was not taxable until it was collected.  Every month, the casinos issued credit.  Some of 
the credit was repaid within the reporting period, some was repaid for prior periods, and 
some was not repaid within the period.  The tax rate is applied to TGR and not total win, 
based on the treatment of credit issued and collected.   

Mr. Guindon said he reviewed the monthly data, but forecasted based on the quarterly 
data.  He pointed out that Table 1Q (page 279) and Table 1M (page 277) contained the 
same da ta, but for t he q uarter a nd t he month, r espectively.  H e not ed t hat r egular 
spikes occurred due to seasonal activity, for example, the New Year’s holiday.  He said 
credit play affected the difference between total win and TGR, but it also influenced the 
EFA.  H e sa id t he EFA ha d been a  r elatively i mportant p art of t he forecast i n t he 
previous cycle.  A lthough the EFA had been negative for the past three fiscal years, i t 
grew f rom -$33 m illion to -$8 million, w hich w as a positive $26 m illion sw ing in  t he 
amount of collections from one year to the next.   
 
Mr. Guindon said Table 3Q on page 281 showed the actual quarter-to-quarter EFA and 
the cumulative behavior of the series for each fiscal year.  The table showed a pattern in 
the EFA in that the cumulative total declined over the last two fiscal years.   
 
Mr. Guindon said Table 4Q on page 282 showed total win and taxable gaming revenue.  
He said the table was comparable to Table 4M, but differed in that it showed interaction 
of credit extended and collected within the quarter, instead of on a monthly basis.   
 
Mr. G uindon s aid Table 6Q  o n pag e 2 84 sh owed t he ratio o f TGR to t otal w in.  
The table co mpared t he q uarter-to-quarter ratio w ith t he f iscal y ear cu mulative r atio.  
The table showed a decline in the first quarter due to the Christmas and New Year’s 
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holidays, which tended to be a period of very high credit issued.  The credit extended 
during that period was often not repaid in that quarter.  He noted that collections fell in 
the first quarter of FY 2010, and recovered some, but the average ratio for FY 2010 was 
only about  9 3%.  O n average, the co llection r atio ha d be en around 96 %, which was 
very good considering the amount of credit that was extended by the gaming industry.   
 
Mr. Guindon said Table 7Q showed the tax rate (page 285), or the Gaming Percentage 
Fee co llections from TGR divided by  the TGR.  T he dramatic shift i n 2003 and 2004 
was due t o t he L egislature r aising t he g aming t ax r ate by  0. 5%.  H e n oted t hat t he 
monthly gaming tax rate was three tiered: a rate of 4.5% was applied to taxable gaming 
revenue up t o $50,000, 5. 5% on t he nex t $84, 000, and 6.75% on any amount ov er 
$134,000.   
 
Mr. Guindon said the slot win was made up of activity from slots – or electronic gaming 
devices – and table games.  H e explained that modern slots machines were di fferent 
devices than older slot machines.  Slot win changed dramatically with the advent of the 
“ticket in, t icket out” (TITO) machines, because those slots allowed multiple games on 
one device.  He noted the devices were run from central servers now rather than from 
an operating system within each machine.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id Table 10Q  ( page 28 8, Exhibit A

 

) sh owed t otal st atewide sl ot w in 
and Clark County accounted for about 81% to 82% of the total statewide slot win.  The 
Las Vegas Strip alone accounted for about 40% of statewide slot win.  He said that slot 
win had been i ncreasing its share of the market, but since about FY 2009, slot win had 
contracted co mpared t o t able gam es, decl ining f rom 67% to 64%  o f t he m arket.  
The percentage o f slot win to total w in in C lark County was about 62%.  H e sa id the 
Las Vegas Strip was the onl y area i n the S tate where t he split be tween slot win and 
table game win was nearly 50% t o 50%.  M ost o f th e other m arkets were 80%  t o 
90% slot win, a percent of each markets total win.   

Mr. Guindon explained the amount of wagering at the slots was called “coin-in.”  He said 
that Table 10Q  s howed t hat sl ot w in had decl ined dramatically, and t here w as no 
indication that the decline was stabilizing.  More dramatic was Table 11Q (page 289), 
which sh owed co in-in, or  t he a mount of w agering t hat occu rred, which sh owed ev en 
less of a turning point.  The number of visitors was rising, but the amount wagered per 
visitor had not returned to previous levels.  The returning visitors did not have the same 
budget for wagering as observed historically.   
 
Mr. Guindon said Table 13Q on page 291 s howed the ratio of slot win to slot co in-in.  
This was the hold from the industry point of view.  T here was a significant increase in 
hold in early 2000s  due to the addition o f t he TITO machines.  The average hold on 
those machines was higher, so  the rate increased.  The average rate was starting to 
flatten out, play was not stabilizing, and less was being held.  If the coin-in continued to 
fall, there would be double negative impact on slot win.   
 

27



Mr. G uindon said Table 14Q  ( page 2 92) sh owed t he num ber of  sl ot m achines 
statewide.  H e sa id t he pe ak was in 2001 , and h ad fallen ev er si nce.  T here w ere 
bumps in the numbers when new casinos opened, but almost immediately afterward the 
number of slots fell.  He said the industry was searching for equilibrium in the number of 
devices, given the demand.  He described the TITO devices as multiple game devices 
on which a player could select from any number of games.  Therefore, the casinos did 
not need as many machines on the casino floor.  Interestingly, the quarterly slot tax and 
annual slot tax were tied to the number of devices.  He noted the quarterly slot tax was 
a General Fund revenue.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id Table 15Q  ( page 29 3) sh owed t he pr oductivity of  t he dev ices by 
dividing sl ot win by  t he nu mber o f devices to cr eate a w in per  sl ot m achine st atistic.  
The pr oductivity of  t he d evices fell dr amatically, but  t here might be  an  i ndication of 
some stabilization in the recent numbers.   
 
Mr. G uindon s aid t able g ames, s uch as craps, b accarat, 21, r oulette, an d pai  g ow 
poker, were more difficult to forecast.  The two larger counties made up about 92% of 
the statewide gaming win for table games: Clark County made up 84% to 85% percent, 
and Washoe County made up 7% to 8%.   
 
Regarding Table 18Q, table games win (page 296) , Mr. Guindon said the amount fell 
dramatically, but had been strong in the last two quarters.  He said if the upturn was not 
anomalous, the strength in table games could boost the overall forecast.  He explained 
that table games were very high-end, and in some months or quarters there could be a 
phenomenal level of wagering (or drop).   
 
Mr. G uindon s aid the hol d p ercent, w hich was the r atio o f w in t o dr op, had b een 
relatively stable around 14.5%, then fell dramatically.  H e did not have an explanation 
for that decline.  Table 22Q showed a falloff in the number of table games (page 300).  
He supposed that the falloff was driven by reduced demand.  He said the win per table 
game on Table 23Q showed a run up and fall off, with a l ittle bit of bounce back in the 
last couple of quarters (page 301).  Table 24Q (page 302) showed the drop improving, 
which affected the hold.   
 
Mr. G uindon t old t he members that the tables would be u pdated and distributed, b ut 
not discussed at  future m eetings of t he E conomic Forum.  He not ed other m onthly 
tables were p osted on t he State of N evada E conomic Forum section of t he 
Nevada Legislature’s website (www.leg.state.nv.us).  He asked the members to contact 
him with any questions on the tables. 
 
Chairman Restrepo asked the Economic Forum members if they had a preference as to 
the level of detail provided on the sales tax and gaming tables.   
 
Mr. A lastuey sa id the historical ch arts sh owing t he variance between pr ojections an d 
actuals had been covered, and did not need to be discussed further, particularly since 
there were no pr ojections to be made at this meeting.  H e concurred with Mr. Maddox 
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that outliers representing substantial variances from one collection period to another in 
sales tax should be identified.  He appreciated the detail shown on the cyclical nature of 
the EFA.  H e thought that Mr. Guindon and Ms. Rogers had a fair sense of what the 
Economic Forum members wanted.   
 
Chairman Restrepo asked that the sales tax numbers be presented as a total number at 
future m eetings, and t he m embers would then ask questions o n sp ecific ca tegories.  
In addition, the gaming data should be presented on request.  He said it was important 
to understand the underlying economic drivers.  While it might appear that the economy 
was reaching some so rt o f stabilization, he  was not convinced that t he economy had 
reached t he bo ttom o f t he decline.  H e e mphasized t hat o utliers, su ch as one-time 
special events, should be footnoted and extracted so as not to give a false reading.   
 
Mr. M addox r equested t hat t he sa les t ax p resentation focus on the l ast si x m onths.  
He said data from 2005 to 2008 was from a different world.  I n addition, he s uggested 
that baccarat be forecast s eparately.  M r. M addox noted that ov er t he previous 
12 months, baccarat play was up 46%, for $350 million of additional gaming win on a  
base o f $ 10.2 billion.  H e explained, i f t hat had no t occu rred, g aming r evenue would 
have ex perienced a double l oss, and w ould hav e been down 8% ov er the l ast 
12 months.  The baccarat act ivity was due to v isitors from C hina, and  no thing el se.  
To include bacca rat i n t he dat a a nd t hink that t hat t rend w ould co ntinue w ould be a  
mistake.  H e asked the forecasters to report on w hat was expected of Asian business 
and domestic business separately.  H e noted that in Ju ly, gaming revenue was down 
5%, but baccarat was up 10%.  Separating baccarat from the other table games was a 
good indicator of what was going on in terms of tourists coming from the United States.  
It was hard t o pr edict what was going t o happ en i n A sia, but t hose economies were 
leveling off.   
 
Mr. M addox sa id dom estic business for sl ots and o ther t able g ames was down 
significantly.  He noted that the price of airfare had r isen significantly, and visitors were 
spending less because they had t o pay more to t ravel to Las Vegas.  T he visitors did 
not have as much money in their pockets, and that trend did not appear to be changing.   
 
Chairman Restrepo asked for more information on r atios that were very specific to the 
gaming industry.  He said using the same metrics the gaming industry used to measure 
what was happening on a per visitor basis was very important.  He asked that the charts 
be co nverted to p er v isitor, per  j ob, per  p opulation t o se t c ontext.  H e ag reed with 
Mr. Maddox t hat bacc arat sh ould be ex tracted from t he d omestic num ber beca use i t 
tended to swing dramatically.  
 
Mr. Maddox added that baccarat revenue made up $1.1 billion of the $10.2 billion total.  
The baccarat r evenue was a result of  only a couple hundred v isitors and t o a dd t hat 
$1.1 billion to the visitor count distorted the math completely.  I t was better to remove 
the bacc arat r evenue, and r emove 200 v isitors, t o pr ovide an “apples-to-apples” 
comparison for domestic win per visit, and get  a bet ter sense of what was going on i n 
the United States.   
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XI. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ECONOMIC 
FORUM’S USE OF MOODY’S ECONOMY.COM AS A PRIVATE FORECAST 
SERVICE. 

 
Mr. G uindon sa id historically, t he E conomic Forum had a national f orecasting f irm 
provide national and state outlooks as an independent neutral party outside of the State 
of Nevada.  F or the December 2008 and May 2009 meetings, G lobal Insight was the 
firm un der co ntract w ith t he B udget D ivision an d F iscal Analysis Division t o provide 
national a nd st ate economic forecasts.  Thus, i t w as Global I nsight t hat p articipated 
during those Forum meetings and provided their sales tax and g aming percentage fee 
tax f orecasts to the Forum for consideration.  I n t he summer o f 2009, a ch ange was 
made to Moody’s Analytics to provide the national and state economic forecasts to the 
Budget D ivision and  t he F iscal Analysis Division as well as provide sales tax 
and gaming percentage fee tax forecasts.  Mr. Guindon reminded the members of the 
Forum t hat M oody’s generated a sa les t ax f orecast t hat w as provided t o t he 
Economic Forum at its January 2010 meeting. 
 
Mr. Guindon asked the Economic Forum members whether they would like for Moody’s 
to present sales and gaming forecasts to the Forum at  the November and December 
meetings.  He noted that Moody’s was under contract with the Budget Division and the 
Fiscal Analysis Division, and was paid to produce the forecasts, but those forecasts did 
not have to be presented to or considered by the Economic Forum.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the notion of having a par ty outside of the Executive and Leg islative 
Branch i nvolved i n forecasting w as reasonable i n a  g eneral se nse.  H e r ecalled t hat 
Global I nsight’s presenter w as asked a nu mber of q uestions as t o t he co nnection 
between t he nat ional forecast a nd ci rcumstances specific to N evada.  C ertainly, t he 
Nevada market was national and international, and the outside reviewer’s observations 
might be valuable, but he sensed that particular line of questioning was not as beneficial 
as expected.  First, there needed to be a view from outside of the State.  Second, there 
should be an effort on the part of that entity to interpret the information based on the 
specific situation in Nevada.  T hird, Moody’s did not  provide major revenue forecasts, 
nor did it provide a representative to present the information to the Economic Forum at 
its January 2010 meeting.   
 
Mr. Guindon said the Budget Division and Fiscal Analysis Division staff gave Moody’s 
the un derstanding t hat t he Ja nuary 2010 meeting w as not a t ypical m eeting o f t he 
Economic Forum.  Moody’s did not present its forecasts in January 2010 because that 
meeting was outside o f t he normal forecasting c ycle.  M oody’s would be available t o 
present its forecasts to the Economic Forum for the upcoming meetings, if requested by 
the members. 
 
Mr. M addox sa id he ex pected M oody’s to present t he n ational f orecast a nd a v ery 
specific Nevada forecast to the Economic Forum.  He asked whether Mr. Guindon and 
Ms. R ogers worked w ith Moody’s on t heir f orecast, or  w hether t he f orecast w as 
completely independent.   
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Ms. Rogers replied that Moody’s was contracted for two presentations of both a national 
forecast and Nevada forecast to the Economic Forum.  In addition, the Budget Division 
requested that Moody’s present its sales and gaming forecast to the Economic Forum.  
Moody’s would make as many presentations as the Economic Forum requested.  S he 
said for $5,000 per fiscal year, Moody’s was contracted to present twice: once in the fall 
of 2009 and once in the spring of 2010, and to provide quarterly forecasts for sales and 
gaming.  S he sa id t hat M oody’s had no t l ived up t o the bargain, and  t hus agreed t o 
make a dditional pr esentations to t he E conomic Forum.  M s. R ogers said sh e co uld 
arrange for Moody’s to present at each of the meetings of the Economic Forum if that 
was requested.  
 
Mr. Maddox clarified that he did not expect Moody’s to present at each meeting, but if 
there was a Moody’s forecast presented, a representative f rom Moody’s should be in 
attendance and prepared to answer any questions.   
 
Ms. Rosenthal aske d f or the f orecast-to-actual data f or the ex ternal f orecaster to be  
tracked separately as to whether the forecast had been prepared by Global Insight or 
Moody’s.  Mr. G uindon sa id t hat t he i nformation w ould be sh own se parately i n t he 
tables.   
 
Chairman R estrepo was uncertain as to whether M oody’s could pr ovide a bet ter 
forecast of gaming win and sales tax than the forecasters at the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas (UNLV) and the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR).  The national data was 
important, but t he v alue o f t hat d ata at t he st ate l evel w as limited.  The S tate w as 
already co ntracted w ith M oody’s to pr ovide t he i nformation, s o t hey sh ould co me to 
present their forecasts and be prepared to answer questions.  H e recalled there were 
some i ssues between t he S tate and M oody’s due t o t he co ntract w ith t he I nterim 
Finance Committee’s Subcommittee to C onduct a  R eview of  N evada’s Revenue 
Structure, and the Nevada Vision Stakeholders Group.  H e asked i f the two contracts 
were separate, and whether the Moody’s staff were the same. 
 
Mr. G uindon s aid t he t wo co ntracts w ere s eparate.  The i ssue b etween t he Interim 
Finance Committee’s Subcommittee to C onduct a  R eview of  N evada’s Revenue 
Structure and Moody’s was not germane to the Economic Forum, so he w ould not go 
into detail.  T here was some overlap of the Moody’s personnel providing services, but 
that w as not su rprising, co nsidering t he se rvices being co ntracted for bot h r elate 
to Nevada.  M r. G uindon cl arified t hat t he M oody’s contract was not onl y f or t he 
Economic Forum.  The State of Nevada contracted with the national forecaster because 
the Budget Division and Fiscal Analysis Division staff had responsibilities other than the 
Economic Forum.  M oody’s provided t imely upd ated i nformation on a  m onthly basi s.  
There w as a nee d for t he na tional and s tate forecast t o be provided by  an o utside 
consultant.  M r. Guindon sa id t hat t he E conomic Forum m embers would be pr ovided 
with an ex ecutive summary f rom Moody’s.  H e and M s. Rogers would make sure that 
Moody’s was clear on the need for a representative to appear to present the material to 
the members of the Economic Forum, and be prepared to answer questions about the 
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national, state and international economic outlook, as well as questions about how the 
sales and gaming forecasts were produced.   
 
Mr. G uindon sa id t hat r epresentatives from t he private se ctor might have a bet ter 
feel for w hat w as happening i n t he economy t han the public sector employees.  
He noted that Mr. Maddox had access to information that he and Ms. Rogers did not 
with regard to spending by visitors from China.  He said that if he had a data series with 
that information he w ould incorporate that into his forecast.  Without that data, he w as 
speculating.   
 
Chairman Restrepo requested that Moody’s send the chief author who was involved in 
the analysis to present the forecast to the Economic Forum.  Mr. Guindon said he would 
review the contract as to whether the State could make that request.  O therwise, that 
point could be considered when the contract was renegotiated.   
 
 
XII. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING OUTSIDE 

REVIEWERS VOLUNTARILY PROVIDING INFORMATION TO THE 
ECONOMIC FORUM. 

 
Mr. Guindon said three or  four cycles ago, there was a request that voluntary outside 
reviewers examine the forecasts prepared by the Executive and Leg islative Branches, 
and pr ovide co mments, or  f orecasts of t heir ow n.  H e sa id t hat st aff pr ovided t he 
Economic Forum’s preliminary f orecast from t he se cond meeting t o t he r eviewers, 
who then r esponded with co mments, a nd i n so me ca ses, t heir ow n f orecasts.  This 
information w ould b e compiled and pr ovided t o t he Economic F orum as part of the 
December m eeting p acket.  H e cl arified t hat t his process involved onl y t he m ajor 
revenue so urces.  H e i nvited t he Economic Forum m embers t o su ggest out side 
reviewers who may be qualified and willing to participate in the process.   
 
Mr. G uindon n oted t hat C hairman Restrepo and M r. Alastuey ha d bo th p articipated 
in the Economic Forum pr ocess as outside r eviewers in t he past .  H e no ted t hat 
Dr. Mark Nichols, a  professor at  U NR, has been co nsistently willing t o par ticipate i n 
the process.  H e t ook the pr ocess very seriously, and pr ovided use ful co mments.  
Chairman Restrepo a sked i f t he o utside r eviewers not onl y co mmented on r evenue 
numbers, but provided their views on the economic metrics as well.  M r. Guindon said 
Dr. Nichols offered a little of both.   
 
Chairman Restrepo said that outside reviewers in the development and r esort industry 
might not  be able t o opine on t he i ntricacies of t he various modeling t echniques, but  
they could opine on where they thought the economy was going within their industries.  
He encouraged the members to recommend people who may want to participate in the 
process.   
 
Mr. Guindon clarified that the outside reviewers did not attend the meeting to address 
questions, rather, they provided written material.   
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Chairman R estrepo asked M r. G uindon w ho el se would t estify i n f ront o f t he 
Economic Forum.  Mr. Guindon said that at the second meeting, Bill Anderson, Chief of 
the R esearch a nd Statistics B ureau, Department o f Employment, Training, and 
Rehabilitation, would provide employment numbers.  H is view sometimes differed from 
that of Moody’s and the other forecasters.  A lso, Jeff Hardcastle, State Demographer, 
would present i nformation on the State’s population.  Chairman Restrepo asked for a  
presentation o f t he r esults of the U nited States ce nsus an d a quick overview of  
population t rends by t he S tate D emographer.  I n addi tion, he  r ecommended t hat 
regional economists from UNR and UNLV speak to the Economic Forum, perhaps via 
videoconference, on what was happening in Nevada’s economy in the north and south.   
 
Mr. A lastuey su ggested t hat t he time al located t o those presenters be  ca refully 
scheduled t o al low t he E conomic Forum eno ugh t ime t o he ar t he t estimony an d 
deliberate the forecasts.   
 
Mr. Guindon said he would ask the presenters to keep their presentations to between 
15 to 20 m inutes.  He w ould co ntact M r. A nderson a nd M r. H ardcastle t o ar range a 
presentation by them or their staff at the upcoming meeting of the Economic Forum.   
 
 
XIII. INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 
 
Mr. G uindon r eferred t o Exhibit C

 

 (page 3) , E conomic Forum Major G eneral F und 
Revenues for FY 2010.  He explained that the Secretary of State commercial recording 
fees were moved from t he minor G eneral Fund revenues to the m ajor G eneral Fund 
revenues during the 2008-09 cycle.  He suggested that if the Economic Forum wanted 
to reduce the number of major General Fund revenues to be forecast, the Secretary of 
State commercial recording fees could return to the l ist of minor revenues forecast by 
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).   

Mr. Guindon explained that in forecasting that revenue source, he met with the agency 
to review the Secretary of  S tate’s Office forecast.  I f he was not comfortable with the 
forecast, he would produce his own.  If the agency’s forecast was reasonable, he would 
go with it.  This information along with the revenue forecasts were then presented to the 
TAC.  He reported that the Secretary of State’s Office was comfortable with presenting 
the information to either the TAC or the Economic Forum.  Mr. Guindon said moving the 
forecasts to the m inor revenues would not  prohibit the Economic Forum from making 
changes to those forecasts.   
 
Mr. Alastuey said the collection of fees for commercial filings for businesses wishing to 
either est ablish or  co ntinue busi ness in N evada w as a m inisterial dut y per formed 
according to specific statutes.  The collecting agency m ight be i n the best position to 
forecast t he r evenue.  O n t he ot her ha nd, t ime might be w ell sp ent l ooking at  t he 
economic factors underlying so me o f t he more se nsitive t hings relating t o t he major 
revenue so urces.  F or ex ample, ev en t hough i t was producing l ess revenue at  t he 
moment, t he R eal P roperty T ransfer T ax had a nex us to pr operty values, new  and 
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existing homes, closings, the economy as a whole, commercial real estate and more.  
There was a closer relationship between what was considered to be major revenues, 
such as the R eal P roperty T ransfer T ax, than t here was to co mmercial filings.  
He recalled t he i nitial i nterest in commercial f ilings was established b ecause t he 
Economic Forum was concerned about the flight of business from the State.  He noticed 
that the three of the four estimates for that revenue were very similar.  He thought that 
the collecting agency had a good handle on the forecast.   
 
Chairman Restrepo agreed and thought the forecast for Secretary of State Commercial 
Recording Fees should be assigned to the TAC.   
 
Mr. Martin sa id he was curious to gain an  insight from the TAC about what variables 
were m ost s ensitive.  H e kn ew t he R eal Property T ransfer Tax w as one.  H e sa id 
incorporating t hat i nto t he analysis, and h elping t he Economic Forum to understand 
where the sensitivity was, would help in the future as well.  He supported the Chairman 
and Mr. Alastuey, and wanted to gain more perspective.   
 
Mr. G uindon s aid t hat i f t he E conomic Forum w anted more pr esentations on t he 
economy, i t w ould help t o assi gn o ther major G eneral Fund r evenues to t he TAC.  
For example, the Cigarette Tax (Exhibit D

 

, page 2`) was a relatively large amount, but 
with very l ittle v ariance i n the d ifferent forecasts presented from m eeting to m eeting.  
The TAC c ould produce a forecast for ci garettes for t he E conomic Forum to r eview.  
The E conomic Forum would hav e the opportunity t o di scuss and ov erride t he T AC’s 
forecast if there was no agreement.   

Mr. A lastuey su ggested t he TAC i nclude C igarette T ax and  co mmercial filings 
separately.  I f any member of t he Economic Forum had an i ssue with the forecast, i t 
could be addressed separately. 
 
Chairman Restrepo observed that although the Economic Forum’s most recent forecast 
for Cigarette Tax revenue was very close to actual collections, the previous two cycles 
were way off.  He did not know the reason for this result, but suggested using a consent 
agenda for this item. 
 
Ms. Rogers reiterated that it was probably a better use of the Economic Forum’s time to 
forecast t he r evenues t hat w ere m ore di rectly i nfluenced by  t he eco nomy.  I f t he 
Cigarette T ax f orecasts diverged, t hen the E conomic Forum co uld ask for further 
justification.  She noted the amount of Cigarette Tax collection would not have a bearing 
on any of the other major revenues forecast.  A lthough the Real Property Transfer Tax 
revenue amount was very small, it was tied to many other parts of the State’s economy.  
Understanding h ow t hat forecast w as prepared w ould hel p w ith t he forecasts for t he 
other major revenues.   
 
Chairman R estrepo said t hat t he l evel o f S ecretary o f S tate filing act ivity was due t o 
both Nevada’s role as a “friendly” place to incorporate, and the health of the economy.  
He understood it did not have as direct a nexus as some of the other revenues.   
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Chairman R estrepo a sked i f t he E conomic F orum needed t o v ote o n t he r equest.  
Mr. Guindon said that the Economic Forum could simply direct the TAC to perform the 
forecast on  the commercial recording fees and C igarette Tax revenue, along with the 
other minor revenues.  Staff would create a table showing the larger minor revenues so 
that the Economic Forum could more easily review and discuss the forecasts provided 
by the TAC.   
 
Chairman R estrepo m ade i t cl ear t hat t he T AC w ould pr ovide a forecast for t he 
Cigarette Tax, the Secretary of  State filing fees and securities.  The Economic Forum 
had the option to discuss the revenues as a consent agenda item.   
 
XIV. SCHEDULING OF FUTURE ECONOMIC FORUM MEETINGS. 
 
After di scussion, i t w as agreed t hat t he Economic Forum w ould m eet o n F riday, 
November 5, 2010, and Wednesday, December 1, 2010.   
 
XV. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
There was no public comment.   
 
XVI. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:29 p.m.   
 

       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       _______________________________ 
       Patti Sullivan, Committee Secretary 
 
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
John Restrepo, Chairman 
 
Date:___________________________ 
 
 
Copies of exhibits mentioned in these minutes are on file in the Fiscal Analysis Division at 
the Legislative Counsel Bureau, Carson City, Nevada.  The division may be contacted at 
(775) 684-6821. 
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The Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation is a proactive workforce & rehabilitation agency 

General Conclusions
 Nevada has been hit relatively hard by the recession.
 The State’s largest industry, leisure/hospitality, has reversed 

course following years of growth.
 Activity in the construction sector has ground to a halt.
 On the plus side, tentative signs of a stabilization in the 

economy have emerged.
 unemployment rates holding fairly steady
 job losses are easing
 initial claims for unemployment insurance trending down

 Unfortunately, there is nothing on the horizon that we see to 
serve as a catalyst for a return to our historical growth 
pattern—look for the economy to “bounce along the bottom” in 
the near-term.

 Looking at the long-term, modest/moderate growth, but 
perhaps not as subject to booms and busts.
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Nevada’s Unemployment Rate has 
been Above the National Average 
Since Mid-2007

 In September, Nevada’s unemployment rate was 14.4% 
vs. 9.6% for the nation as a whole.

 On the plus side, the rate of increase has been easing.
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Recession Scorecard:  Nevada’s 
Unemployment Rate has Tripled Since 
the Official Start of the Recession

 The jobless rate has increased 9.2 percentage points 
over that time.
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Nevada’s Unemployment Rate is 
the Highest in the Nation

 The State’s jobless is rate is 1.4 percentage points 
higher than Michigan’s, the second-highest.
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As the Definition of Unemployment 
is Broadened, the Jobless Rate 
Increases

 In the four quarters ending in 2010:IIIQ, NV’s 
official unemployment rate was 13.6% vs. 22.3% 
under the broadest definition.
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The Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation is a proactive workforce & rehabilitation agency 

Nevada’s Unemployment Rate for 
Males is Considerably Higher than that  
for Females

 15.6% vs. 11.5%.
 This is largely a reflection of the impacts of the 

recession on the construction industry.
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The Nevada Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation is a proactive workforce & rehabilitation agency 

Nevada’s Unemployment Rate 
Varies Across Demographics

 The jobless rate for Blacks and Hispanics is noticeably 
higher than that for the White labor force.
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Nevada’s Unemployment 
Rate Also Varies by Age

 The jobless rate for young Nevadans is, roughly, double 
that for most others.
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The State can be Divided Into Three 
Regions Based Upon the 
Unemployment Rate

 Hardest hit…”bedroom” communities.
 Metro/urban areas have suffered considerably.
 Rural mining regions have held up relatively well.
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Nevada’s Job Losses have been 
Much More Pronounced than in the 
Nation as a Whole

 On a positive note, job losses are easing, but there was a slight 
reversal in September.

 In September, jobs were down 2.1% from a year ago (-1.7% in 
August).  In 2009, losses approached double-digits.
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Recession Scorecard:  Nevada Job 
Levels have Declined 15% Since the 
Official Start of the Recession

 This translates into 190,000 jobs.
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The Recession has Impacted all 
Sectors of the Economy

 Between 1997 and 2007, Nevada gained more than 
400,000 jobs.  Since 2007, job levels have declined by 
180,000.

 Construction added close to 50,000 jobs in the prior 
period, but has lost 70,000 in the past three years.
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All Firms, Regardless of Size, Have 
Been Impacted by this Recession

 “Mid-Size” employers (100-499 employees) have seen 
the largest declines from peak levels.  Construction 
accounted for a relatively large share of employment in 
these size classes.
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Job Growth Trends have been Fairly 
Similar Across the State Over the 
Past Two Years

 Since the start of the recession, Reno has lost 17% of its 
jobs, Las Vegas has lost 15.2%, and Carson City has lost 
11.1%.
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Initial Claims for Unemployment 
Insurance Have Eased off of 
Historical Highs

 However, claims activity remains at post 9/11 
levels, leaving considerable room for improvement.
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Average Hourly Earnings in the 
State have Hit a Plateau

 The disproportionate impacts of the recession on the 
construction sector, which is relatively high-paying, help 
explain this.
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There are Approximately 120,000 
Nevadans Receiving Unemployment 
Benefits

 About 40% of those are receiving regular State benefits.
 The remainder are receiving various Federally-funded 

benefits.

Weekly UI Claims by Program vs. Total Unemployment
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Unemployment Will Peak in 2011

 The jobless rate will creep up and then slowly start to 
recede.
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Nevada’s Employment Outlook is 
Weak

 Although  job declines will ease considerably, they are 
expected to continue into 2012.

6.3%
4.7%

1.1%

-2.4%

-9.2%

-4.3%
-2.7%

-0.9%

-12%
-10%
-8%
-6%
-4%
-2%
0%
2%
4%
6%
8%

10%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t G

ro
w

th

56



Economic Forum  
Presentation 

November 5, 2010

Jeff Hardcastle 

NV State Demographer
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What I Am Going To Cover
• Issues Confronting Nevada
• Process
• Preliminary Projections For Nevada’s 

Economic Forum 
• Current Economic Situation
• Trends In The REMI Model and 

Moody’s.Com
• Population to Employment 
• Report That Was Issued
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Issues Confronting Nevada
10/11/2009 Lessons Las Vegas can learn from 

the Rust Belt

10/3/2010 Is Reno on track to be Detroit of the 
West?

10/3/2010 Las Vegas Faces Its Deepest Slide 
Since the 1940’s
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United States Economic Map from 
Moody’s.com October 2010
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Process for Producing the 
Projections
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Nevada’s Projection’s Process
• Presented Very Preliminary Work to 

Economic Forum in January
• More rigorous

– Use REMI Model
– Gathered information from local 

governments
– Review other projections such as Clark 

County and Moody’s.Com 
– Draft out to locals for comment
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What Drives Nevada’s Population Growth?
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While Nevada Has Had People Over 65 Moving Here

We Are Competing Against Other States 
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Highlights From Previous 
Economic Forum Presentation
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Pre 2007 Underlying Assumptions –
For lack of better phrasing

•Build It and They Will Come
•Historically Under-projected
•Benefitted from Economic Climate of the1990’s

New Assumption Possibly Just As Wrong
•The General Equilibrium Nature of the 
Model May Be Saying Something We 
Should Listen To
•Labor Demand Nationally May Remain 
Low and Therefore Restrain Migration
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Las Vegas Convention And Visitor’s 
Authority Hotel Construction Bulletin

Rooms as of August 2010 – 148,422
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Current Economic Situation

Construction Employment Peaked In June 2006, Nevada’s 
Population Had Grown By Just 23.6%73
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Trends In The REMI Model and 
Moody’s.Com
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Population to Employment
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Report That Was Issued
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Bottom Line

• State 2030
– 2,725,233 Low 
– 3,923,330 High

• Clark 
– 1,979,045 Low
– 3,066,872 (2,876,000)

• Washoe
– 412,190 Low
– 522,460 (620,323)
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Questions To Consider
• Increase of 14,028 to 1,212,125
• How soon will employment recover for 

the country as a whole and Nevada in 
particular?  

• What kind of jobs will make up any 
employment recovery and what skills 
will they require?
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Questions
• How mobile is labor, that is, how willing 

are people to relocate and do they have 
the resources to do so? 

• What economic, social and physical 
infrastructure is needed to support 
growth in Nevada? 

• What capacity is there to fund our 
infrastructure and how willing are we as 
a state to invest in our future?
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www.nsbdc.org

jhardcas@unr.edu

(775) 784-6353
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FORMAL FORECASTING METHODOLOGIES FOR NEVADA: CAUTIONARY 
NOTES ON EXTERNAL TRENDS   

 
Alan Schlottmann 
Professor of Economics 
UNLV 
Associate Editor, Journal of Regional Science  

 
 

The following is a brief outline of topics to be addressed.  
 
The basic premise of the comments is related to the observation that most State forecasts 
are based upon a formal (statistical) forecasting methodology that omit larger recent 
trends or unusual influences.  
 
Having been involved with developing regional forecasting models in other states and 
popular regional models for forecasting and impact analysis, my comments reflect 
influences on the Nevada economy that are often difficult to formally capture. This is due 
to possible structural shifts in the economy and related data limitations for comparison. 
Such influences were, for example, utilized in my correct 2010 forecast of a very large 
budget deficit for California when forecasts suggested a much smaller figure       
 
Fundamentally, my comments reflect concern that there will be a significant lag in 
Nevada between positive changes in economic growth and positive employment change. 
If so, the implications for positive changes in earnings, taxable sales, and the State budget 
imply a slower trajectory.    
 

Introduction: The “Four Year-Five Year” Scenario for State Budget Recovery  
I. Small Business Credit: Issues with TARP  
II. Gaming Growth: Public Offering Implications     
III. Foreclosure: Implications for Consumption Expenditures 
IV. California: Implications of Minimal Improvement   
V. Federal Policy: Quantitative Easing versus Stimulus  
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Current Economic Review
November 5, 2010

Brian Bonnenfant
Project Manager

Center for Regional Studies
University of Nevada, Reno

784-1771
bonnen@unr.edu
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Single-Family Sales Activity by Price Range
 Washoe County, Nevada
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Monthly Automobile Sales ($) Versus Existing Home Sale Volumes - Washoe County, Nevada
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Taxable Sales - Washoe County
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Percentage Change in Quarterly Taxable Sales
(Year Over Year)
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Percentage Change in Taxable Gaming Revenue (Y-o-Y)
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RURAL NEVADA OUTLOOK 
 
 
 
 

Thomas R. Harris, Professor, State Extension Specialist, and Director 
University of Nevada, Reno 

College of Agriculture, Biotechnology, and Natural resources 
College of Cooperative Extension 

University Center for Economic Development 
Department of Resource Economics 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Presentation to Economic Forum, Carson City, Nevada, November 5, 2010 
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NEVADA METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
 

 
 

1. Reno-Sparks SMSA 
a. Washoe County 
b. Storey County 

 
2. Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA 

a. Clark County 
 

3. Carson City SMSA 
a. Carson City 
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NEVADA RURAL OR NONMETROPOLITAN 
COUNTIES 

 
 

• Western Rural Nevada 
Churchill County 
Douglas County 
Lyon County 
Mineral County 
Pershing County 

 
• Southern Rural Nevada 

Esmeralda County 
Lincoln County 
Nye County 
 

• Natural Resources Rural Nevada 
Elko County 
Eureka County 
Humboldt County 
Lander County 
White Pine County 
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BACKGROUND OF RECESSIONS 
 
 
The Business Cycle Dating Committee of the National Bureau of Economic Research 
determines the beginning and ending dates of U.S. recessions.  Table 1 shows the official 
lengths of the last four recessions. 
 
 

Table 1. Length of Last Four National Recessions. 
Dates of Recession Length of Recession 

(months) Beginning Ending 

July 1981 November 1982 16 

July 1990 March 1991 8 

March 2001 November 2001 8 

December 2007 June 2009 18 
Source: National Bureau of Economic Research. U.S. Bureau Cycle Expansion and contractions.” Cambridge, MA, 
April 1, 2010. 

 
The last two recessions in 1990/1991 and 2001 lasted eight months.  The 1981 recession 
lasted 16 months, while the current recession, often called “The Great Recession,” started in 
December 2007 and lasted until June 2009, for a total of 18 months according to the 
National Bureau of Economic Research.   
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LAS VEGAS-PARADISE SMSA RECESSION 
IMPACTS 

 
Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been in the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA 
and how quickly the economy will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession 
compares to the previous three recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 1 
shows the percentage change in seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in the Las 
Vegas-Paradise SMSA for each month from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 1, 
the current recession has been more intense in the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA than the 
previous recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 1 also shows that during 
the previous three recessions, employment in the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA grew from the 
start of the recession. In 1981 recession, employment dipped by at most 3% from the 
initiation of the recession. However, during the current recession, employment in the Las 
Vegas-Paradise SMSA has declined by as much as thirteen percent (13%) from the start of 
the recession.  Figure 1 also shows that the current recession or “Great Recession” has been 
longer and much more intense in job losses in the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA than during the 
previous three recessions.  . 
 

Figure 1. Clark SMSA Employment Change by Recession 
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statewide, and the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA.  From Figure 2, the percentage decline in 
national employment from the start of the recession leveled out at around six percent (6%).  
However, the impact to the state of Nevada has been more severe, where the employment 
loss has been as much as 13.3% from the employment levels at the start of the current 
recession.  When one looks at the Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA, the impact of “The Great 
Recession” is about equal to the state.  After 38 months, employment for the Las Vegas-
Paradise SMSA has declined by as much as 12.9% from employment levels when “The Great 
Recession” began as oppose to the state that realized a decline of 13.1%.  As seen from 
Figure 2, the impact as to percentage of job loss from the initiation of “The Great Recession” 
has been more pronounced in the state of Nevada and Las Vegas-Paradise SMSA than the 
nation. 
 
Figure 2. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Las Vegas-
Paradise SMSA 
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RENO-SPARKS SMSA RECESSION IMPACTS 
 

Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been in the Reno-Sparks SMSA and 
how quickly the economy will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession 
compares to the previous three recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 3 
shows the percentage change in seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in the Reno-
Sparks SMSA for each month from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 1, the 
current recession has been more intense in the Reno-Sparks SMSA than the previous 
recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 3 also shows that during the 
previous three recessions, employment in the Reno-Sparks SMSA grew from the start of the 
recession. In 1981 recession, employment dipped by at most 4.4% from the initiation of the 
recession. However, during the current recession, employment in the Reno-Sparks SMSA 
has declined by as much as 15.2% from the start of the recession.  Figure 1 also shows that 
the current recession or “Great Recession” has been longer and much more intense in job 
losses in the Reno-Sparks SMSA than during the previous three recessions.   
 

Figure 3. Reno-Sparks SMSA Employment Change by Recession 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 2 also gives perspective on the current recession as to its impact nationally, 
statewide, and to Reno-Sparks SMSA. From Figure 2, the percentage decline in national 
employment from the start of the recession leveled out at around six percent (6%).  
However, the impact to the state of Nevada has been more severe, where the employment 
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loss has been as much as 13.3% from the employment levels at the start of the current 
recession.  When one looks at the Reno-Sparks SMSA, the impact of “The Great Recession” is 
greater at the Reno-Sparks SMSA than the state.  After 38 months, employment for the 
Reno-Sparks  SMSA has declined by as much as 14.9% from employment levels when “The 
Great Recession” began as oppose to the state that realized a decline of 13.1%.  As seen from 
Figure 2, the impact as to percentage of job loss from the initiation of “The Great Recession” 
has been more pronounced in the state of Nevada and Reno-Sparks SMSA than the nation. 
 
Figure 4. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Reno-Sparks 
SMSA 
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CARSON CITY SMSA RECESSION IMPACTS 

 
Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been in the Carson City SMSA and 
how quickly the economy will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession 
compares to the previous three recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 5 
shows the percentage change in seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in the Carson 
City SMSA for each month from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 1, the current 
recession has been more intense in the Carson City SMSA than the previous recessions of 
1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 5 also shows that during the previous three 
recessions, employment in the Carson City SMSA grew from the start of the recession. In 
1981 recession, employment dipped by at most 3.2% from the initiation of the recession. 
However, during the current recession, employment in the Carson City SMSA has declined 
by as much as 13.5% from the start of the recession.  Figure 5 also shows that the current 
recession or “Great Recession” has been longer and much more intense in job losses in the 
Carson City SMSA than during the previous three recessions.   
 

Figure 5. Carson City SMSA Employment Change by Recession 
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Figure 6 also gives perspective on the current recession as to its impact nationally, 
statewide, and to Carson City SMSA. From Figure 6, the percentage decline in national 
employment from the start of the recession leveled out at around six percent (6%).  
However, the impact to the state of Nevada has been more severe, where the employment 
loss has been as much as 13.3% from the employment levels at the start of the current 
recession.  When one looks at the Carson City SMSA, the impact of “The Great Recession” is 
somewhat the same as the state.  After 38 months, employment for the Carson City  SMSA 
has declined by as much as 12.2% from employment levels when “The Great Recession” 
began as oppose to the state that realized a decline of 13.1%.  As seen from Figure 2, the 
impact as to percentage of job loss from the initiation of “The Great Recession” has been 
more pronounced in the state of Nevada and Carson City SMSA than the nation. 
 
Figure 6. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Carson City 
SMSA 
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WESTERN RURAL NEVADA RECESSION 
IMPACTS 

Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been and how quickly the economy 
will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession compares to the previous three 
recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 7 shows the percentage change in 
seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in Western Rural Nevada area for each month 
from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 1, the current recession has been more 
intense in WNDD than the previous recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 
1 also shows that during the previous three recessions, employment in Western Rural 
Nevada area declined by as much as three percent (3%) from the start of the recession.  
However, during the current recession, employment in Western Rural Nevada area has 
declined by as much as ten percent (10%) from the start of the recession.  Figure 7 also 
shows that the current recession or “Great Recession” has been longer and much more 
intense in job losses in Western Rural Nevada area that the previous three recessions.  Also 
for the three earlier recessions, employment grew in Western Rural Nevada after the start 
of the recession. 
 

Figure 7. Western Rural Nevada Employment Change by Recession 
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Figure 8 also gives perspective on the current recession as to its impact nationally, 
statewide, and to Western Rural Nevada.  From Figure 2, the percentage decline in national 
employment from the start of the recession leveled out at around six percent (6%).  
However, the impact to the state of Nevada has been more severe, where the employment 
loss has been as much as fourteen percent (14%) from the employment levels at the start of 
the current recession.  When one looks at Western Rural Nevada, the impact of “The Great 
Recession” is not as bad as the state.  After 38 months, employment for Western Rural 
Nevada has declined by as much as ten percent (10%) from employment levels when “The 
Great Recession” began.  Additionally, the impact as to percentage of job loss from the 
initiation of “The Great Recession” has been more pronounced in the Western Rural Nevada 
than the nation but not as bad as the overall state average 

 
Figure 8. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Western Rural 
Nevada. 
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SOUTHERN RURAL NEVADA RECESSION 

IMPACTS 
Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been and how quickly the economy 
will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession compares to the previous three 
recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 9 shows the percentage change in 
seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in Southern Rural Nevada area for each month 
from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 9, the current recession has been more 
intense in Southern Rural Nevada than the previous recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, 
and 2001.  Figure 9 also shows that during the previous three recessions, employment in 
Southern Rural Nevada area declined by as much as fifteen percent (15%) from the start of 
the recession in 1991. However, during the current recession, employment in Southern 
Rural Nevada area has declined by as much as 17.8% from the start of the recession.  Figure 
9 also shows that the current recession or “Great Recession” and recession of 1991 have 
been long and much more intense in job losses in Southern Rural Nevada area than the 
recessions of 1981 and 2001.  Also for the recessions of 1981 and 2001, employment grew 
in Southern Rural Nevada after the start of the recession. 
 

Figure 9. Southern Rural Nevada Employment Change by Recession 
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Figure 10 also gives perspective on the current recession as to its impact nationally, 
statewide, and to Southern Rural Nevada.  From Figure 10, the percentage decline in 
national employment from the start of the recession leveled out at around six percent (6%).  
However, the impact to the state of Nevada has been more severe, where the employment 
loss has been as much as fourteen percent (14%) from the employment levels at the start of 
the current recession.  When one looks at Southern Rural Nevada, the impact of “The Great 
Recession” is worse than the state.  After 38 months, employment for Southern Rural 
Nevada has declined by as much as 16.5% from employment levels when “The Great 
Recession” began.  Additionally, the impact as to percentage of job loss from the initiation of 
“The Great Recession” has been more pronounced in the Southern Rural Nevada area than 
the nation and the overall state average. 
 
Figure 10. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Southern 
Rural Nevada. 
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NATURAL RESOURCE RURAL NEVADA 
RECESSION IMPACTS 

Some may ask just how bad the current recession has been and how quickly the economy 
will recover.  Some may also ask how the current recession compares to the previous three 
recessions of 1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 11 shows the percentage change in 
seasonally adjusted non-farm employment in Rural Natural Resource Nevada area for each 
month from the start of each recession.  As seen in Figure 11 the current recession has not 
been as intense in Rural Natural Resource Nevada than the previous recessions of 
1981/1982, 1990/1991, and 2001.  Figure 11 also shows that during the 1981 and 2001 
recessions have been more severe than the 2007 recession. However, during the current 
recession, employment in Southern Rural Nevada area has declined by as much as 4.4% 
from the start of the recession.  Figure 11 also shows that the current recession or “Great 
Recession”, employment grew in the early months of the recession and recently has realized 
some employment losses. 
 
Figure 11. Natural Resource Rural Nevada Employment Change by Recession 
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at the start of the current recession.  When one looks at Rural Nevada Natural Resource 
Area, the impact of “The Great Recession” is not as bad as the state or nation.  After 38 
months, employment for Rural Nevada Natural Resource Area has declined by as much as 
4.4% from employment levels when “The Great Recession” began.  Additionally, the impact 
as to percentage of job loss from the initiation of “The Great Recession” has been more 
pronounced in the nation and the overall state average than the Rural Nevada Natural 
Resource Area. The price of gold has had favorably impacts in this area of Nevada. 
 
Figure 12. 2010 Recession Impact Comparisons: Nation, State of Nevada, and Rural Nevada 
Natural Resource Area. 
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What Experts Are Saying About National Economy 

 
 

• According to national statistics, U.S. Gross domestic Product grew by 2.0% 
during the Third Quarter 2010. 

 
• GDP measures output, not sales. 

 
• Economic activity grows sharply after a recession because: 

o Industry cuts back sharper than actual decreases in sales 
o As sales decrease, industry holds less inventory 
o With sales increases, industry must meet sales and address inventory 

shortages 
o Businesses that cut too many employees must rehire and add workers 

• The recession of 2007-2009 was first since 1932 where incomes and home values 
both fell. 

• Uncertainty as to government programs and PIIGS 
• Consumer spending increasing but slow. 
• Financial panics take longer to recover than normal cyclical recoveries. 
• Some say improvements was created by large government programs and the Fed 
• Some say consumers are so leveraged in debt that they can’t borrow 
• Inflation is subdues but uncertain 
• Cyclical and structural problems 
• Nevada and Arizona lead the nation with number of with negative equity. 
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FACTORS INFLUENCING RURAL NEVADA 

 
Rural Nevada is not a homogenous set of counties 
 
Most rural Nevada counties are highly public lands. Most have more than 90% of land 
that are federal lands. Impacted by federal lands and PILT. 
  
In Western Nevada there are strong regional connections. In Census 2000, over 45% of 
Lyon County labor force works in Carson City or Washoe County. 
 
Douglas County reported per capita income of $59,973 is 40th highest in the nation. 
However its wages per worker is 13th among Nevada’s 17 counties. Also in Douglas 
County the income component of Dividends, Interest, and Rents is much higher than the 
nation. 
 
For the Natural Resources Rural Nevada Counties, agricultural prices have risen and look 
to stay high this year. Influenced by Russian wheat production problems. 
 
For the Natural Resources Rural Nevada Counties, gold prices are expected to remain 
stable and may increase. 
 
For Southern Rural Nevada Counties, the prospects of green energy projects may yield 
increases in future economic activities. 
 
Worry for all Nevada is not only employment loss but the occupations of this 
employment loss may negatively impact future economic growth 
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TABLE 1

GL NO. DESCRIPTION
FY 2005 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2006 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2007 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2008 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2009 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2010 
ACTUAL [a.]

% 
Change

FY 2010  
SEPTEMBER

FY 2011 
SEPTEMBER

% 
Change

TAXES
PROPERTY/MINE

3064 Net Proceeds of Minerals [1-FY00][3-FY09][19-FY10] $16,399,811 -2.2% $19,587,761 19.4% $27,685,453 41.3% $34,685,775 25.3% $72,300,385 108.4% $76,350,861 5.6% $5,158,275 $695,066 -86.5%
3241 Net Proceeds Penalty [1-FY00] $23,174 $44,535 $2,869 $292,867 $5,889 $301,761 $960
3245 Centrally Assessed Penalties $26,318 -21.1% $29,590 12.4% $10,396 -64.9% $152,433 1366.2% $49,649 -67.4% $178,099 258.7% $11,559 $10,600 -8.3%
3116 Minings Claims Fee [20-FY10] $17,150

TOTAL PROPERTY/MINE TAX $16,449,304 -2.2% $19,661,886 19.5% $27,698,719 40.9% $35,131,075 26.8% $72,355,923 106.0% $76,847,872 6.2% $5,169,833 $706,626 -86.3%

SALES AND USE
3001 Sales and Use Tax [1-FY04][1A-FY09][1-FY10] $896,018,368 15.6% $985,035,972 9.9% $1,000,216,534 1.5% $966,101,313 -3.4% $842,380,933 -12.8% $755,344,243 -10.3% $123,866,825 $129,245,607 4.3%
3002 State Share - LSST [2-FY00][3-FY00][1-FY04][1B-FY09][1-FY10] $7,456,072 15.5% $8,170,371 9.6% $8,296,489 1.5% $7,916,522 -4.6% $6,896,561 -12.9% $7,264,043 5.3% $592,132 $619,729 4.7%
3003 State Share - BCCRT [2-FY00][3-FY00][1-FY04][1B-FY09][1-FY10] $1,657,260 15.5% $1,816,112 9.6% $1,843,610 1.5% $1,759,335 -4.6% $1,532,383 -12.9% $3,268,705 113.3% $266,847 $278,694 4.4%
3004 State Share - SCCRT [3-FY00][1-FY04][1B-FY09][1-FY10] $5,798,822 15.5% $6,354,303 9.6% $6,452,632 1.5% $6,156,358 -4.6% $5,361,782 -12.9% $11,442,957 113.4% $933,718 $975,929 4.5%
3005 State Share - PTT [3-FY00][1-FY04][1B-FY09][1-FY10] $2,964,862 21.5% $3,677,489 24.0% $3,952,838 7.5% $3,806,200 -3.7% $3,364,510 -11.6% $7,028,623 108.9% $566,730 $591,625 4.4%

TOTAL SALES AND USE $913,895,384 15.6% $1,005,054,248 10.0% $1,020,762,102 1.6% $985,739,728 -3.4% $859,536,168 -12.8% $784,348,571 -8.7% $126,226,251 $131,711,584 4.3%

GAMING - STATE
3032 Pari-mutuel Tax $3,164 19.7% $3,704 17.1% $4,239 14.5% $4,920 16.1% $3,983 -19.0% $4,217 5.9% $4,018 $3,652 -9.1%
3181 Racing Fees $11,572 26.6% $9,457 -18.3% $15,306 61.8% $15,542 1.5% $15,460 -0.5% $13,513 -12.6% $12,168 $11,579 -4.8%
3247 Racing Fines/Forfeitures $1,300 -55.9% $4,050 211.5% $3,100 -23.5% $2,150 -30.6% $2,789 29.7% $810 -71.0% $260 $153 -41.2%
3041 Percent Fees - Gross Revenue [2-FY04] $709,623,336 4.8% $790,185,056 11.4% $820,050,893 3.8% $770,965,236 -6.0% $655,199,442 -15.0% $630,526,019 -3.8% $152,562,874 $154,583,387 1.3%
3042 Gaming Penalties $3,947,855 76.9% $719,592 -81.8% $356,353 -50.5% $670,688 88.2% $847,125 26.3% $1,030,064 21.6% $652,106 $369,582 -43.3%
3043 Flat Fees-Restricted Slots [3-FY04][1-FY06][1-FY08] $9,423,079 2.1% $9,533,014 1.2% $9,610,619 0.8% $9,507,690 -1.1% $8,999,245 -5.3% $8,578,006 -4.7% $1,614,295 $1,482,778 -8.1%
3044 Non-Restricted Slots [1-FY06][1-FY08] $14,611,680 -1.9% $13,980,960 -4.3% $13,098,863 -6.3% $12,771,871 -2.5% $12,662,476 -0.9% $12,425,211 -1.9% $2,942,190 $1,180,668 -59.9%
3045 Quarterly Fees-Games $7,234,573 0.2% $7,300,179 0.9% $7,217,562 -1.1% $6,990,365 -3.1% $6,926,985 -0.9% $6,699,150 -3.3% $1,657,666 $717,281 -56.7%
3046 Advance License Fees $4,427,703 21.3% $15,976,552 260.8% $7,822,853 -51.0% $2,599,278 -66.8% $6,872,554 164.4% $8,663,395 26.1% $564,114 $236,337 -58.1%
3048 Slot Machine Route Operator $33,500 -8.2% $33,000 -1.5% $37,500 13.6% $36,000 -4.0% $37,000 2.8% $37,000 $500
3049 Gaming Info Systems Annual $12,000 -50.0% $24,000 100.0% $18,000 -25.0% $18,356 2.0% $18,000 -1.9% $12,000 -33.3%
3033 Equip Mfg. License $179,500 0.6% $172,500 -3.9% $208,500 20.9% $209,500 0.5% $219,000 4.5% $228,500 4.3% $1,500 $3,000 100.0%
3034 Race Wire License $32,605 -16.8% $44,257 35.7% $92,152 108.2% $35,196 -61.8% $19,007 -46.0% $15,884 -16.4% $5,702 $8,306 45.7%
3035 Annual Fees on Games $113,754 0.2% $107,975 -5.1% $104,810 -2.9% $119,333 13.9% $137,497 15.2% $134,225 -2.4% $7,818 $3,117 -60.1%

TOTAL GAMING - STATE $749,655,622 4.9% $838,094,296 11.8% $858,640,751 2.5% $803,946,125 -6.4% $691,960,563 -13.9% $668,367,995 -3.4% $160,024,710 $158,600,339 -0.9%
CASINO/LIVE ENTERTAINMENT TAX

3031 Casino Entertainment Tax [4a-FY04]
3031G Live Entertainment Tax-Gaming [4b-FY04] $99,368,305 122.0% $108,420,425 9.1% $121,655,196 12.2% $121,638,259 0.0% $112,405,395 -7.6% $108,244,011 -3.7% $18,523,447 $18,276,468 -1.3%

3031NG Live Entertainment Tax-Nongaming [4b-FY04][2-FY06][2-FY08] $8,516,031 96.0% $8,688,864 2.0% $10,838,426 24.7% $10,181,962 -6.1% $9,162,269 -10.0% $11,475,519 25.2% $1,525,052 $3,242,253 112.6%
Total Live Entertainment Tax $107,884,337 $117,109,288 $132,493,622 $131,820,221 $121,567,664 $119,719,530 $20,048,499 $21,518,721 7.3%

INSURANCE TAXES
3061 Insurance Premium Tax [21-FY10] $215,356,492 10.9% $238,296,538 10.7% $259,274,818 8.8% $256,693,189 -1.0% $238,524,098 -7.1% $233,905,463 -1.9% $391,022 $1,800,573 360.5%
3062 Insurance Retaliatory Tax $241,546 $37,178 -84.6% $54,699 47.1% $120,501 120.3% $98,528 -18.2% $60,019 -39.1% $1,410 $23,811 1588.7%
3067 Captive Insurer Premium Tax $350,932 53.2% $294,274 -16.1% $670,621 127.9% $553,405 -17.5% $580,370 4.9% $583,747 0.6% $3,750 $15,000 300.0%

TOTAL INSURANCE TAXES $215,948,970 11.1% $238,627,989 10.5% $260,000,139 9.0% $257,367,094 -1.0% $239,202,995 -7.1% $234,549,230 -1.9% $396,182 $1,839,384 364.3%

MODIFIED BUSINESS TAX (MBT)
3069NF MBT-Nonfinancial [10-FY04][5-FY06][6-FY06][3-FY08][2-FY10] $205,348,170 40.5% $232,760,812 13.3% $257,432,283 10.6% $263,902,120 2.5% $253,118,727 -4.1% $363,411,521 43.6%

3069F MBT-Financial [11-FY04][5-FY06] $21,575,335 39.3% $22,491,110 4.2% $21,520,319 -4.3% $20,698,297 -3.8% $24,397,566 17.9% $21,698,267 -11.1%
Total Modified Business Tax $226,923,505 $255,251,922 $278,952,602 $284,600,418 $277,516,292 $385,109,788
CIGARETTE TAX

3052 Cigarette Tax [6-FY04][2-FY09][3-FY10] $113,282,664 6.1% $114,693,245 1.2% $113,071,937 -1.4% $110,418,288 -2.3% $96,986,907 -12.2% $88,550,857 -8.7% $14,812,404 $14,058,560 -5.1%
REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX

3055 Real Property Transfer Tax [13-FY04][8-FY06] $148,730,974 69.0% $164,841,506 10.8% $120,374,961 -27.0% $85,882,799 -28.7% $65,922,452 -23.2% $53,315,435 -19.1% $1,526,931 $1,184,259 -22.4%
ROOM TAX

3057 Room Tax [4-FY10] $97,671,733 $9,078,018
GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES TAX (GST)

3051 Governmental Services Tax [5-FY10] $51,330,663 $10,614,769
OTHER TAXES

3113 Business License Fee [8-FY04][4-FY06][6-FY10] $14,486,315 22.2% $21,897,095 51.2% $19,997,653 -8.7% $19,566,390 -2.2% $22,516,702 15.1% $41,940,370 86.3% $168,866 $12,753,706 7452.5%
3050 Liquor Tax [5-FY04][2-FY09][7-FY10] $35,490,874 7.5% $37,347,240 5.2% $38,911,094 4.2% $39,434,816 1.3% $36,980,883 -6.2% $38,425,078 3.9% $5,935,917 $5,957,291 0.4%
3053 Other Tobacco Tax  [7-FY04][2-FY09][8-FY10] $7,557,607 9.1% $8,178,593 8.2% $8,841,781 8.1% $8,840,580 0.0% $9,140,387 3.4% $9,574,952 4.8% $1,554,128 $1,839,568 18.4%
4862 HECC Transfer $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
3065 Business License Tax [9-FY04] $1,297,383 -94.2% $431,986 -66.7% $239,466 -44.6% $13,983 -94.2% $3,228 -76.9% $8,381 159.6% $992 $11,371 1046.6%
3068 Branch Bank Excise Tax [12-FY04][7-FY06] $3,084,456 104.5% $2,819,210 -8.6% $3,029,997 7.5% $3,142,650 3.7% $3,131,495 -0.4% $3,378,900 7.9%

TOTAL TAXES $2,559,687,394 14.1% $2,829,008,504 10.5% $2,888,014,822 2.1% $2,770,904,166 -4.1% $2,501,821,658 -9.7% $2,658,139,354 6.2% $335,864,712 $359,259,426 7.0%
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YEAR-TO-DATE [b.]

LICENSES
3101 Insurance Licenses $11,358,651 7.4% $12,536,529 10.4% $13,706,513 9.3% $14,500,714 5.8% $14,738,011 1.6% $15,376,278 4.3% $6,078,412 $6,737,940 10.9%
3110 Banking Licenses [1-FY01][16-FY04]
3120 Marriage Licenses $599,890 0.9% $559,974 -6.7% $512,218 -8.5% $490,094 -4.3% $446,691 -8.9% $419,295 -6.1% $72

SECRETARY OF STATE
3105 UCC [1-FY02][14-FY04][23-FY10] $1,656,126 13.1% $1,616,793 -2.4% $1,661,526 2.8% $1,610,231 -3.1% $1,270,498 -21.1% $1,326,105 4.4% $269,117 $386,224 43.5%
3106 Las Vegas Commercial Filings [1-FY02][14-FY04][23-FY10] $5,335,430 25.8% $5,872,591 10.1% $4,849,928 -17.4% $4,813,335 -0.8% $5,946,777 23.5% $3,487,231 -41.4% $1,068,055 $945,158 -11.5%
3129 Notary Fees [23-FY10] $595,658 11.5% $632,040 6.1% $638,190 1.0% $605,618 -5.1% $675,360 11.5% $573,417 -15.1% $142,698 $158,690 11.2%
3130 Commercial Recordings [1-FY02][14-FY04][23-FY10] $58,992,448 11.8% $74,119,207 25.6% $72,119,215 -2.7% $72,249,142 0.2% $64,913,240 -10.2% $65,197,355 0.4% $15,957,754 $16,484,843 3.3%
3131 Video Service Franchise $114,750 $7,000 $28,500 $3,500
3121 Domestic Partnership Registry Fee [23-FY10]
3152 Securities [14-FY04][23-FY10] $17,542,422 7.5% $18,898,995 7.7% $19,969,602 5.7% $21,172,156 6.0% $20,386,627 -3.7% $20,349,692 -0.2% $1,851,030 $2,203,441 19.0%

TOTAL SECRETARY OF STATE $84,122,084 11.7% $101,139,626 20.2% $99,238,461 -1.9% $100,565,232 1.3% $93,199,502 -7.3% $90,962,300 -2.4% $19,292,154 $20,178,356 4.6%
3172 Private School Licenses $274,132 8.9% $246,102 -10.2% $249,129 1.2% $217,403 -12.7% $204,973 -5.7% $207,304 1.1% $20,182 $20,483 1.5%
3173 Private Employment Agency $18,700 -28.1% $18,000 -3.7% $18,300 1.7% $18,700 2.2% $17,200 -8.0% $14,700 -14.5% $300

REAL ESTATE
3143 Escrow Agent License [16-FY04]
3161 Real Estate Licenses [2-FY02][15-FY04] $2,615,885 -1.0% $3,156,963 20.7% $3,154,710 -0.1% $2,881,208 -8.7% $2,636,964 -8.5% $2,605,804 -1.2% $563,135 $553,031 -1.8%
3162 Real Estate Fees $12,150 8.1% $10,680 -12.1% $5,870 -45.0% $3,510 -40.2% $5,715 62.8% $4,370 -23.5% $1,050 $1,350 28.6%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE $2,628,035 -1.0% $3,167,643 20.5% $3,160,580 -0.2% $2,884,718 -8.7% $2,642,679 -8.4% $2,610,174 -1.2% $564,185 $554,381 -1.7%

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
3100 Credit Union Fees [1-FY01][16-FY04]
3114 Check Cashing/Deferred Deposit Reg Fee [16-FY04]
3115 Trust Co License & Fees [16-FY04]
3116 Coll. Agency Lic & Fees [16-FY04]
3135 Dev Corp. License & Fees [16-FY04]
3163 Mortgage Co License & Fees [16-FY04]
3164 Debt Adjuster License [16-FY04]
3174 Small Loan Co License & Fees [16-FY04]
3175 Money Order Co Lic & Fee [16-FY04]
3177 Thrift Co License & Fee [1-FY01][16-FY04]
3179 Financial Inst. Fees [1-FY01][16-FY04]

TOTAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
3102 Athletic Commission Fees [5-FY02][24-FY10] $2,462,447 9.0% $3,042,779 23.6% $4,243,723 39.5% $3,200,947 -24.6% $3,458,904 8.1% $2,946,092 -14.8% $397,064 $545,980 37.5%

TOTAL LICENSES $101,463,939 10.7% $120,710,653 19.0% $121,128,924 0.3% $121,877,809 0.6% $114,707,960 -5.9% $112,536,143 -1.9% $26,352,369 $28,037,140 6.4%
FEES AND FINES

3200 Vital Statistics Fees [17-FY04][25-FY10] $845,362 11.3% $901,094 6.6% $990,077 9.9% $979,552 -1.1% $820,274 -16.3% $791,398 -3.5% $204,864 $181,754 -11.3%
3203 Divorce Fees $208,010 1.2% $211,146 1.5% $201,846 -4.4% $201,111 -0.4% $211,254 5.0% $187,816 -11.1% $29,725 $32,672 9.9%
3204 Civil Action Fees $1,412,898 2.6% $1,396,729 -1.1% $1,445,950 3.5% $1,530,101 5.8% $1,653,016 8.0% $1,438,379 -13.0% $2,034
3242 Insurance Fines $576,035 -7.7% $1,370,097 137.8% $882,643 -35.6% $2,143,195 142.8% $1,177,780 -45.0% $816,140 -30.7% $98,604 $105,562 7.1%

3103MD Medical Discount Plan Reg. Fees $9,000 $12,000 $10,000 $10,500 $2,000 $500 -75.0%
REAL ESTATE FEES

3107IOS IOS Application Fees $6,330 $4,200 $6,560 $11,100 $2,340 $2,220 -5.1%
3165 Land Co Filing Fees $365,100 19.0% $431,036 18.1% $376,694 -12.6% $267,496 -29.0% $187,575 -29.9% $133,270 -29.0% $29,950 $20,900 -30.2%
3166 Land Co Reg Rep Filing Fees $20 -85.2% $1,375
3167 Real Estate Adver Fees $15,155 -40.5% $8,780 -42.1% $8,245 -6.1% $8,610 4.4% $6,080 -29.4% $4,115 -32.3% $1,065 $670 -37.1%
3169 Real Estate Reg Fees $58,115 6.4% $53,125 -8.6% $42,160 -20.6% $31,870 -24.4% $22,695 -28.8% $14,920 -34.3% $4,375 $2,000 -54.3%
4741 Real Estate Exam Fees [19-FY04] $551,536 14.1% $642,378 16.5% $526,810 -18.0% $341,139 -35.2% $237,828 -30.3% $234,133 -1.6%
3171 CAM Certification Fee $13,100 22.9% $41,835 219.4% $38,660 -7.6% $48,850 26.4% $54,590 11.8% $57,645 5.6% $11,810 $10,620 -10.1%
3178 Real Estate Accred Fees $87,360 11.6% $117,000 33.9% $131,083 12.0% $126,750 -3.3% $101,950 -19.6% $89,650 -12.1% $17,450 $18,050 3.4%
3248 Manufactured Housing
3254 Real Estate Penalties $85,290 19.4% $96,520 13.2% $92,600 -4.1% $88,019 -4.9% $134,340 52.6% $83,320 -38.0% $21,450 $17,350 -19.1%
3190 A.B. 165, Real Estate Inspectors $67,500 0.7% $62,300 -7.7% $44,610 -28.4% $40,250 -9.8% $41,510 3.1% $58,970 42.1% $10,910 $13,580 24.5%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE FEES $1,243,176 13.2% $1,452,974 16.9% $1,268,567 -12.7% $957,184 -24.5% $793,128 -17.1% $687,123 -13.4% $99,350 $85,390 -14.1%
3066 Short Term Car Lease [3-FY02][4-FY09][10-FY10] $26,793,014 4.5% $26,659,712 -0.5% $29,806,850 11.8% $29,792,195 0.0% $27,519,640 -7.6% $33,579,292 22.0%

3103AC Athletic Commission Licenses/Fines [5-FY02] $122,515 11.6% $690,076 463.3% $585,662 -15.1% $482,325 -17.6% $149,853 -68.9% $179,125 19.5% $30,025 $18,050 -39.9%
3180 Water Planning Fees [4-FY02]
3205 State Engineer Sales [4-FY02][11-FY10] $2,077,432 22.3% $2,249,185 8.3% $2,165,724 -3.7% $2,272,980 5.0% $2,146,733 -5.6% $3,026,422 41.0% $686,379 $586,168 -14.6%
3206 Supreme Court Fees $208,203 -4.9% $195,680 -6.0% $218,285 11.6% $220,335 0.9% $202,498 -8.1% $202,075 -0.2% $41,110 $40,670 -1.1%
3115 Notice of Default Fee [26-FY10] $2,442,525 $1,737,204
3271 Misc Fines/Forfeitures $484,199 85.2% $1,269,520 162.2% $2,631,519 107.3% $2,400,455 -8.8% $6,185,720 157.7% $1,896,987 -69.3% $85,371 $102,570 20.1%

TOTAL FEES AND FINES $33,970,845 6.2% $36,396,214 7.1% $40,206,123 10.5% $40,991,433 2.0% $40,869,894 -0.3% $45,257,781 10.7% $1,279,461 $2,890,540 125.9%
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USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY
OTHER REPAYMENTS

4401 Higher Education Tuition Admin $25,000 $125,000 $175,000 $2,188,014 $1,160,577
4403 Forestry Nurseries Fund Repayment (05-M27) $26,250 $15,090 $20,670
4404 Bldg. and Grounds Repayments $97,421 $97,421 $63,157 $47,413 $333,643
4404 CIP 95-C14, Mailroom Remodel $21,122 $21,122 $21,122 $21,122 $190,102
4405 Prison Industry Repayment
4407 Printing Repayment [8-FY02][18-FY04]
4408 Comp/Fac Repayment [7-FY02] $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744
4408 Comp/Fac - CIP 85-60
4408 CIP 89-11 Computer Facility
4408 CIP 95-M1, Security Alarm [7-FY02] $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998
4408 CIP 95-M5, Facility Generator [7-FY02] $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874
4408 CIP 95-S4F, Advance Planning $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
4408 CIP 97-C26, Capitol Complex Conduit System, Phase I [7-FY02] $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542
4408 CIP 97-S4H, Advance Planning Addition to Computer Facility [7-FY02] $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107
4408 S.B. 201, 1997; Cost of PBX System $249,967 $249,967 $249,967 $249,967 $249,967
4408 A.B. 576-Virtual Tape Storage $463,444 $463,444 $463,444 $463,444
4408 DoIT Repayment - April 9, 2008 IFC $348,240 $197,258
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Carson $20,176 $20,176 $20,176
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Reno $24,385 $24,385 $24,385 $24,385 $24,385 $24,385
4409 Motor Pool Repay - LV $6,638 $6,638 $6,638 $6,638 $6,638 $6,630
NEW Equal Rights Repayment (S.B. 387)
4410 Purchasing Repayment $16,722 $17,537 $18,403 $19,326 $164,148
4402 State Personnel IFS Repayment; S.B. 201, 1997 Legislature $1,532,381 $1,532,381 $1,757,208 $1,644,795 $1,644,795 $970,267

TOTAL OTHER REPAYMENTS $2,100,078 5.9% $2,200,892 4.8% $2,905,765 32.0% $5,145,859 77.1% $4,556,312 -11.5% $1,591,661 -65.1%
4406 Marlette Repayment $10,512 $10,664 1.4% $10,512 -1.4% $10,512 $10,512 $10,512

INTEREST INCOME
3290 Treasurer [6-FY02] $13,543,085 202.9% $32,665,647 141.2% $52,404,230 60.4% $55,876,491 6.6% $18,363,013 -67.1% $2,373,219 -87.1%
3291 Other $142,784 148.5% $267,721 87.5% $511,552 91.1% $459,855 -10.1% $142,148 -69.1% $13,041 -90.8% $2,181 $3,460 58.7%

TOTAL INTEREST INCOME $13,685,869 202.2% $32,933,368 140.6% $52,915,782 60.7% $56,336,346 6.5% $18,505,161 -67.2% $2,386,259 -87.1% $2,181 $3,460 58.7%
TOTAL USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY $15,796,458 142.2% $35,144,924 122.5% $55,832,059 58.9% $61,492,717 10.1% $23,071,985 -62.5% $3,988,432 -82.7% $2,181 $3,460 58.7%

OTHER REVENUE
3059 Hoover Dam Revenue $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

MISC SALES AND REFUNDS
3071 Property Tax: 4-cent operating rate (Clark & Washoe) [13-FY10] $36,448,071
3070 Property Tax: 5-cent capital rate (Clark & Washoe) [14-FY10] $34,690,823
4792 Room Tax: State 3/8 of 1% Rate [15-FY10] $2,334,563
4791 Insurance Verification Fees [17-FY10] $7,000,000
4790 Suppl. Account for Med. Assist. To Indigent [18-FY10] $25,199,365
3081 Clean Water Coalition-Clark County [27-FY10]
4793 Lobbyist Registration Fee [28-FY10]
3107 Misc Fees  $138,915 -13.6% $1,533,484 1003.9% $162,268 -89.4% $197,310 21.6% $182,332 -7.6% $252,176 38.3% $70,636 $201,388 185.1%
3109 Court Administrative Assessments [16-FY10] $543,189 $1,658,404 205.3% $3,603,463 117.3% $1,386,084 -61.5% $381,525 -72.5% $4,580,172 $771,694 $887,664 15.0%
3114 Court Administrative Assessments Fee [29-FY10] $271,461 $358,694
3150 Telemarketing Fees $132,325 -17.7% $126,625 -4.3% $119,325 -5.8% $97,250 -18.5% $91,050 -6.4% -100.0%
3151 Deceptive Trade Settlement $1,475 -49.1%
3168 Declare of Candidacy Filing Fee $22,119 -66.4% $45,891 107.5% $39,497 -13.9% $40,615 2.8% $32,272 -20.5% $63,767 97.6% $18,115 $6,950 -61.6%
3202 Fees and Writs of Garnishments $2,682 11.1% $2,465 -8.1% $2,406 -2.4% $2,180 -9.4% $2,715 24.5% $3,130 15.3% $735 $670 -8.9%
3220 Nevada Report Sales $39,430 137.9% $11,370 -71.2% $17,340 52.5% $30,235 74.4% $12,800 -57.7% $9,335 -27.1% $440
3222 Excess Property Sales $50,190 110.8% $46,925 -6.5% $531,998 1033.7% $41,215 -92.3% $38,715 -6.1% $32,385 -16.3% $476 $513 7.8%
3240 Sale of Trust Property $4,076 -83.5% $5,995 47.1% $8,287 38.2% $1,014 -87.8% $2,124 109.4% $3,038 43.0%
3243 Insurance - Misc $420,144 6.4% $406,222 -3.3% $495,452 22.0% $514,555 3.9% $522,920 1.6% $516,856 -1.2% $141,095 $106,582 -24.5%
3250 Telemarketing Fines $10,000
3272 Misc Refunds $15,025 189.4% $20,159 34.2% $1,546 -92.3% $878 -43.2% $3,287 274.2% -100.0%
3274 Misc Refunds $58,765 42.8% $76,795 30.7% $49,749 -35.2% $61,769 24.2% $64,494 4.4% $42,508 -34.1% $9,879 $9,660 -2.2%
3276 Cost Recovery Plan $9,624,189 -0.9% $10,458,762 8.7% $10,455,487 0.0% $7,139,068 -31.7% $7,142,251 0.0% $9,148,627 28.1% $2,090,019

TOTAL MISC SALES AND REFUNDS $11,052,524 4.1% $14,393,097 30.2% $15,486,818 7.6% $9,522,173 -38.5% $8,476,485 -11.0% $120,596,278 $1,013,070 $3,662,138 261.5%
3060 Petroleum Inspection Fees [4-FY08] $582,201 4.3% $580,469 -0.3% $609,362 5.0%
3255 Unclaimed Property [9-FY02][9-FY06][5-FY09][12-FY10][30-FY10][31-FY10] $19,811,660 1.0% $22,269,598 12.4% $23,464,527 5.4% $49,179,534 109.6% $50,092,050 1.9% $66,201,764 32.2%

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE $31,746,384 2.1% $37,543,164 18.3% $39,860,707 6.2% $59,001,707 48.0% $58,868,534 -0.2% $187,098,042 217.8% $1,013,070 $3,662,138 261.5%
TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE $2,742,665,021 14.1% $3,058,803,459 11.5% $3,145,042,636 2.8% $3,054,267,831 -2.9% $2,739,340,032 -10.3% $3,007,019,753 9.8% $364,511,793 $393,852,704 8.0%
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NOTES:
[a.] Subject to adjustment based on reconciliation with the Controller's Office and Budget Division

FY 2004
[1-FY04] A.B. 4 (20th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance provided to the taxpayer for collecting and remitting the sales tax to the state from 1.25% to 0.5%, effective July 1, 2003.
[2-FY04] S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) increased gross gaming tax rates by 0.5%: 3.0% to 3.5% on monthly revenue up to $50,000; 4.0% to 4.5% on revenue over $50,000 and up to $134,000; 6.25% to 6.75% on revenue exceeding $134,000, effective August 1, 2003.
[3-FY04] S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) increased quarterly restricted slot fees by 33%: from $61 to $81 per machine, up to 5 machines; from $106 to $141 for each machine over 5, up to 15 machines, effective July 22, 2003.
[4a-FY04] S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) modified types of establishments and entertainment subject to the current 10% Casino Entertainment Tax (CET), effective September 1 to December 31, 2003 [Estimated to generate $4,982,000 additional collections during 4-month period].
[4b-FY04]

[5-FY04]

[6-FY04]

[7-FY04]
[8-FY04]
[9-FY04]
[10-FY04]
[11-FY04]
[12-FY04]
[13-FY04]
[14-FY04]

[15-FY04]

[16-FY04]

[17-FY04]
[18-FY04]
[19-FY04]
FY 2006
[1-FY06]

[2-FY06]
[3-FY06]
[4-FY06]

[5-FY06]

[6-FY06]
[7-FY06]
[8-FY06]
[9-FY06]

FY 2008
[1-FY08]

[2-FY08]
[3-FY08]
[4-FY08]
FY 2009
[1A-FY09]

[1B-FY09]

[2-FY09]

[3-FY09]

[4-FY09]

[5-FY09]

[b.] The fiscal year-to-date amounts for Sales and Use Tax, Cigarette Tax, Liquor Tax, Other Tobacco Tax, Live Entertainment Tax-Nongaming and Gaming, and all of the taxes and fees listed under Gaming-State are based on actual amounts reported by the Department of 
Taxation and Gaming Control Board.  The fiscal year-to-date amounts for the Secretary of State License revenues are based on actual amounts reported by the Secretary of State.  The fiscal-year-to-date amounts for all other General Fund revenue sources shown in the table 
represent the figures obtained from the Controller's system through September 30 of FY 2010  and FY 2011.  The amounts for revenue sources from the Department of Taxation represent the fiscal year-to-date amount through first two months (for monthly tax source).

S.B. 390 (2005 Session) increases the collection allowance provided to Clark County and Washoe County from 0.2% to 1.0%, effective July 1, 2005, which makes the collection allowance 1.0% in all 17 counties.  Estimated to reduce collections by $1,056,292 in FY 2006 and $1,022,504 in FY 2007.
S.B. 4 (22nd S.S.) allocates $7,600,000 of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the Millenium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2006 and FY 2007.

S.B. 504 (2003 Session) transferred the State Printing Division of the Department of Administration to the Legislative Counsel Bureau and all debt to the State General Fund was forgiven, effective July 1, 2003.
Beginning in FY 2004, the portion of the fees collected by the Real Estate Division for Real Estate Testing Fees that belong to the General Fund are transferred from Category 28 in BA 3823 to GL 4741 in the General Fund.  Previously, the revenue from these fees were reverted to the General Fund at the end of the fiscal year.

S.B. 3 (22nd S.S.) allows an entity operating a facility where craft shows, exhibitions, trade shows, conventions, or sporting events to pay the BLF for entities not having a business license as an annual flat fee of $5,000 or on a $1.25 times the number entities without a business license times the number days of the show basis.  
Estimated to generate $134,420 in FY 2006 and $158,884 in FY 2007.
S.B. 391 (2005 Session) replaces the NAICS-based approach for defining a financial institution with a structure based on a state or federal licensing or regulatory requirement for conducting financial activities.  Collection agencies and pawn shops are not included as financial institutions, but as nonfinancial businesses.  The 
changes are estimated to reduce MBT-Financial collections by $1,801,800 in FY 2006 and $2,047,500 in FY 2007 and increase MBT-Nonfinancial collections by $584,168 in FY 2006 and $621,237 in FY 2007.  Net effect is a reduction in total MBT collections of $1,217,632 in FY 2006 and $1,426,263 in FY 2007.
S.B. 523 (2005 Session) reduces the MBT-nonfinancial institutions tax rate from 0.65% to 0.63% from July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007.  Estimated to reduce collections by $6,978,000 in FY 2006 and $7,450,000 in FY 2007.
S.B. 3 (22nd S.S.) provides an exemption for the first branch bank operated by a bank in each county, replacing the previous exemption for one branch bank only.  Estimated to reduce collections by $441,000 in FY 2006 and FY 2007.

S.B. 357 (2005 Session) allocates $1 per slot machine per quarter in FY 2006 and $2 per slot machine per quarter in FY 2007 from the quarterly license fee imposed on restricted and nonrestricted slot machines and sunsets effective June 30, 2007.  A total of $822,000 in FY 2006 and $1,678,000 in FY 2007 is projected to be 
deposited in the Account to Support Programs for the Prevention and Treatment of Problem Gambling.  (FY 2006: $84,666 - restricted; $737,334 - Nonrestricted and FY 2007: $172,834 - Restricted; $1,505,166 - Nonrestricted)
A.B. 554 (2005 Session) lowers the occupancy threshold from 300 to 200, effective July 1, 2005.  Estimated to generate $3,600,000 in FY 2006 and FY 2007.
S.B. 3 (22nd S.S.) provides an exemption for entities that have four or fewer rental dwelling units.  Estimated to reduce collections by $2,975,000 in FY 2006 and $3,060,000 in FY 2007.

S.B.2 and A.B. 4 (20th S.S.) makes changes to the rates and structure of the fees collected from entities filing with the Secretary of State's office, effective September 1, 2003 for Securities and UCC fee increases and November 1, 2003 for changes to commercial recording fees.

S.B. 428 (2003 Session) increases real estate salesman, broker-salesman, and brokers licensing fees by $20 for an original license and $10 for renewal of license (original and renewal license fee varies depending on type of license), effective July 1, 2003.

A.B. 493 (2003 Session) established that revenues from fees collected by the Division of Financial Institutions of the Department of Business & Industry will be deposited in a separate fund to pay the expenses related to the operations of the Commissioner of Financial Institutions and the Division of Financial Institutions, effective 
January 1, 2004.  Previously, the revenues from the fees were deposited in the State General Fund.
A.B. 550 (2003 Session) increased state's portion of the fee for issuing copy of a birth certificate by $2 and fee for issuing copy of death certificate by $1, effective October 1, 2003

S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) imposes tax of $1.30 per $500 of value on the transfers of real property, effective October 1, 2003.

S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) repealed the current quarterly $25 per employee tax when the Modified Business Tax comes online, effective October 1, 2003. [See Notes 10 and 11]
S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) imposes tax on gross payroll of a business less a deduction for health care provided to employees, effective October 1, 2003.  Tax rate is 0.70% in FY 2004 and 0.65% in FY 2005.
S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) imposes tax of 2.0% on gross payroll of a financial institution less a deduction for health care provided to employees, effective October 1, 2003.
S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) imposes excise tax on each bank of $7,000 per year ($1,750 per quarter) on each branch office, effective January 1, 2004.

S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) repealed CET and replaced by Live Entertainment Tax (LET): 5% of admissions price, if entertainment is in facility with 7,500 or more seats; 10% of admissions price and food, beverage, and merchandise purchased, if facility has more than 300 and up to 7,500 seats; exempt from the tax if facility is a nongaming
establishment with less than 300 seats or is gaming establishment with less than 300 seats and less than 51 slot machines, 6 games, or any combination thereof, effective January 1, 2004.
S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) increased liquor taxes by 75%: beer from 9 cents to 16 cents per gallon; liquor up to 14% alcohol from 40 cents to 70 cents per gallon; liquor over 14% and up to 22% alcohol from 75 cents to $1.30 per gallon; liquor over 22% alcohol from $2.05 (15 cents for alcohol abuse program, 50 cents to local 
government, and $1.40 to State General Fund) to $3.60 per gallon (15 cents for alcohol abuse program, 50 cents to local government, and $2.95 to State General Fund) , effective August 1, 2003.  [Estimated to generate $13,873,000 in FY 2004 and $15,536,000 in FY 2005].  A.B. 4 (20th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance 
provided to the taxpayer for collecting and remitting the liquor tax to the state from 3% to 0.5%, effective August 1, 2003. [Estimated to generate $734,000 in FY 2004 and $822,000 in FY 2005]
S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) increased cigarette tax per pack of 20 by 45 cents: from 35 cents per pack (10 cents to Local Government Distribution Fund, 25 cents to State General Fund) to 80 cents per pack (10 cents to Local Government Distribution Fund, 70 cents to State General Fund), effective July 22, 2003. [Estimated to generate 
$63,268,000 in FY 2004 and $70,047,000 in FY 2005]  A.B. 4 (20th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance provided to the taxpayer for collecting and remitting the cigarette tax to the state from 3% to 0.5%, effective August 1, 2003.  [Estimated to generate $2,538,000 in FY 2004 and $2,884,000 in FY 2005]

S.B. 8 (20th S.S.) changed the $25 one-time annual business license fee to an annual fee of $100, effective July 22, 2003.
A.B. 4 (20th S.S.) reduced collection allowance provided to taxpayer for collecting and remitting tax on other tobacco items from 2.0% to 0.5%, effective August 1, 2003.

S.B. 2 (25th S.S.) requires that 1% of the 4% recovery surcharge retained by short-term car rental companies as reimbursement for costs of vehicles licensing fees and taxes to be deposited in the State General Fund effective January 1, 2009, and ending June 30, 2009.  During the six months that the transfer of 1% of the 4% 
recovery surcharge to the General Fund is effective in FY 2009, it is estimated that it will generate additional General Fund revenue of $1,779,910.
Initiative Petition 1 (IP1) approved by the 2009 Legislature and allowed to become law by the Governor imposes up to an additional 3% room tax in Clark and Washoe counties but not to exceed a total combined of 13% in any area of each county, effective July 1, 2009.  Under IP1, the revenue from the room tax is deposited in the 
State General Fund for FY 2010 and FY 2011 and is dedicated to K-12 education thereafter beginning in FY 2012.  Due to the July 1, 2009, effective date, only 10 months of revenue is deposited in FY 2010.

Per the June 30, 2007, sunset provision of S.B. 357 (2005 Session), the $2 per slot machine per quarter allocated from the quarterly license fee imposed on restricted and nonrestricted slot machines to the Account to Support Programs for the Prevention and Treatment of Problem Gambling ceases and the full amount collected 
from the quarterly slot fees remains in the General Fund.
Per the A.B. 554 (2005 Session), race events that are part of the National Association of Stock Car Auto Racing (NASCAR) Nextel Cup series and all races associated with such an event are exempt from the LET, effective July 1, 2007.
Per the sunset provision of S.B. 523 (2005 Session), the MBT-nonfinancial institutions tax rate increases to 0.65% from 0.63%, effective July 1, 2007.
S.B. 165 (2005 Session) requires the State General Fund portion of the petroleum inspection fees imposed pursuant to NRS 590.120 to be deposited into a separate account for use by the Department of Agriculture, effective July 1, 2007.

S.B. 2 (25th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance provided to taxpayer for collecting and remitting sales and use taxes to the State from 0.5% to 0.25% effective January 1, 2009 and ending on June 30, 2009.  During the six months the reduction in the collection allowance is effective in FY 2009, it is estimated that the change will 
generate $1,087,145 for the State 2% Sales Tax.
S.B. 2 (25th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance provided to taxpayer for collecting and remitting sales and use taxes from 0.5% to 0.25% effective January 1, 2009 and ending on June 30, 2009.  During the six months the reduction in the collection allowance is effective in FY 2009, it is estimated that the General Fund 
commission of 0.75% retained by the State for collecting and distributing the LSST, BCCRT, SCCRT, and Local Option taxes (LOPT) will generate the following additional General Fund revenue: LSST - $8,859; BCCRT - $1,968; SCCRT - $6,893; and LOPT - $4,275.
S.B. 2 (25th S.S.) reduced the collection allowance provided to taxpayer for collecting and remitting cigarette taxes, liquor taxes, and other tobacco taxes to the state from 0.5% to 0.25% effective January 1, 2009 and ending on June 30, 2009.  During the six months the reduction in the collection allowance is effective in FY 2009, it 
is estimated to generate the following additional General Fund revenue: Cigarette Tax -  $125,955; Liquor Tax - $50,412, and Other Tobacco Tax - $11,209.
S.B. 2 (25th S.S.) requires the advance payment on the net proceeds of minerals tax in FY 2009 based upon estimated net proceeds for the current calendar year.  The provisions of S.B. 2 also apply to FY 2010 and FY 2011, but the net proceeds of minerals tax reverts back to the former method (based on previous calendar 
year) of taxing net proceeds on July 1, 2011.  Based on S.B. 2, the Economic Forum's December 1 estimates for net proceeds tax for FY 2010 will be collected in FY 2009 and FY 2011 will be collected in FY 2010.  Thus, S.B. 2 is estimated to increase FY 2009 net proceeds tax collections by $28,000,000 and decrease FY 2010 
collections by $1,500,000 ($26,500,000 - $28,000,000).  There is no revenue impact on FY 2011 as the net proceeds of mineral tax is estimated to remain at $26,500,000 in FY 2011.
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TABLE 1

GL NO. DESCRIPTION
FY 2005 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2006 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2007 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2008 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2009 
ACTUAL

% 
Change

FY 2010 
ACTUAL [a.]

% 
Change

FY 2010  
SEPTEMBER

FY 2011 
SEPTEMBER

% 
Change

GENERAL FUND REVENUES - ACTUALS
FY 2005 THROUGH FY 2010 AND FY 2011 VERSUS FY 2010 YEAR-TO-DATE THROUGH SEPTEMBER

Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 9:45 AM

YEAR-TO-DATE [b.]

FY 2010

[1-FY10]

[2-FY10]

[3-FY10]
[4-FY10]

[5-FY10]

[6-FY10]

[7-FY10]
[8-FY10]
[9-FY10]
[10-FY10]

[11-FY10]
[12-FY10]
[13-FY10]

[14-FY10]

[15-FY10]

[16-FY10]
[17-FY10]
[18-FY10]
FY 2010 - Continued: Notes 19 to 31 represent legislative actions approved during the 26th Special Session in February 2010.
[19-FY10

[20-FY10]

[21-FY10]

[22-FY10]

[23-FY10]

[24-FY10]
[25-FY10]

[26-FY10]
[27-FY10]
[28-FY10]
[29-FY10]

[30-FY10]

[31-FY10]

A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 3.8 cents in FY 2010 and 3.2 cents in FY 2011 worth of property tax generated from the capital rate imposed pursuant to NRS 354.59815 to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $34,210,300 in FY 2010 and 
$25,957,300 in FY 2011.  (Clark County: $28,861,500 - FY 2010 and $21,863,300 - FY 2011)  (Washoe County: $5,348,800 - FY 2010 and $4,094,000 - FY 2011)
S.B. 431 requires a portion of the revenue generated from the state 3/8 of 1% room tax revenue provided to the Nevada Commission on Tourism to be allocated to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $2,334,563 in FY 2010 and $3,265,434 in FY 2011.

A.B. 531 requires the deposit of the portion of the revenue generated from Court Administrative Assessment Fees to be deposited in the State General Fund, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate $4,763,532 in FY 2010 and $6,133,023 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of the estimated residual amount of revenue generated from Insurance Verification Fees to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $7,000,000 in FY 2010 and $6,000,000 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of $25,199,365 in FY 2010 and $22,970,977 in FY 2011 from the Supplemental Account for Medical Assistance to Indigent Persons created in the Fund for Hospital Care to Indigent Persons to the State General Fund.

Based on information provided to the Fiscal Analysis Division regarding the amount of net proceeds that would be reported to the Department of Taxation on March 1, 2010, pursuant to NRS 362.115 for calendar year 2009 for FY 2010 and information on estimated mining operations for calendar year 2010 and 2011, the Fiscal 
Analysis Division produced a revised estimate for FY 2010 and FY 2011 for net proceeds of minerals tax of $71,700,000 and $62,100,000, respectively.  These revised estimates were $31,700,000 and $27,100,000 higher than the consensus forecast prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Analysis Division on February 1, 2010 of 
$40,000,000 for FY 2010 and $35,000,000 for FY 2011.
Section 47 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) creates a new annual mining claim fee based on a progressive graduated fee per mining claim associated with the total number of mining claims held by an entity in Nevada.  This new mining claims fee is estimated to generate $25,700,000 in FY 2011 only as the fee is scheduled to sunset effective
June 30, 2011.
The Division of Insurance of the Department of Business and Industry is required to implement a program to perform desk audits of tax returns submitted by insurance companies when filing for the insurance premium tax.  This program is estimated to generate an additional $10,000,000 in insurance premium tax collections in FY 
2011.
Section 64 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Department of Taxation to conduct a tax amnesty program from July 1, 2010 to September 30, 2010 for all taxes that are required to be reported and paid to the Department.  It is estimated that the tax amnesty program will generate $10,000,000 in FY 2011 from all the different 
applicable taxes, but an estimate of additional revenue expected from each individual revenue source was not prepared.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increased various fees authorized or imposed in NRS associated with activities of the Secretary of State's Office related to securities, commercial recordings, and UCC filing requirements as well as changed the allocation of the portion to the State General Fund for fees associated with notary training and 
domestic partnerships.  The changes were estimated to generate the following amounts in FY 2010 and FY 2011:  UCC: $155,200 - FY 2010 and $465,600 - FY 2011; Commercial Recordings: $354,342 - FY 2010 and $1,063,027 - FY 2011; Notary Fees: $0 - FY 2010 and $153,600 - FY 2011; Securities: $855,314 - FY 2010 and 
$4,860,193 - FY 2011; and Domestic Partnerships: $0  - FY 2010 and $50,000 - FY 2011.
Section 45 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the license fee from 4% to 6% on the gross receipts from admission fees to a live contest or exhibition of unarmed combat, effective July 1, 2010.  This fee increase is estimated to generate $1,250,000 in additional revenue for FY 2011.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the current fees specified in NRS 440.700 associated with birth and death certificates to continue to be collected by the State Registrar until the State Registrar establishes new higher fees through regulation.  The higher fees imposed through regulation are expected to be effective July 1, 2010, and are 
estimated to generate an additional $368,511 in revenue for FY 2011.
Section 31 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) imposes a new fee of $150 per notice of default or election to sell with the proceeds deposited in the State General Fund, effective April 1, 2010.  This new notice of default fee is estimated to generate additional General Fund revenue of $2,760,000 in FY 2010 and $11,040,000 in FY 2011.
Section 18 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Clean Water Coalition in Clark County to transfer securities and cash in the amount fo $62,000,000 to the State General Fund.  The $62,000,000 in revenue from this transfer is expected to occur in FY 2011.
Section 36 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Legislative Commission to transfer the first $100,000 in revenue collected from lobbyist registration fees imposed pursuant to NRS 218H.500 to the State General Fund.  The $100,000 transfer to the General Fund is for FY 2011 only as the provisions sunset on June 30, 2011.
Section 34 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the adminstrative assessment amount associated with misdemeanor violation fines by $5 effective upon passage and approval of A.B. 6 (March 12, 2010).  The proceeds from the additional $5 adminstrative assessment as part of the sentence for a violation of a misdemeanor are 
deposited in the State General Fund and is estimated to generate an additional $192,544 in FY 2010 and $2,310,530 in FY 2011.
Based on information provided by the Treasurer's Office, the Fiscal Analysis Division revised the estimate for unclaimed property collections to be deposited in the State General Fund to $52,000,000 in FY 2010 and $58,081,000 in FY 2011.  This revised forecast for unclaimed property proceeds yields an additional $4,018,000 in 
FY 2010 and $15,000,000 in FY 2011 above the February 1, 2010, consensus forecast of $47,919,000 for FY 2010 and $43,081,000 for FY 2011 prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Division based on information provided by the Treasurer's Office.
Section 1 of A.B. 3 (26th S.S.) redirects the full $7,600,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer from the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  A.B. 562 (75th Session) redirected $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues 
collected by the State Treasurer to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  The net effect of the provisions of A.B 3 is an additional $3,800,000 in General Fund revenue in FY 2010 and FY 2011 from unclaimed property proceeds.

NOTE:  Revenue amounts listed in the footnotes for FY 2010 based on legislative actions during the 2009 Session were prepared by the Fiscal Analysis Division using the Economic Forum's forecasts for FY 2010 and FY 2011 produced at its May 1, 2010, meeting.  For those revenues for which revised forecasts were produced during January 2010, the effect of the 
legislative adjustment is included into the revised forecasts for the major General Fund revenue forecasts approved by the Economic Forum at its January 22, 2010, meeting, and the consensus General Fund revenue forecasts for minor revenue sources prepared by the Fiscal Analysis Division and the Budget Division.

A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting sales and use taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  A.B. 552 also increased the General Fund commission retained by the Department of Taxation for collecting and distributing the sales and use taxes generated by the 
BCCRT, SCCRT, and local option taxes (did not apply to the LSST) from 0.75% to 1.75%, effective July 1, 2009.  Collectively, these changes are estimated to generate an additional $16,031,800 in FY 2010 and $16,679,000 in FY 2011.  [FY 2010 - State 2%: $2,007,000 (TCA); LSST: $1,037,700 (TCA); BCCRT: $1,946,000 
(GFC) + $3,700 (TCA); SCCRT: $6,806,700 (GFC) + $12,800 (TCA); LOPT: $4,210,000 (GFC) + $7,900 (TCA) and FY 2011 - State 2%: $2,049,700 (TCA); LSST: $1,081,400 (TCA); BCCRT: $2,028,000 (GFC) + $3,800 (TCA); SCCRT: $7,093,600 (GFC) + $13,300 (TCA); LOPT: $4,400,900 (GFC) + $8,300 (TCA) where GFC 
represents amount due to General Fund Commission rate change and TCA represents amount due to Taxpayer Collection Allowance change.]

S.B. 429 changed the structure and tax rate for the Modified Business Tax on General Business (nonfinancial institutions) by creating a two-tiered tax rate in lieu of the single rate of 0.63%, effective July 1, 2009..  Under S.B. 429, a nonfinancial business pays a tax rate of 0.5% on all taxable wages (gross wages less allowable 
health care expenses) up to $62,500 per quarter, and a rate of 1.17% on taxable wages exceeding $62,500 per quarter.  Estimated to generate an additional $173,330,000 in FY 2010 and $172,393,400 in FY 2011.  The change to the MBT-General Business sunsets effective June 30, 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting cigarette taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  This change is estimated to generate an additional $236,200 in FY 2010 and $237,300 in FY 2011.
Initiative Petition 1 (IP1) approved by the 2009 Legislature and allowed to become law by the Governor imposes up to an additional 3% room tax in Clark and Washoe counties but not to exceed a total combined rate of 13% in any area of each county, effective July 1, 2009.  Under IP1, the revenue from the room tax is deposited in
the State General Fund for FY 2010 and FY 2011 and is dedicated to K-12 education beginning in FY 2012.
S.B. 429 increases the depreciation rates for autos and trucks by 10% in the schedules used to determine the value of a vehicle for the purposes of calculating the Governmental Services Tax (GST) due, effective September 1, 2009.  The portion of the GST tax generated from the depreciation schedule change is allocated to the 
State General Fund, which is estimated to generate $42,842,800 in FY 2010 and $51,411,300 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, additional revenue generated from the GST is deposited in the General Fund until FY 2013 and is then deposited in the State Highway Fund beginning in FY 2014.
S.B. 429 increases the Business License Fee (BLF) by $100 to $200 for the initial and annual renewal, effective July 1, 2009.  Effective October 1, 2009, A.B. 146  transfers the BLF to the Secretary of State from the Department of Taxation as part of the business portal program and requires all entities filing with the Secretary of 
State under Title 7 to pay the initial and annual renewal $200 BLF.  It is estimated to generate an additional $38,254,800 in FY 2010 and $44,802,600 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, the $100 increase in the BLF sunsets effective June 30, 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting liquor taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $100,400 in FY 2010 and $102,800 in FY 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting other tobacco taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $23,560 in FY 2010 and $24,270 in FY 2011.
Effective July 1, 2009, S.B. 53 requires fees collected for expedite services provided by the Secretary of State to business entities to be deposited in the State General Fund.  Estimated to generate $2,272,569 in FY 2010 and $1,818,056 in FY 2011
Effective October 1, 2009, S.B. 234 increases the state rate imposed on the short-term rental of a vehicle from 6.0% to 10.0% with the proceeds equivalent to 9.0% deposited in the State General Fund and 1.0% deposited in the State Highway Fund (maintains provisions of A.B. 595 from the 2007 Session).  S.B. 234 eliminates the 
4.0% recovery surcharge and allows short-term car rental companies to impose a surcharge to recover their vehicle licensing and registration costs.  Estimated to generate an additional $9,883,900 in FY 2010 and $13,565,000 in FY 2011.
A.B. 480 increases various fees collected by the State Engineer for examining and filing applications and issuing and recording permits, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $900,000 in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
A.B. 562 redirects $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 4-cents worth of property tax generated from their operating rate to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $36,010,800 in FY 2010 and $32,446,600 in FY 2011.  (Clark County: $30,380,500 - FY 2010 and 
$27,329,100 - FY 2011)  (Washoe County: $5,630,300 - FY 2010 and $5,117,500 - FY 2011)  
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TABLE 3

G.L.

NO. DESCRIPTION
FISCAL YEAR 

2010 [a.]
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %
TAXES

PROPERTY/MINE
3064 Net Proceeds of Minerals [19-FY10] $76,350,861 $66,500,000 -12.9% $66,500,000 -12.9% $66,500,000 -12.9% $60,000,000 $60,000,000 $60,000,000
3241 Net Proceeds Penalty $301,761 $50,000 -83.4% $50,000 -83.4% $50,000 -83.4% $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
3245 Centrally Assessed Penalties $178,099 $50,000 -71.9% $50,000 -71.9% $50,000 -71.9% $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
3116 Mining Claims Fee [20-FY10] $17,150 $25,700,000 $25,700,000 $25,700,000

TOTAL PROPERTY/MINE TAX $76,847,872 $92,300,000 20.1% $92,300,000 20.1% $92,300,000 20.1% $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $60,100,000 $60,100,000 $60,100,000

SALES AND USE
3001 Sales and Use Tax [1-FY10] $755,344,243 $772,186,000 2.2% $744,253,000 -1.5% $766,000,000 1.4% $777,463,000 0.7% $745,214,000 0.1% $772,500,000 0.8% $783,210,000 0.7% $769,485,000 3.3% $791,200,000 2.4%
3002 State Share - LSST [1-FY10] $7,264,043 $7,426,000 2.2% $7,256,500 -0.1% $7,468,500 2.8% $6,559,800 -11.7% $6,287,700 -13.4% $6,518,000 -12.7% $6,608,300 0.7% $6,492,500 3.3% $6,675,800 2.4%
3003 State Share - BCCRT  [1-FY10] $3,268,705 $3,341,600 2.2% $3,256,100 -0.4% $3,351,300 2.5% $3,364,400 0.7% $3,260,300 0.1% $3,379,700 0.8% $3,389,300 0.7% $3,366,500 3.3% $3,461,500 2.4%
3004 State Share - SCCRT [1-FY10] $11,442,957 $11,698,100 2.2% $11,396,400 -0.4% $11,729,400 2.5% $11,778,000 0.7% $11,411,100 0.1% $11,828,900 0.8% $11,865,100 0.7% $11,782,700 3.3% $12,115,300 2.4%
3005 State Share - PTT [1-FY10] $7,028,623 $7,185,300 2.2% $7,000,000 -0.4% $7,204,600 2.5% $7,234,400 0.7% $7,009,000 0.1% $7,265,700 0.8% $7,287,900 0.7% $7,237,200 3.3% $7,441,600 2.4%

TOTAL SALES AND USE $784,348,571 $801,837,000 2.2% $773,162,000 -1.4% $795,753,800 1.5% $806,399,600 0.6% $773,182,100 0.0% $801,492,300 0.7% $812,360,600 0.7% $798,363,900 3.3% $820,894,200 2.4%

GAMING - STATE
3032 Pari-mutuel Tax $4,217 $4,000 -5.1% $4,000 -5.1% $4,000 -5.1% $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000
3181 Racing Fees $13,513 $13,000 -3.8% $13,000 -3.8% $13,000 -3.8% $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000
3247 Racing Fines/Forfeitures $810 $1,000 23.5% $1,000 23.5% $1,000 23.5% $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
3041 Percent Fees - Gross Revenue $630,526,019 $661,920,494 5.0% $660,110,000 4.7% $640,400,000 1.6% $689,794,183 4.2% $681,510,000 3.2% $657,400,000 2.7% $733,155,240 6.3% $704,296,000 3.3% $674,800,000 2.6%
3042 Gaming Penalties $1,030,064 $1,000,000 -2.9% $1,000,000 -2.9% $1,000,000 -2.9% $875,000 -12.5% $875,000 -12.5% $875,000 -12.5% $875,000 $875,000 $875,000
3043 Flat Fees-Restricted Slots $8,578,006 $8,381,539 -2.3% $8,381,500 -2.3% $8,381,500 -2.3% $8,265,947 -1.4% $8,265,900 -1.4% $8,265,900 -1.4% $8,409,587 1.7% $8,409,600 1.7% $8,409,600 1.7%
3044 Non-Restricted Slots $12,425,211 $12,358,606 -0.5% $12,358,600 -0.5% $12,358,600 -0.5% $12,449,458 0.7% $12,449,500 0.7% $12,449,500 0.7% $12,623,340 1.4% $12,623,300 1.4% $12,623,300 1.4%
3045 Quarterly Fees-Games $6,699,150 $6,675,099 -0.4% $6,675,100 -0.4% $6,675,100 -0.4% $6,709,815 0.5% $6,709,800 0.5% $6,709,800 0.5% $6,787,789 1.2% $6,787,800 1.2% $6,787,800 1.2%
3046 Advance License Fees $8,663,395 $3,781,518 -56.4% $3,781,500 -56.4% $3,781,500 -56.4% $1,700,000 -55.0% $1,700,000 -55.0% $1,700,000 -55.0% $2,000,000 17.6% $2,000,000 17.6% $2,000,000 17.6%
3048 Slot Machine Route Operator $37,000 $37,500 1.4% $37,500 1.4% $37,500 1.4% $38,500 2.7% $38,500 2.7% $38,500 2.7% $39,000 1.3% $39,000 1.3% $39,000 1.3%
3049 Gaming Info Systems Annual $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000
3033 Equip Mfg. License $228,500 $229,000 0.2% $229,000 0.2% $229,000 0.2% $231,000 0.9% $231,000 0.9% $231,000 0.9% $234,000 1.3% $234,000 1.3% $234,000 1.3%
3034 Race Wire License $15,884 $32,000 101.5% $32,000 101.5% $32,000 101.5% $35,000 9.4% $35,000 9.4% $35,000 9.4% $40,000 14.3% $40,000 14.3% $40,000 14.3%
3035 Annual Fees on Games $134,225 $137,026 2.1% $137,000 2.1% $137,000 2.1% $119,431 -12.8% $119,400 -12.8% $119,400 -12.8% $114,677 -4.0% $114,700 -3.9% $114,700 -3.9%

O G G S $ $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %
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TOTAL GAMING - STATE $668,367,995 $694,582,782 3.9% $692,772,200 3.7% $673,062,200 0.7% $720,248,334 3.7% $711,964,100 2.8% $687,854,100 2.2% $764,308,634 6.1% $735,449,400 3.3% $705,953,400 2.6%

LIVE ENTERTAINMENT TAX (LET)
3031 LET-Gaming $108,244,011 $109,326,451 1.0% $110,233,000 1.8% $109,500,000 1.2% $110,966,347 1.5% $112,499,000 2.1% $111,900,000 2.2% $113,185,674 2.0% $116,526,000 3.6% $114,200,000 2.1%
3031 LET-Nongaming $11,475,519 $12,789,000 11.4% $13,222,000 15.2% $12,789,000 11.4% $11,997,000 -6.2% $11,860,000 -10.3% $11,997,000 -6.2% $12,582,000 4.9% $12,097,000 2.0% $12,582,000 4.9%

Total Live Entertainment Tax $119,719,530 $122,115,451 2.0% $123,455,000 3.1% $122,289,000 2.1% $122,963,347 0.7% $124,359,000 0.7% $123,897,000 1.3% $125,767,674 2.3% $128,623,000 3.4% $126,782,000 2.3%

INSURANCE TAXES
3061 Insurance Premium Tax [21-FY10] $233,905,463 $235,179,000 0.5% $233,218,000 -0.3% $234,200,000 0.1% $235,061,000 -0.1% $235,366,000 0.9% $235,300,000 0.5% $234,943,000 -0.1% $242,523,000 3.0% $240,800,000 2.3%
3062 Insurance Retaliatory Tax $60,019 $70,000 16.6% $60,000 0.0% $70,000 16.6% $70,000 $60,000 $70,000 $70,000 $60,000 $70,000
3067 Captive Insurer Premium Tax $583,747 $562,500 -3.6% $562,500 -3.6% $562,500 -3.6% $570,000 1.3% $570,000 1.3% $570,000 1.3% $575,000 0.9% $575,000 0.9% $575,000 0.9%

TOTAL INSURANCE TAXES $234,549,230 $235,811,500 0.5% $233,840,500 -0.3% $234,832,500 0.1% $235,701,000 0.0% $235,996,000 0.9% $235,940,000 0.5% $235,588,000 0.0% $243,158,000 3.0% $241,445,000 2.3%

MODIFIED BUSINESS TAX (MBT)
3069 MBT-Nonfinancial [2-FY10] $363,411,521 $359,710,000 -1.0% $352,258,000 -3.1% $356,300,000 -2.0% $224,353,000 -37.6% $210,492,000 -40.2% $215,500,000 -39.5% $220,776,000 -1.6% $212,638,000 1.0% $219,600,000 1.9%
3069 MBT-Financial $21,698,267 $21,950,000 1.2% $19,697,000 -9.2% $21,000,000 -3.2% $22,145,000 0.9% $19,294,000 -2.0% $21,400,000 1.9% $22,339,000 0.9% $20,024,000 3.8% $22,000,000 2.8%

Total Modified Business Tax $385,109,788 $381,660,000 -0.9% $371,955,000 -3.4% $377,300,000 -2.0% $246,498,000 -35.4% $229,786,000 -38.2% $236,900,000 -37.2% $243,115,000 -1.4% $232,662,000 1.3% $241,600,000 2.0%

CIGARETTE TAX
3052 Cigarette Tax [3-FY10] $88,550,857 $86,732,000 -2.1% $86,297,000 -2.5% $85,000,000 -4.0% $85,632,000 -1.3% $84,679,000 -1.9% $82,000,000 -3.5% $84,292,000 -1.6% $83,458,000 -1.4% $79,600,000 -2.9%

REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX
3055 Real Property Transfer Tax $53,315,435 $55,617,000 4.3% $44,704,000 -16.2% $50,100,000 -6.0% $55,507,000 -0.2% $42,481,000 -5.0% $50,600,000 1.0% $55,396,000 -0.2% $45,842,000 7.9% $55,100,000 8.9%

ROOM TAX
3057 Room Tax [4-FY10] $97,671,733 $102,034,370 4.5% $103,346,000 5.8% $101,900,000 4.3%

GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES TAX (GST)
3051 Governmental Services Tax [5-FY10] $51,330,663 $61,596,796 20.0% $61,547,000 19.9% $61,596,800 20.0% $61,750,788 0.3% $61,854,700 0.5% $61,750,800 0.3% $62,213,919 0.8% $62,164,000 0.5% $62,213,900 0.7%

OTHER TAXES
3113 Business License Fee [6-FY10] $41,940,370 $54,068,600 28.9% $54,068,600 28.9% $54,068,600 28.9% $29,521,800 -45.4% $29,521,800 -45.4% $29,521,800 -45.4% $29,521,800 $29,521,800 $29,521,800
3050 Liquor Tax [7-FY10] $38,425,078 $38,440,000 0.0% $38,419,000 0.0% $38,440,000 0.0% $38,932,000 1.3% $38,741,000 0.8% $38,932,000 1.3% $39,424,000 1.3% $39,129,000 1.0% $39,424,000 1.3%
3053 Other Tobacco Tax [8-FY10] $9,574,952 $9,986,000 4.3% $9,953,000 3.9% $9,986,000 4.3% $10,248,000 2.6% $10,032,000 0.8% $10,248,000 2.6% $10,572,000 3.2% $10,166,000 1.3% $10,572,000 3.2%
4862 HECC Transfer $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
3065 Business License Tax $8,381 $5,000 -40.3% $5,000 -40.3% $5,000 -40.3% $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
3068 Branch Bank Excise Tax $3,378,900 $3,411,000 1.0% $3,079,000 -8.9% $3,411,000 1.0% $3,507,000 2.8% $3,087,000 $3,507,000 2.8% $3,603,000 2.7% $3,105,000 $3,603,000 2.7%

TOTAL TAXES $2,658,139,354 $2,745,197,499 3.3% $2,693,903,300 1.3% $2,705,044,900 1.8% $2,422,013,869 -11.8% $2,350,788,700 -12.7% $2,367,748,000 -12.5% $2,531,267,627 4.5% $2,476,747,100 5.4% $2,481,814,300 4.8%
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LICENSES
3101 Insurance Licenses $15,376,278 $15,648,000 1.8% $15,800,000 2.8% $15,648,000 1.8% $15,500,000 -0.9% $15,958,000 1.0% $15,500,000 -0.9% $15,500,000 $16,118,000 1.0% $15,500,000
3120 Marriage Licenses $419,295 $399,542 -4.7% $410,800 -2.0% $399,500 -4.7% $379,790 -4.9% $399,900 -2.7% $379,800 -4.9% $360,037 -5.2% $389,200 -2.7% $360,000 -5.2%

SECRETARY OF STATE
3105 UCC [23-FY10] $1,326,105 $1,352,627 2.0% $1,352,600 2.0% $1,352,600 2.0% $1,352,627 $1,352,600 $1,352,600 $1,352,627 $1,352,600 $1,352,600
3106 Las Vegas Commercial Filings [23-FY10] $3,487,231 $3,556,975 2.0% $3,557,000 2.0% $3,557,000 2.0% $3,556,975 $3,557,000 $3,557,000 $3,556,975 $3,557,000 $3,557,000
3129 Notary Fees [9-FY10][23-FY10] $573,417 $594,631 3.7% $594,600 3.7% $594,600 3.7% $594,631 $594,600 $594,600 $594,631 $594,600 $594,600
3130 Commercial Recordings [23-FY10] $65,197,355 $66,501,302 2.0% $66,501,300 2.0% $66,501,300 2.0% $66,501,302 $66,501,300 $66,501,300 $66,501,302 $66,501,300 $66,501,300
3131 Video Service Franchise $28,500
3121 Domestic Partnership Registry Fee [23-FY10] $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000 $55,000
3152 Securities [23-FY10] $20,349,692 $20,756,686 2.0% $20,756,700 2.0% $20,756,700 2.0% $20,756,686 $20,756,700 $20,756,700 $20,756,686 $20,756,700 $20,756,700

TOTAL SECRETARY OF STATE $90,962,300 $92,817,221 2.0% $92,817,200 2.0% $92,817,200 2.0% $92,817,221 $92,817,200 $92,817,200 $92,817,221 $92,817,200 $92,817,200
3172 Private School Licenses $207,304 $209,000 0.8% $209,400 1.0% $209,000 0.8% $213,750 2.3% $211,500 1.0% $213,800 2.3% $210,375 -1.6% $213,600 1.0% $210,400 -1.6%
3173 Private Employment Agency $14,700 $13,000 -11.6% $13,200 -10.2% $13,000 -11.6% $13,000 $12,800 -3.0% $13,000 $13,000 $13,000 1.6% $13,000

REAL ESTATE
3161 Real Estate Licenses $2,605,804 $2,150,000 -17.5% $2,479,000 -4.9% $2,150,000 -17.5% $4,000,000 86.0% $4,846,000 95.5% $4,000,000 86.0% $3,800,000 -5.0% $4,610,000 -4.9% $3,800,000 -5.0%
3162 Real Estate Fees $4,370 $3,900 -10.8% $4,200 -3.9% $3,900 -10.8% $3,900 $4,200 $3,900 $3,600 -7.7% $4,200 $3,600 -7.7%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE $2,610,174 $2,153,900 -17.5% $2,483,200 -4.9% $2,153,900 -17.5% $4,003,900 85.9% $4,850,200 95.3% $4,003,900 85.9% $3,803,600 -5.0% $4,614,200 -4.9% $3,803,600 -5.0%
3102 Athletic Commission Fees  [24-FY10] $2,946,092 $3,141,009 6.6% $4,080,300 38.5% $3,141,000 6.6% $4,000,000 27.3% $4,100,000 0.5% $4,000,000 27.3% $4,000,000 $4,200,000 2.4% $4,000,000

TOTAL LICENSES $112,536,143 $114,381,672 1.6% $115,814,100 2.9% $114,381,600 1.6% $116,927,661 2.2% $118,349,600 2.2% $116,927,700 2.2% $116,704,233 -0.2% $118,365,200 0.0% $116,704,200 -0.2%

FEES AND FINES
3200 Vital Statistics Fees [25-FY10] $791,398 $1,083,677 36.9% $989,000 25.0% $1,083,700 36.9% $1,226,127 13.1% $1,113,000 12.5% $1,226,100 13.1% $1,226,127 $1,083,000 -2.7% $1,226,100
3203 Divorce Fees $187,816 $186,201 -0.9% $187,600 -0.1% $186,200 -0.9% $184,887 -0.7% $188,000 0.2% $184,900 -0.7% $183,573 -0.7% $188,600 0.3% $183,600 -0.7%
3204 Civil Action Fees $1,438,379 $1,463,086 1.7% $1,469,000 2.1% $1,463,100 1.7% $1,487,792 1.7% $1,497,000 1.9% $1,487,800 1.7% $1,512,499 1.7% $1,526,000 1.9% $1,512,500 1.7%
3242 Insurance Fines $816,140 $1,000,000 22.5% $1,000,000 22.5% $1,000,000 22.5% $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000

3103MD Medical Discount Plan Reg. Fees $10,500 $12,000 14.3% $10,000 -4.8% $12,000 14.3% $11,000 -8.3% $10,000 $11,000 -8.3% $11,500 4.5% $10,000 $11,500 4.5%
REAL ESTATE FEES

3107IOS IOS Application Fees $11,100 $8,000 -27.9% $10,000 -9.9% $8,000 -27.9% $8,000 $10,000 $8,000 $8,000 $10,000 $8,000
3165 Land Co Filing Fees $133,270 $90,000 -32.5% $93,300 -30.0% $90,000 -32.5% $108,000 20.0% $79,300 -15.0% $108,000 20.0% $97,000 -10.2% $79,300 $97,000 -10.2%
3166 L d C S l R R F3166 Land Co Sales Reg Rep Fee
3167 Real Estate Adver Fees $4,115 $3,200 -22.2% $3,200 -22.2% $3,200 -22.2% $3,200 $3,200 $3,200 $2,900 -9.4% $3,200 $2,900 -9.4%
3169 Real Estate Reg Fees $14,920 $9,000 -39.7% $9,000 -39.7% $9,000 -39.7% $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $10,000 11.1% $9,000 $10,000 11.1%
4741 Real Estate Exam Fees $234,133 $234,133 $230,000 -1.8% $234,100 0.0% $234,133 $230,000 $234,100 $234,133 $230,000 $234,100
3171 CAM Certification Fee $57,645 $58,000 0.6% $58,000 0.6% $58,000 0.6% $59,000 1.7% $59,000 1.7% $59,000 1.7% $60,000 1.7% $60,000 1.7% $60,000 1.7%
3178 Real Estate Accred Fees $89,650 $72,000 -19.7% $89,000 -0.7% $72,000 -19.7% $81,000 12.5% $89,000 $81,000 12.5% $81,000 $89,000 $81,000
3254 Real Estate Penalties $83,320 $82,000 -1.6% $70,000 -16.0% $82,000 -1.6% $82,000 $70,000 $82,000 $82,000 $70,000 $82,000
3190 A.B. 165, Real Estate Inspectors $58,970 $52,000 -11.8% $55,000 -6.7% $52,000 -11.8% $53,000 1.9% $55,000 $53,000 1.9% $54,000 1.9% $55,000 $54,000 1.9%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE FEES $687,123 $608,333 -11.5% $617,500 -10.1% $608,300 -11.5% $637,333 4.8% $604,500 -2.1% $637,300 4.8% $629,033 -1.3% $605,500 0.2% $629,000 -1.3%
3066 Short Term Car Lease [10-FY10] $33,579,292 $35,824,000 6.7% $36,214,000 7.8% $35,824,000 6.7% $34,702,000 -3.1% $36,445,000 0.6% $34,702,000 -3.1% $34,542,000 -0.5% $36,932,000 1.3% $34,542,000 -0.5%

3103AC Athletic Commission Licenses/Fines $179,125 $188,081 5.0% $150,000 -16.3% $188,100 5.0% $188,081 $150,000 $188,100 $188,081 $150,000 $188,100
3205 State Engineer Sales [11-FY10] $3,026,422 $2,400,000 -20.7% $2,400,000 -20.7% $2,400,000 -20.7% $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000 $2,400,000
3206 Supreme Court Fees $202,075 $202,075 $202,100 0.0% $202,100 0.0% $202,075 $202,100 $202,100 $202,075 $202,100 $202,100
3115 Notice of Default Fee [26-FY10] $2,442,525 $10,192,546 317.3% $10,125,000 314.5% $10,192,500 317.3% $10,163,016 -0.3% $9,630,000 -4.9% $10,163,000 -0.3% $10,163,016 $8,910,000 -7.5% $10,163,000
3271 Misc Fines/Fort $1,896,987 $1,759,708 -7.2% $1,759,700 -7.2% $1,759,700 -7.2% $1,707,281 -3.0% $1,707,300 -3.0% $1,707,300 -3.0% $1,715,809 0.5% $1,715,800 0.5% $1,715,800 0.5%

TOTAL FEES AND FINES $45,257,781 $54,919,708 21.3% $55,123,900 21.8% $54,919,700 21.3% $53,909,593 -1.8% $54,946,900 -0.3% $53,909,600 -1.8% $53,773,713 -0.3% $54,723,000 -0.4% $53,773,700 -0.3%
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USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY
4420 Lyon County Repayments

OTHER REPAYMENTS
4401 Higher Education Tuition Admin
4403 Forestry Nurseries Fund Repayment (05-M27) $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670
4404 Bldg and Grounds Repayments
4404 CIP 95-C14, Mailroom Remodel
4408 Comp/Fac Repayment $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744
4408 CIP 95-M1, Security Alarm $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998
4408 CIP 95-M5, Facility Generator $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874
4408 CIP 95-S4F, Advance Planning $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
4408 CIP 97-C26, Capitol Complex Conduit System, Phase I $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542
4408 CIP 97-S4H, Advance Planning Addition to Computer 

Facility $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107
4408 S.B. 201, 1997; Cost of PBX System
4408 A.B. 576-Virtual Tape Storage $463,444
4408 DoIT Repayment - April 9, 2008 IFC
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Carson
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Reno $24,385
4409 Motor Pool Repay - LV $6,630
4410 Purchasing Repayment
4402 State Personnel IFS Repayment; S.B. 201, 1997 

Legislature $970,267 $970,267 $970,267 $970,267 $326,659 $326,659 $326,659 $326,659 $326,659 $326,659
TOTAL OTHER REPAYMENTS $1,591,661 $1,097,202 -31.1% $1,097,202 -31.1% $1,097,202 -31.1% $453,594 -58.7% $453,594 -58.7% $453,594 -58.7% $453,594 $453,594 $453,594

4406 Marlette Repayment $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,024 $10,024 $10,024
INTEREST INCOME

3290 Treasurer $2,373,219 $1,466,000 $1,466,000 $1,466,000 $3,310,000 $3,310,000 $3,310,000 $6,134,000 $6,134,000 $6,134,000
3291 Other $13,041 $13,041 $13,000 $13,000 $13,041 $13,000 $13,000 $13,041 $13,000 $13,000

TOTAL INTEREST INCOME $2,386,259 $1,479,041 -38.0% $1,479,000 -38.0% $1,479,000 -38.0% $3,323,041 124.7% $3,323,000 124.7% $3,323,000 124.7% $6,147,041 85.0% $6,147,000 85.0% $6,147,000 85.0%
TOTAL USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY $3,988,432 $2,586,755 -35.1% $2,586,714 -35.1% $2,586,714 -35.1% $3,787,147 46.4% $3,787,106 46.4% $3,787,106 46.4% $6,610,659 74.6% $6,610,618 74.6% $6,610,618 74.6%

OTHER REVENUE
3059 Hoover Dam Revenue $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

MISC SALES AND REFUNDS
3071 Property Tax: 4-cent operating rate (Clark & Washoe) [13- $36,448,071 $28,167,000 $28,167,000 $28,167,000
3070 Property Tax: 5-cent capital rate (Clark & Washoe) [14-FY $34,690,823 $22,533,000 $22,533,000 $22,533,000  
4792 Room Tax: State 3/8 of 1% Rate [15-FY10] $2,334,563 $3,265,434 $3,265,434 $3,265,434
4791 Insurance Verification Fees [17-FY10] $7,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000 $6,000,000
4790 Suppl. Account for Med. Assist. To Indigent [18-FY10] $25,199,365 $22,970,977 $22,970,977 $22,970,977
3081 Clean Water Coalition-Clark County [27-FY10] $62,000,000 $62,000,000 $62,000,000
4793 Lobbyist Registration Fee [28-FY10] $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
3107 Misc Fees  $252,176 $429,181 70.2% $429,200 70.2% $429,200 70.2% $231,369 -46.1% $231,400 -46.1% $231,400 -46.1% $231,562 0.1% $231,600 0.1% $231,600 0.1%
3109 Court Administrative Assessments [16-FY10] $4,580,172 $4,580,172 $4,700,000 2.6% $4,580,200 0.0%
3114 Court Administrative Assessment Fee [29-FY10] $271,461 $2,150,069 692.0% $2,000,000 636.8% $2,150,100 692.0% $2,149,650 0.0% $2,000,000 $2,149,700 0.0% $2,149,650 $2,000,000 $2,149,700
3150 Telemarketing Fees
3168 Declare of Candidacy Filing Fee $63,767 $30,000 -53.0% $35,000 -45.1% $30,000 -53.0% $30,000 $50,000 42.9% $30,000 $30,000 $35,000 -30.0% $30,000
3202 Fees and Writs of Garnishments $3,130 $3,285 4.9% $3,300 5.4% $3,300 5.4% $3,464 5.5% $3,500 6.1% $3,500 6.1% $3,644 5.2% $3,600 2.9% $3,600 2.9%
3220 Nevada Report Sales $9,335 $10,000 7.1% $10,000 7.1% $10,000 7.1% $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
3222 Excess Property Sales $32,385 $37,438 15.6% $37,400 15.5% $37,400 15.5% $37,438 $37,400 $37,400 $37,438 $37,400 $37,400
3240 Sale of Trust Property $3,038 $3,038 $3,000 -1.3% $3,000 -1.3% $3,038 $3,000 $3,000 $3,038 $3,000 $3,000
3243 Insurance - Misc $516,856 $513,000 -0.7% $518,300 0.3% $513,000 -0.7% $514,000 0.2% $518,300 $514,000 0.2% $515,000 0.2% $518,300 $515,000 0.2%
3250 Telemarketing Fines
3272 Misc Refunds
3274 Misc Refunds $42,508 $41,018 -3.5% $41,000 -3.5% $41,000 -3.5% $42,018 2.4% $42,000 2.4% $42,000 2.4% $42,018 $42,000 $42,000
3276 Cost Recovery Plan $9,148,627 $9,137,661 -0.1% $9,137,700 -0.1% $9,137,700 -0.1% $9,137,661 $9,137,700 $9,137,700 $9,137,661 $9,137,700 $9,137,700

TOTAL MISC SALES AND REFUNDS $120,596,278 $161,971,274 34.3% $161,951,311 34.3% $161,971,311 34.3% $12,158,639 -92.5% $12,033,300 -92.6% $12,158,700 -92.5% $12,160,012 0.0% $12,018,600 -0.1% $12,160,000 0.0%
3255 Unclaimed Property [12-FY10][30-FY10][31-FY10] $66,201,764 $56,376,433 -14.8% $56,376,400 -14.8% $56,376,400 -14.8% $45,558,531 -19.2% $45,558,500 -19.2% $45,558,500 -19.2% $45,570,168 0.0% $45,570,200 0.0% $45,570,200 0.0%

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE $187,098,042 $218,647,707 16.9% $218,627,711 16.9% $218,647,711 16.9% $58,017,170 -73.5% $57,891,800 -73.5% $58,017,200 -73.5% $58,030,180 0.0% $57,888,800 0.0% $58,030,200 0.0%
TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE $3,007,019,753 $3,135,733,340 4.3% $3,086,055,725 2.6% $3,095,580,625 2.9% $2,654,655,440 -15.3% $2,585,764,106 -16.2% $2,600,389,606 -16.0% $2,766,386,411 4.2% $2,714,334,718 5.0% $2,716,933,018 4.5%
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TABLE 3

G.L.

NO. DESCRIPTION
FISCAL YEAR 

2010 [a.]
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %
AGENCY 

ESTIMATE %
FISCAL 

ESTIMATE %
BUDGET 

ESTIMATE %

GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECASTS: AGENCY - FISCAL - BUDGET

FISCAL YEAR 2011 FISCAL YEAR 2012 FISCAL YEAR 2013

NOVEMBER 5, 2010 FORECAST: FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010 Meeting - 11/2/10 - 8:15 AM

NOTES:

[1-FY10]

[2-FY10]

[3-FY10]
[4-FY10]

[5-FY10]

[6-FY10]

[7-FY10]
[8-FY10]
[9-FY10]
[10-FY10]

[11-FY10]
[12-FY10]
[13-FY10]

[14-FY10]

[15-FY10]
[16-FY10]
[17-FY10]
[18-FY10]

A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting other tobacco taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $23,560 in FY 2010 and $24,270 in FY 2011.

A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting cigarette taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  This change is estimated to generate an additional $236,200 in FY 2010 and $237,300 in FY 2011.

A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting sales and use taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  A.B. 552 also increased the General Fund commission retained by the Department of Taxation for collecting and distributing the sales and use taxes 
generated by the BCCRT, SCCRT, and local option taxes (did not apply to the LSST) from 0.75% to 1.75%, effective July 1, 2009.  Collectively, these changes are estimated to generate an additional $16,031,800 in FY 2010 and $16,679,000 in FY 2011.  [FY 2010 - State 2%: $2,007,000 (TCA); LSST: $1,037,700 
(TCA); BCCRT: $1,946,000 (GFC) + $3,700 (TCA); SCCRT: $6,806,700 (GFC) + $12,800 (TCA); LOPT: $4,210,000 (GFC) + $7,900 (TCA) and FY 2011 - State 2%: $2,049,700 (TCA); LSST: $1,081,400 (TCA); BCCRT: $2,028,000 (GFC) + $3,800 (TCA); SCCRT: $7,093,600 (GFC) + $13,300 (TCA); LOPT: 
$4,400,900 (GFC) + $8,300 (TCA) where GFC represents amount due to General Fund Commission rate change and TCA represents amount due to Taxpayer Collection Allowance change.]

S.B. 429 changed the structure and tax rate for the Modified Business Tax on General Business (nonfinancial institutions) by creating a two-tiered tax rate in lieu of the single rate of 0.63%, effective July 1, 2009.  Under S.B. 429, a nonfinancial business pays a tax rate of 0.5% on all taxable wages (gross wages less 
allowable health care expenses) up to $62,500 per quarter, and a rate of 1.17% on taxable wages exceeding $62,500 per quarter.  Estimated to generate an additional $173,330,000 in FY 2010 and $172,393,400 in FY 2011.  The change to the MBT-General Business sunsets effective June 30, 2011.

S.B. 429 increases the depreciation rates for autos and trucks by 10% in the schedules used to determine the value of a vehicle for the purposes of calculating the Governmental Services Tax (GST) due, effective September 1, 2009.  The portion of the GST tax generated from the depreciation schedule change is 
allocated to the State General Fund, which is estimated to generate $42,842,800 in FY 2010 and $51,411,300 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, additional revenue generated from the GST is deposited in the General Fund until FY 2013 and is then deposited in the State Highway Fund beginning in FY 2014.
S.B. 429 increases the Business License Fee (BLF) by $100 to $200 for the initial and annual renewal, effective July 1, 2009.  Effective October 1, 2009, A.B. 146  transfers the BLF to the Secretary of State from the Department of Taxation as part of the business portal program and requires all entities filing with the 
Secretary of State under Title 7 to pay the initial and annual renewal $200 BLF.  It is estimated to generate an additional $38,254,800 in FY 2010 and $44,802,600 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, the $100 increase in the BLF sunsets effective June 30, 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting liquor taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $100,400 in FY 2010 and $102,800 in FY 2011.

Effective July 1, 2009, S.B. 53 requires fees collected for expedite services provided by the Secretary of State to business entities to be deposited in the State General Fund.  Estimated to generate $2,272,569 in FY 2010 and $1,818,056 in FY 2011.
Effective October 1, 2009, S.B. 234 increases the state rate imposed on the short-term rental of a vehicle from 6.0% to 10.0% with the proceeds equivalent to 9.0% deposited in the State General Fund and 1.0% deposited in the State Highway Fund (maintains provisions of A.B. 595 from the 2007 Session).  S.B. 
234 eliminates the 4.0% recovery surcharge and allows short-term car rental companies to impose a surcharge to recover their vehicle licensing and registration costs.  Estimated to generate an additional $9,883,900 in FY 2010 and $13,565,000 in FY 2011.

FY 2010 - Notes 1 to 18 represent legislative actions approved during the 2009 Regular Session.

Initiative Petition 1 (IP1) approved by the 2009 Legislature and allowed to become law by the Governor imposes up to an additional 3% room tax in Clark and Washoe counties but not to exceed a total combined rate of 13% in any area of each county, effective July 1, 2009.  Under IP1, the revenue from the room 
tax is deposited in the State General Fund for FY 2010 and FY 2011 and is dedicated to K-12 education beginning in FY 2012.

FY 2010 - Continued: Notes 19 to 31 represent legislative actions approved during the 26th Special Session in February 2010.

A.B. 480 increases various fees collected by the State Engineer for examining and filing applications and issuing and recording permits, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an additional $900,000 in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
A.B. 562 redirects $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 4-cents worth of property tax generated from their operating rate to the state General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $36,010,800 in FY 2010 and $32,446,600 in FY 2011.  (Clark County: $30,380,500 - FY 2010 
and $27,329,100 - FY 2011)  (Washoe County: $5,630,300 - FY 2010 and $5,117,500 - FY 2011)  

A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 3.8 cents in FY 2010 and 3.2 cents in FY 2011 worth of property tax generated from the capital rate imposed pursuant to NRS 354.59815 to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $34,210,300 in FY 
2010 and $25,957,300 in FY 2011.  (Clark County: $28,861,500 - FY 2010 and $21,863,300 - FY 2011)  (Washoe County: $5,348,800 - FY 2010 and $4,094,000 - FY 2011)
S.B. 431 requires a portion of the revenue generated from the state 3/8 of 1% room tax revenue provided to the Nevada Commission on Tourism to be allocated to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $2,334,563 in FY 2010 and $3,265,434 in FY 2011.
A.B. 531 requires the deposit of the portion of the revenue generated from Court Administrative Assessment Fees to be deposited in the State General Fund, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate $4,763,532 in FY 2010 and $6,133,023 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of the estimated residual amount of revenue generated from Insurance Verification Fees to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $7,000,000 in FY 2010 and $6,000,000 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of $25,199,365 in FY 2010 and $22,970,977 in FY 2011 from the Supplemental Account for Medical Assistance to Indigent Persons created in the Fund for Hospital Care to Indigent Persons to the State General Fund.

[19-FY10

[20-FY10]

[21-FY10]

[22-FY10]

[23-FY10]

[24-FY10]
[25-FY10]

[26-FY10]

[27-FY10]
[28-FY10]

[29-FY10]

[30-FY10]

[31-FY10]

The Division of Insurance of the Department of Business and Industry is required to implement a program to perform desk audits of tax returns submitted by insurance companies when filing for the insurance premium tax.  This program is estimated to generate an additional $10,000,000 in insurance premium tax 
collections in FY 2011.
Section 64 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Department of Taxation to conduct a tax amnesty program from July 1, 2010 to September 30, 2010 for all taxes that are required to be reported and paid to the Department.  It is estimated that the tax amnesty program will generate $10,000,000 in FY 2011 from all the 
different applicable taxes, but an estimate of additional revenue expected from each individual revenue source was not prepared.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increased various fees authorized or imposed in NRS associated with activities of the Secretary of State's Office related to securities, commercial recordings, and UCC filing requirements as well as changed the allocation of the portion to the State General Fund for fees associated with notary 
training and domestic partnerships.  The changes were estimated to generate the following amounts in FY 2010 and FY 2011:  UCC: $155,200 - FY 2010 and $465,600 - FY 2011; Commercial Recordings: $354,342 - FY 2010 and $1,063,027 - FY 2011; Notary Fees: $0 - FY 2010 and $153,600 - FY 2011; 
Securities: $855,314 - FY 2010 and $4,860,193 - FY 2011; and Domestic Partnerships: $0  - FY 2010 and $50,000 - FY 2011.

Section 45 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the license fee from 4% to 6% on the gross receipts from admission fees to a live contest or exhibition of unarmed combat, effective July 1, 2010.  This fee increase is estimated to generate $1,250,000 in additional revenue for FY 2011.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the current fees specified in NRS 440.700 associated with birth and death certificates to continue to be collected by the State Registrar until the State Registrar establishes new higher fees through regulation.  The higher fees imposed through regulation are expected to be effective July 1, 
2010, and are estimated to generate an additional $368,511 in revenue for FY 2011.
Section 31 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) imposes a new fee of $150 per notice of default or election to sell with the proceeds deposited in the State General Fund, effective April 1, 2010.  This new notice of default fee is estimated to generate additional General Fund revenue of $2,760,000 in FY 2010 and $11,040,000 in FY 
2011.
Section 18 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Clean Water Coalition in Clark County to transfer securities and cash in the amount fo $62,000,000 to the State General Fund.  The $62,000,000 in revenue from this transfer is expected to occur in FY 2011.
Section 36 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Legislative Commission to transfer the first $100,000 in revenue collected from lobbyist registration fees imposed pursuant to NRS 218H.500 to the State General Fund.  The $100,000 transfer to the General Fund is for FY 2011 only as the provisions sunset on June 30, 
2011.
Section 34 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the adminstrative assessment amount associated with misdemeanor violation fines by $5 effective upon passage and approval of A.B. 6 (March 12, 2010).  The proceeds from the additional $5 adminstrative assessment as part of the sentence for a violation of a 
misdemeanor are deposited in the State General Fund and is estimated to generate an additional $192,544 in FY 2010 and $2,310,530 in FY 2011.
Based on information provided by the Treasurer's Office, the Fiscal Analysis Division revised the estimate for unclaimed property collections to be deposited in the State General Fund to $52,000,000 in FY 2010 and $58,081,000 in FY 2011.  This revised forecast for unclaimed property proceeds yields an additional 
$4,018,000 in FY 2010 and $15,000,000 in FY 2011 above the February 1, 2010, consensus forecast of $47,919,000 for FY 2010 and $43,081,000 for FY 2011 prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Division based on information provided by the Treasurer's Office.
Section 1 of A.B. 3 (26th S.S.) redirects the full $7,600,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer from the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  A.B. 562 (75th Session) redirected $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property 
revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  The net effect of the provisions of A.B. 3 is an additional $3,800,000 in General Fund revenue in FY 2010 and FY 2011 from unclaimed property proceeds.

FY 2010  Continued: Notes 19 to 31 represent legislative actions approved during the 26th Special Session in February 2010.
Based on information provided to the Fiscal Analysis Division regarding the amount of net proceeds that would be reported to the Department of Taxation on March 1, 2010, pursuant to NRS 362.115 for calendar year 2009 for FY 2010 and information on estimated mining operations for calendar year 2010 and 
2011, the Fiscal Analysis Division produced a revised estimate for FY 2010 and FY 2011 for net proceeds of minerals tax of $71,700,000 and $62,100,000, respectively.  These revised estimates were $31,700,000 and $27,100,000 higher than the consensus forecast prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Analysis 
Division on February 1, 2010 of $40,000,000 for FY 2010 and $35,000,000 for FY 2011.
Section 47 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) creates a new annual mining claim fee based on a progressive graduated fee per mining claim associated with the total number of mining claims held by an enity in Nevada.  This new mining claims fee is estimated to generate $25,700,000 in FY 2011 only as the fee is scheduled to 
sunset effective June 30, 2011.
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FY 2010
Actual: Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ %

Millions $'s Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change2 Change

Sales and Use Tax $755.344
     Economic Forum1 $705.400 -$49.944 -6.6%          
     Agency $772.186 $16.842 2.2% $777.463 $5.277 0.7% $783.210 $5.747 0.7% $1,560.673 $33.143 2.2%
     Fiscal Division $744.253 -$11.091 -1.5% $745.214 $0.961 0.1% $769.485 $24.271 3.3% $1,514.699 $15.102 1.0%
     Budget Division $766.000 $10.656 1.4% $772.500 $6.500 0.8% $791.200 $18.700 2.4% $1,563.700 $42.356 2.8%
     Moody's Analytics $770.300 $14.956 2.0% $819.000 $48.700 6.3% $890.260 $71.260 8.7% $1,709.260 $183.616 12.0%

Percentage Fees Tax $630.526
     Economic Forum1 $635.600 $5.074 0.8%          
     Agency $661.920 $31.394 5.0% $689.794 $27.874 4.2% $733.155 $43.361 6.3% $1,422.949 $130.503 10.1%
     Fiscal Division $660.110 $29.584 4.7% $681.510 $21.400 3.2% $704.296 $22.786 3.3% $1,385.806 $95.170 7.4%
     Budget Division $640.400 $9.874 1.6% $657.400 $17.000 2.7% $674.800 $17.400 2.6% $1,332.200 $61.274 4.8%
     Moody's Analytics $655.440 $24.914 4.0% $716.800 $61.360 9.4% $810.760 $93.960 13.1% $1,527.560 $241.594 18.8%

Insurance Premium Tax $233.905
     Economic Forum1 $227.000 -$6.905 -3.0%          
     Agency $235.179 $1.274 0.5% $235.061 -$0.118 -0.1% $234.943 -$0.118 -0.1% $470.004 $0.920 0.2%
     Fiscal Division $233.218 -$0.687 -0.3% $235.366 $2.148 0.9% $242.523 $7.157 3.0% $477.889 $10.766 2.3%
     Budget Division $234.200 $0.295 0.1% $235.300 $1.100 0.5% $240.800 $5.500 2.3% $476.100 $7.995 1.7%

Real Property Transfer Tax $53.315
     Economic Forum1 $42.000 -$11.315 -21.2%          
     Agency $55.617 $2.302 4.3% $55.507 -$0.110 -0.2% $55.396 -$0.111 -0.2% $110.903 $1.971 1.8%
     Fiscal Division $44.704 -$8.611 -16.2% $42.481 -$2.223 -5.0% $45.842 $3.361 7.9% $88.323 -$9.696 -9.9%
     Budget Division $50.100 -$3.215 -6.0% $50.600 $0.500 1.0% $55.100 $4.500 8.9% $105.700 $2.285 2.2%

LET - Gaming $108.244
     Economic Forum1 $104.200 -$4.044 -3.7%          
     Agency $109.326 $1.082 1.0% $110.966 $1.640 1.5% $113.186 $2.220 2.0% $224.152 $6.582 3.0%
     Fiscal Division $110.233 $1.989 1.8% $112.499 $2.266 2.1% $116.526 $4.027 3.6% $229.025 $10.548 4.8%
     Budget Division $109.500 $1.256 1.2% $111.900 $2.400 2.2% $114.200 $2.300 2.1% $226.100 $8.356 3.8%

Economic Forum Forecast is the Forecast Approved at their January 22, 2010, Meeting Adjusted for 26th Special Session Actions

Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting: 11/3/10   8:15 AM

TABLE 4
Forecasts for the Major General Fund Revenues: FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 2013

Actual and Forecast Revenues are in Millions of Dollars

FY 2013 2011-2013 BienniumFY 2011 FY 2012
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FY 2010
Actual: Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ %

Millions $'s Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change2 Change

Economic Forum Forecast is the Forecast Approved at their January 22, 2010, Meeting Adjusted for 26th Special Session Actions

Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting: 11/3/10   8:15 AM

TABLE 4
Forecasts for the Major General Fund Revenues: FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 2013

Actual and Forecast Revenues are in Millions of Dollars

FY 2013 2011-2013 BienniumFY 2011 FY 2012

MBT - Nonfinancial $363.412
     Economic Forum1 $351.665 -$11.747 -3.2%          
     Agency $359.710 -$3.702 -1.0% $224.353 -$135.357 -37.6% $220.776 -$3.577 -1.6% $445.129 -$277.993 -38.4%
     Fiscal Division $352.258 -$11.154 -3.1% $210.492 -$141.766 -40.2% $212.638 $2.146 1.0% $423.130 -$292.540 -40.9%
     Budget Division $356.300 -$7.112 -2.0% $215.500 -$140.800 -39.5% $219.600 $4.100 1.9% $435.100 -$284.612 -39.5%

MBT - Financial $21.698
     Economic Forum1 $20.148 -$1.550 -7.1%          
     Agency $21.950 $0.252 1.2% $22.145 $0.195 0.9% $22.339 $0.194 0.9% $44.484 $0.836 1.9%
     Fiscal Division $19.697 -$2.001 -9.2% $19.294 -$0.403 -2.0% $20.024 $0.730 3.8% $39.318 -$2.077 -5.0%
     Budget Division $21.000 -$0.698 -3.2% $21.400 $0.400 1.9% $22.000 $0.600 2.8% $43.400 $0.702 1.6%

MBT - TOTAL $385.110
     Economic Forum1 $371.813 -$13.297 -3.5%          
     Agency $381.660 -$3.450 -0.9% $246.498 -$135.162 -35.4% $243.115 -$3.383 -1.4% $489.613 -$277.157 -36.1%
     Fiscal Division $371.955 -$13.155 -3.4% $229.786 -$142.169 -38.2% $232.662 $2.876 1.3% $462.448 -$294.617 -38.9%
     Budget Division $377.300 -$7.810 -2.0% $236.900 -$140.400 -37.2% $241.600 $4.700 2.0% $478.500 -$283.910 -37.2%

Room Tax $97.672
     Economic Forum1 $95.191
     Agency $102.034 $4.362 4.5% -$199.706
     Fiscal Division $103.346 $5.674 5.8% -$201.018
     Budget Division $101.900 $4.362 4.5% -$199.572

Total - Major Tax Sources $2,264.117
     Economic Forum1 $2,181.204 -$82.913 -3.7%    
     Agency $2,317.922 $53.805 2.4% $2,115.289 -$202.633 -8.7% $2,163.005 $47.716 2.3% $4,278.294 -$303.745 -6.6%
     Fiscal Division $2,267.819 $3.702 0.2% $2,046.856 -$220.963 -9.7% $2,111.334 $64.478 3.2% $4,158.190 -$373.746 -8.2%
     Budget Division $2,279.400 $15.283 0.7% $2,064.600 -$214.800 -9.4% $2,117.700 $53.100 2.6% $4,182.300 -$361.217 -8.0%
1 Economic Forum's January 22, 2010, Forecast Adjusted for 26th Special Session Actions.
2 Represents the difference between the total for the 2011-13 biennium (FY 2012 and FY 2013 forecasts) and the total for the 2009-11 biennium (FY 2010 actual and FY 2011 forecast).
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FY 2010
Actual: Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ %

Millions $'s Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change1 Change

Cigarette Tax $88.551
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $86.000 -$2.551 -2.9% $84.100 -$1.900 -2.2% $82.500 -$1.600 -1.9% $166.600 -$7.951 -4.6%
     Agency $86.732 -$1.819 -2.1% $85.632 -$1.100 -1.3% $84.292 -$1.340 -1.6% $169.924 -$5.359 -3.1%
     Fiscal Division $86.297 -$2.254 -2.5% $84.679 -$1.618 -1.9% $83.458 -$1.221 -1.4% $168.137 -$6.711 -3.8%
     Budget Division $85.000 -$3.551 -4.0% $82.000 -$3.000 -3.5% $79.600 -$2.400 -2.9% $161.600 -$11.951 -6.9%

SOS - Commercial Filings $68.685
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $70.058 $1.374 2.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $140.117 $1.374 1.0%
     Agency $70.058 $1.373 2.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $140.116 $1.373 1.0%
     Fiscal Division $70.058 $1.373 2.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $140.116 $1.373 1.0%
     Budget Division $70.058 $1.373 2.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $70.058 $0.000 0.0% $140.116 $1.373 1.0%

SOS - Securities $20.350
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $20.757 $0.407 2.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $41.513 $0.407 1.0%
     Agency $20.757 $0.407 2.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $41.514 $0.407 1.0%
     Fiscal Division $20.757 $0.407 2.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $41.514 $0.407 1.0%
     Budget Division $20.757 $0.407 2.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $20.757 $0.000 0.0% $41.514 $0.407 1.0%

Governmental Services Tax $51.331
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $61.597 $10.266 20.0% $61.751 $0.154 0.3% $62.214 $0.463 0.7% $123.965 $11.037 9.8%
     Agency $61.597 $10.266 20.0% $61.751 $0.154 0.3% $62.214 $0.463 0.7% $123.965 $11.037 9.8%
     Fiscal Division $61.547 $10.216 19.9% $61.855 $0.308 0.5% $62.164 $0.309 0.5% $124.019 $11.141 9.9%
     Budget Division $61.597 $10.266 20.0% $61.751 $0.154 0.3% $62.214 $0.463 0.7% $123.965 $11.037 9.8%

Unclaimed Property $66.202
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $56.376 -$9.825 -14.8% $45.559 -$10.818 -19.2% $45.570 $0.012 0.0% $91.129 -$31.449 -25.7%
     Agency $56.376 -$9.826 -14.8% $45.559 -$10.817 -19.2% $45.570 $0.011 0.0% $91.129 -$31.449 -25.7%
     Fiscal Division $56.376 -$9.826 -14.8% $45.559 -$10.817 -19.2% $45.570 $0.011 0.0% $91.129 -$31.449 -25.7%
     Budget Division $56.376 -$9.826 -14.8% $45.559 -$10.817 -19.2% $45.570 $0.011 0.0% $91.129 -$31.449 -25.7%

Net Proceeds of Minerals Tax $76.351
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $66.500 -$9.851 -12.9% $0.000 -$66.500 $60.000 $60.000 $60.000 -$82.851 -58.0%
     Agency $66.500 -$9.851 -12.9% $0.000 -$66.500 $60.000 $60.000 $60.000 -$82.851 -58.0%
     Fiscal Division $66.500 -$9.851 -12.9% $0.000 -$66.500 $60.000 $60.000 $60.000 -$82.851 -58.0%
     Budget Division $66.500 -$9.851 -12.9% $0.000 -$66.500 $60.000 $60.000 $60.000 -$82.851 -58.0%

Liquor Tax $38.425
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $38.440 $0.015 0.0% $38.932 $0.492 1.3% $39.424 $0.492 1.3% $78.356 $1.491 1.9%
     Agency $38.440 $0.015 0.0% $38.932 $0.492 1.3% $39.424 $0.492 1.3% $78.356 $1.491 1.9%
     Fiscal Division $38.419 -$0.006 0.0% $38.741 $0.322 0.8% $39.129 $0.388 1.0% $77.870 $1.026 1.3%
     Budget Division $38.440 $0.015 0.0% $38.932 $0.492 1.3% $39.424 $0.492 1.3% $78.356 $1.491 1.9%

TABLE 5
Technical Advisory Committee Forecasts for Selected Revenues: FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 2013

Actual and Forecast Revenues are in Millions of Dollars

FY 2013 2011-2013 BienniumFY 2011 FY 2012
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting: 11/3/10 8:15 AM
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FY 2010
Actual: Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ % Forecast: $ %

Millions $'s Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change Change Millions $'s Change1 Change

TABLE 5
Technical Advisory Committee Forecasts for Selected Revenues: FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 2013

Actual and Forecast Revenues are in Millions of Dollars

FY 2013 2011-2013 BienniumFY 2011 FY 2012
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting: 11/3/10 8:15 AM

Short-Term Car Lease $33.579
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $36.019 $2.440 7.3% $35.574 -$0.445 -1.2% $35.737 $0.163 0.5% $71.311 $1.712 2.5%
     Agency $35.824 $2.245 6.7% $34.702 -$1.122 -3.1% $34.542 -$0.160 -0.5% $69.244 -$0.159 -0.2%
     Fiscal Division $36.214 $2.635 7.8% $36.445 $0.231 0.6% $36.932 $0.487 1.3% $73.377 $3.584 5.1%
     Budget Division $35.824 $2.245 6.7% $34.702 -$1.122 -3.1% $34.542 -$0.160 -0.5% $69.244 -$0.159 -0.2%

Business License Fee $41.940
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $54.069 $12.128 28.9% $29.522 -$24.547 -45.4% $29.522 $0.000 0.0% $59.044 -$36.965 -38.5%
     Agency $54.069 $12.129 28.9% $29.522 -$24.547 -45.4% $29.522 $0.000 0.0% $59.044 -$36.965 -38.5%
     Fiscal Division $54.069 $12.129 28.9% $29.522 -$24.547 -45.4% $29.522 $0.000 0.0% $59.044 -$36.965 -38.5%
     Budget Division $54.069 $12.129 28.9% $29.522 -$24.547 -45.4% $29.522 $0.000 0.0% $59.044 -$36.965 -38.5%

Live Entertainment Tax - Nongaming $11.476
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $13.222 $1.746 15.2% $11.860 -$1.362 -10.3% $12.097 $0.237 2.0% $23.957 -$0.741 -3.0%
     Agency $12.789 $1.313 11.4% $11.997 -$0.792 -6.2% $12.582 $0.585 4.9% $24.579 $0.314 1.3%
     Fiscal Division $13.222 $1.746 15.2% $11.860 -$1.362 -10.3% $12.097 $0.237 2.0% $23.957 -$0.741 -3.0%
     Budget Division $12.789 $1.313 11.4% $11.997 -$0.792 -6.2% $12.582 $0.585 4.9% $24.579 $0.314 1.3%

Interest Income $2.373
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $1.466 -$0.907 -38.2% $3.310 $1.844 125.8% $6.134 $2.824 85.3% $9.444 $5.605 146.0%
     Agency $1.466 -$0.907 -38.2% $3.310 $1.844 125.8% $6.134 $2.824 85.3% $9.444 $5.605 146.0%
     Fiscal Division $1.466 -$0.907 -38.2% $3.310 $1.844 125.8% $6.134 $2.824 85.3% $9.444 $5.605 146.0%
     Budget Division $1.466 -$0.907 -38.2% $3.310 $1.844 125.8% $6.134 $2.824 85.3% $9.444 $5.605 146.0%

TOTAL - 11 Selected Revenues $499.262
     Technical Advisory Committee2 $504.504 $5.242 1.0% $401.422 -$103.082 -20.4% $464.013 $62.591 15.6% $865.435 -$138.331 -13.8%
     Agency $504.608 $5.346 1.1% $402.220 -$102.388 -20.3% $465.095 $62.875 15.6% $867.315 -$136.555 -13.6%
     Fiscal Division $504.925 $5.663 1.1% $402.786 -$102.139 -20.2% $465.821 $63.035 15.6% $868.607 -$135.580 -13.5%
     Budget Division $502.876 $3.614 0.7% $398.588 -$104.288 -20.7% $460.403 $61.815 15.5% $858.991 -$143.147 -14.3%

2 Technical Advisory Committee October 27, 2010, Forecast.

1 Represents the difference between the total for the 2011-13 biennium (FY 2012 and FY 2013 forecasts) and the total for the 2009-11 biennium (FY 2010 actual and FY 2011 forecast).
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TABLE 6

G.L.
NO. DESCRIPTION FY 2011 % FY 2012 % FY 2013 %

TAXES
PROPERTY/MINE

3064 Net Proceeds of Minerals [19-FY10] $76,350,861 $66,500,000 -12.9% $60,000,000
3241 Net Proceeds Penalty $301,761 $50,000 -83.4% $50,000 $50,000
3245 Centrally Assessed Penalties $178,099 $50,000 -71.9% $50,000 $50,000
3116 Mining Claims Fee [20-FY10] $17,150 $25,700,000

TOTAL PROPERTY/MINE TAX $76,847,872 $92,300,000 20.1% $100,000 $60,100,000
SALES AND USE

3001 Sales and Use Tax [1-FY10] $755,344,243 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3002 State Share - LSST [1-FY10] $7,264,043 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3003 State Share - BCCRT [1-FY10] $3,268,705 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3004 State Share - SCCRT [1-FY10]  $11,442,957 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3005 State Share - PTT [1-FY10] $7,028,623 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

TOTAL SALES AND USE $784,348,571
GAMING - STATE

3032 Pari-mutuel Tax $4,217 $4,000 -5.1% $4,000 $4,000
3181 Racing Fees $13,513 $13,000 -3.8% $13,000 $13,000
3247 Racing Fines/Forfeitures $810 $1,000 23.5% $1,000 $1,000
3041 Percent Fees - Gross Revenue $630,526,019 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3042 Gaming Penalties $1,030,064 $1,000,000 -2.9% $875,000 -12.5% $875,000
3043 Flat Fees-Restricted Slots $8,578,006 $8,381,500 -2.3% $8,265,900 -1.4% $8,409,600 1.7%
3044 Non-Restricted Slots $12,425,211 $12,358,600 -0.5% $12,449,500 0.7% $12,623,300 1.4%
3045 Quarterly Fees-Games $6,699,150 $6,675,100 -0.4% $6,709,800 0.5% $6,787,800 1.2%
3046 Advance License Fees $8,663,395 $3,781,500 -56.4% $1,700,000 -55.0% $2,000,000 17.6%
3048 Slot Machine Route Operator $37,000 $37,500 1.4% $38,500 2.7% $39,000 1.3%
3049 Gaming Info Systems Annual $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000
3033 Equip Mfg. License $228,500 $229,000 0.2% $231,000 0.9% $234,000 1.3%
3034 Race Wire License $15,884 $32,000 101.5% $35,000 9.4% $40,000 14.3%
3035 Annual Fees on Games $134,225 $137,000 2.1% $119,400 -12.8% $114,700 -3.9%

TOTAL GAMING - STATE $668,367,995 $32,662,200 -95.1% $30,454,100 -6.8% $31,153,400 2.3%
LIVE ENTERTAINMENT TAX

3031G Live Entertainment Tax-Gaming $108,244,011 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3031NG Live Entertainment Tax-Nongaming $11,475,519 $13,222,000 15.2% $11,860,000 -10.3% $12,097,000 2.0%

Total Casino/Live Entertainment Tax $119,719,530 $13,222,000 -89.0% $11,860,000 -10.3% $12,097,000 2.0%
INSURANCE TAXES

3061 Insurance Premium Tax [21-FY10] $233,905,463 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3062 Insurance Retaliatory Tax $60,019 $70,000 16.6% $70,000 $70,000
3067 Captive Insurer Premium Tax $583,747 $562,500 -3.6% $570,000 1.3% $575,000 0.9%

TOTAL INSURANCE TAXES $234,549,230 $632,500 -99.7% $640,000 1.2% $645,000 0.8%
MODIFIED BUSINESS TAX

3069NF Modified Business Tax - Nonfinancial [2-FY10] $363,411,521 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
3069F Modified Business Tax - Financial $21,698,267 -100.0% #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Total Modified Business Tax $385,109,788
CIGARETTE TAX

3052 Cigarette Tax [3-FY10] $88,550,857 $86,000,000 -2.9% $84,100,000 -2.2% $82,500,000 -1.9%

REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX
3055 Real Property Transfer Tax $53,315,435

ROOM TAX
3057 Room Tax [4-FY10] $97,671,733

GOVERNMENTAL SERVICES TAX (GST)
3051 Governmental Services Tax [5-FY10] $51,330,663 $61,596,800 20.0% $61,750,800 0.3% $62,213,900 0.7%

OTHER TAXES
3113 Business License Fee [6-FY10] $41,940,370 $54,068,600 28.9% $29,521,800 -45.4% $29,521,800
3050 Liquor Tax [7-FY10] $38,425,078 $38,440,000 0.0% $38,932,000 1.3% $39,424,000 1.3%
3053 Other Tobacco Tax [8-FY10] $9,574,952 $9,986,000 4.3% $10,248,000 2.6% $10,572,000 3.2%
4862 HECC Transfer $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
3065 Business License Tax $8,381 $5,000 -40.3% $5,000 $5,000
3068 Branch Bank Excise Tax $3,378,900 $3,079,000 -8.9% $3,087,000 0.3% $3,105,000 0.6%

TOTAL TAXES $2,658,139,354 $396,992,100 -85.1% $275,698,700 -30.6% $336,337,100 22.0%

PRELIMINARY BASED ON NOVEMBER 5, 2010, MEETING
ECONOMIC FORUM - GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECAST

ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST - PRELIMINARYFY 2010         
ACTUAL [a.]

FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 8:15 AM
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TABLE 6

G.L.
NO. DESCRIPTION FY 2011 % FY 2012 % FY 2013 %

PRELIMINARY BASED ON NOVEMBER 5, 2010, MEETING
ECONOMIC FORUM - GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECAST

ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST - PRELIMINARYFY 2010         
ACTUAL [a.]

FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 8:15 AM

LICENSES
3101 Insurance Licenses $15,376,278 $15,800,000 2.8% $15,958,000 1.0% $16,118,000 1.0%
3120 Marriage Licenses $419,295 $410,800 -2.0% $399,900 -2.7% $389,200 -2.7%

SECRETARY OF STATE
3105 UCC [23-FY10] $1,326,105 $1,352,600 2.0% $1,352,600 $1,352,600
3106 Las Vegas Commercial Filings [23-FY10] $3,487,231 $3,557,000 2.0% $3,557,000 $3,557,000
3129 Notary Fees [23-FY10] $573,417 $594,600 3.7% $594,600 $594,600
3130 Commercial Recordings [9-FY10][23-FY10] $65,197,355 $66,501,300 2.0% $66,501,300 $66,501,300
3131 Video Service Franchise $28,500
3121 Domestic Partnership Registry Fee [23-FY10] $55,000 $55,000 $55,000
3152 Securities [23-FY10] $20,349,692 $20,756,700 2.0% $20,756,700 $20,756,700

TOTAL SECRETARY OF STATE $90,962,300 $92,817,200 2.0% $92,817,200 $92,817,200
3172 Private School Licenses $207,304 $209,000 0.8% $213,800 2.3% $210,400 -1.6%
3173 Private Employment Agency $14,700 $13,000 -11.6% $13,000 $13,000

REAL ESTATE
3161 Real Estate Licenses $2,605,804 $2,479,000 -4.9% $4,846,000 95.5% $4,610,000 -4.9%
3162 Real Estate Fees $4,370 $3,900 -10.8% $3,900 $3,600 -7.7%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE $2,610,174 $2,482,900 -4.9% $4,849,900 95.3% $4,613,600 -4.9%
3102 Athletic Commission Fees [24-FY10] $2,946,092 $4,080,300 38.5% $4,100,000 0.5% $4,200,000 2.4%

TOTAL LICENSES $112,536,143 $115,813,200 2.9% $118,351,800 2.2% $118,361,400 0.0%

FEES AND FINES
3200 Vital Statistics Fees [25-FY10] $791,398 $1,083,700 36.9% $1,226,100 13.1% $1,226,100
3203 Divorce Fees $187,816 $186,200 -0.9% $184,900 -0.7% $183,600 -0.7%
3204 Civil Action Fees $1,438,379 $1,463,100 1.7% $1,487,800 1.7% $1,512,500 1.7%
3242 Insurance Fines $816,140 $1,000,000 22.5% $1,000,000 $1,000,000

3103MD Medical Discount Pan Reg. Fees $10,500 $12,000 14.3% $11,000 -8.3% $11,500 4.5%
REAL ESTATE FEES

3107IOS IOS Application Fees $11,100 $8,000 -27.9% $8,000 $8,000
3165 Land Co Filing Fees $133,270 $90,000 -32.5% $108,000 20.0% $97,000 -10.2%
3166 Land Co Sales Reg Rep Fee
3167 Real Estate Adver Fees $4,115 $3,200 -22.2% $3,200 $2,900 -9.4%
3169 Real Estate Reg Fees $14,920 $9,000 -39.7% $9,000 $10,000 11.1%
4741 Real Estate Exam Fees $234,133 $234,100 0.0% $234,100 $234,100
3171 CAM Certification Fees $57,645 $58,000 0.6% $59,000 1.7% $60,000 1.7%
3178 Real Estate Accred Fees $89,650 $72,000 -19.7% $81,000 12.5% $81,000
3254 Real Estate Penalties $83,320 $82,000 -1.6% $82,000 $82,000
3190 A.B. 165, Real Estate Inspectors $58,970 $52,000 -11.8% $53,000 1.9% $54,000 1.9%

TOTAL REAL ESTATE FEES $687,123 $608,300 -11.5% $637,300 4.8% $629,000 -1.3%
3066 Short Term Car Lease [10-FY10] $33,579,292 $36,019,000 7.3% $35,573,500 -1.2% $35,737,000 0.5%

3103AC Athletic Commission Licenses/Fines $179,125 $188,100 5.0% $188,100 $188,100
3205 State Engineer Sales [11-FY10] $3,026,422 $2,400,000 -20.7% $2,400,000 $2,400,000
3206 Supreme Court Fees $202,075 $202,100 0.0% $202,100 $202,100
3115 Notice of Default Fee [26-FY10] $2,442,525 $10,125,000 314.5% $9,630,000 -4.9% $8,910,000 -7.5%
3271 Misc Fines/Fort $1,896,987 $1,759,700 -7.2% $1,707,300 -3.0% $1,715,800 0.5%

TOTAL FEES AND FINES $45,257,781 $55,047,200 21.6% $54,248,100 -1.5% $53,715,700 -1.0%

2
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TABLE 6

G.L.
NO. DESCRIPTION FY 2011 % FY 2012 % FY 2013 %

PRELIMINARY BASED ON NOVEMBER 5, 2010, MEETING
ECONOMIC FORUM - GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECAST

ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST - PRELIMINARYFY 2010         
ACTUAL [a.]

FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 8:15 AM

USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY
4420 Lyon County Repayments

OTHER REPAYMENTS
4401 Higher Education Tuition Admin
4403 Forestry Nurseries Fund Repayment (05-M27) $20,670 $20,670 $20,670 $20,670
4404 Bldg and Grounds Repayments
4404 CIP 95-C14, Mailroom Remodel
4408 Comp/Fac Repayment $23,744 $23,744 $23,744 $23,744
4408 CIP 95-M1, Security Alarm $2,998 $2,998 $2,998 $2,998
4408 CIP 95-M5, Facility Generator $6,874 $6,874 $6,874 $6,874
4408 CIP 95-S4F, Advance Planning $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
4408 CIP 97-C26, Capitol Complex Conduit System, Phase I $62,542 $62,542 $62,542 $62,542
4408 CIP 97-S4H, Advance Planning Addition to Computer Facility $9,107 $9,107 $9,107 $9,107
4408 S.B. 201, 1997; Cost of PBX System
4408 A.B. 576-Virtual Tape Storage $463,444
4408 DoIT Repayment - April 9, 2008 IFC
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Carson
4409 Motor Pool Repay - Reno $24,385
4409 Motor Pool Repay - LV $6,630
4410 Purchasing Repayment
4402 State Personnel IFS Repayment; S.B. 201, 1997 Legislature $970,267 $970,267 $326,659 $326,659

TOTAL OTHER REPAYMENTS $1,591,661 $1,097,202 -31.1% $453,594 -58.7% $453,594
4406 Marlette Repayment $10,512 $10,512 $10,512 $10,024

INTEREST INCOME
3290 Treasurer $2,373,219 $1,466,000 -38.2% $3,310,000 125.8% $6,134,000 85.3%
3291 Other $13,041 $13,000 -0.3% $13,000 $13,000

TOTAL INTEREST INCOME $2,386,259 $1,479,000 -38.0% $3,323,000 124.7% $6,147,000 85.0%
TOTAL USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY $3,988,432 $2,586,714 -35.1% $3,787,106 46.4% $6,610,618 74.6%

OTHER REVENUE
3059 Hoover Dam Revenue $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000

MISC SALES AND REFUNDS
3071 Property Tax: 4-cent operating rate (Clark & Washoe) [13-FY10] $36,448,071 $28,167,000 -22.7%
3070 Property Tax: 5-cent capital rate (Clark & Washoe) [14-FY10] $34,690,823 $22,533,000 -35.0%
4792 Room Tax: State 3/8 of 1% Rate [15-FY10] $2,334,563 $3,265,434 39.9%
4791 Insurance Verification Fees [17-FY10] $7,000,000 $6,000,000 -14.3%
4790 Suppl. Account for Med. Assist. To Indigent [18-FY10] $25,199,365 $22,970,977 -8.8%
3081 Clean Water Coalition-Clark County [27-FY10] $62,000,000
4793 Lobbyist Registration Fee [28-FY10] $100,000
3107 Misc Fees  $252,176 $429,200 70.2% $231,400 -46.1% $231,600 0.1%
3109 Court Administrative Assessments [16-FY10] $4,580,172 $4,580,200 0.0%
3114 Court Administrative Assessment Fee [29-FY10] $271,461 $2,150,100 $2,149,700 $2,149,700
3150 Telemarketing Fees
3168 Declare of Candidacy Filing Fee $63,767 $30,000 -53.0% $30,000 $30,000
3202 Fees and Writs of Garnishments $3,130 $3,300 5.4% $3,500 6.1% $3,600 2.9%
3220 Nevada Report Sales $9,335 $10,000 7.1% $10,000 $10,000
3222 Excess Property Sales $32,385 $37,400 15.5% $37,400 $37,400
3240 Sale of Trust Property $3,038 $3,000 -1.3% $3,000 $3,000
3243 Insurance - Misc $516,856 $513,000 -0.7% $514,000 0.2% $515,000 0.2%
3250 Telemarketing Fines
3272 Misc Refunds
3274 Misc Refunds $42,508 $41,000 -3.5% $42,000 2.4% $42,000
3276 Cost Recovery Plan $9,148,627 $9,137,700 -0.1% $9,137,700 $9,137,700

TOTAL MISC SALES AND REFUNDS $120,596,278 $161,971,311 34.3% $12,158,700 -92.5% $12,160,000 0.0%
3255 Unclaimed Property [12-FY10][30-FY10][31-FY10] $66,201,764 $56,376,400 -14.8% $45,558,500 -19.2% $45,570,200 0.0%

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE $187,098,042 $218,647,711 16.9% $58,017,200 -73.5% $58,030,200 0.0%
TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE $3,007,019,753 $789,086,925 -73.8% $510,102,906 -35.4% $573,055,018 12.3%

3

143



TABLE 6

G.L.
NO. DESCRIPTION FY 2011 % FY 2012 % FY 2013 %

PRELIMINARY BASED ON NOVEMBER 5, 2010, MEETING
ECONOMIC FORUM - GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECAST

ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST - PRELIMINARYFY 2010         
ACTUAL [a.]

FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 8:15 AM

NOTES:
[a.] Preliminary - Subject to adjustment based on reconciliation with the Controller's Office and Budget Division.

[1-FY10]

[2-FY10]

[3-FY10]

[4-FY10]

[5-FY10]

[6-FY10]

[7-FY10]

[8-FY10]

[9-FY10]

[10-FY10]

[11-FY10]

[12-FY10]

[13-FY10]

[14-FY10]

[15-FY10]

[16-FY10]

[17-FY10]

[18-FY10]

S.B. 429 changed the structure and tax rate for the Modified Business Tax on General Business (nonfinancial institutions) by creating a two-tiered tax rate in lieu of the single rate of 
0.63%, effective July 1, 2009.  Under S.B. 429, a nonfinancial business pays a tax rate of 0.5% on all taxable wages (gross wages less allowable health care expenses) up to $62,500 
per quarter, and a rate of 1.17% on taxable wages exceeding $62,500 per quarter.  Estimated to generate an additional $173,330,000 in FY 2010 and $172,393,400 in FY 2011.  The 
change to the MBT-General Business sunsets effective June 30, 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting cigarette taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  This change is estimated to 
generate an additional $236,200 in FY 2010 and $237,300 in FY 2011.
Initiative Petition 1 (IP1) approved by the 2009 Legislature and allowed to become law by the Governor imposes up to an additional 3% room tax in Clark and Washoe counties but 
not to exceed a total combined rate of 13% in any area of each county, effective July 1, 2009.  Under IP1, the revenue from the room tax is deposited in the State General Fund for FY 
2010 and FY 2011 and is dedicated to K-12 education beginning in FY 2012.

A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting sales and use taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  A.B. 552 also increased 
the General Fund commission retained by the Department of Taxation for collecting and distributing the sales and use taxes generated by the BCCRT, SCCRT, and local option taxes 
(did not apply to the LSST) from 0.75% to 1.75%, effective July 1, 2009.  Collectively, these changes are estimated to generate an additional $16,031,800 in FY 2010 and 
$16,679,000 in FY 2011.  [FY 2010 - State 2%: $2,007,000 (TCA); LSST: $1,037,700 (TCA); BCCRT: $1,946,000 (GFC) + $3,700 (TCA); SCCRT: $6,806,700 (GFC) + $12,800 
(TCA); LOPT: $4,210,000 (GFC) + $7,900 (TCA) and FY 2011 - State 2%: $2,049,700 (TCA); LSST: $1,081,400 (TCA); BCCRT: $2,028,000 (GFC) + $3,800 (TCA); SCCRT: 
$7,093,600 (GFC) + $13,300 (TCA); LOPT: $4,400,900 (GFC) + $8,300 (TCA) where GFC represents amount due to General Fund Commission rate change and TCA represents 
amount due to Taxpayer Collection Allowance change.]

FY 2010 - Notes 1 to 18 represent legislative actions approved during the 2009 Regular Session.

S.B. 429 increases the depreciation rates for autos and trucks by 10% in the schedules used to determine the value of a vehicle for the purposes of calculating the Governmental 
Services Tax (GST) due, effective September 1, 2009.  The portion of the GST tax generated from the depreciation schedule change is allocated to the State General Fund, which is 
estimated to generate $42,842,800 in FY 2010 and $51,411,300 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, additional revenue generated from the GST is deposited in the General Fund until FY 
2013 and is then deposited in the State Highway Fund beginning in FY 2014.
S.B. 429 increases the Business License Fee (BLF) by $100 to $200 for the initial and annual renewal, effective July 1, 2009.  Effective October 1, 2009, A.B. 146  transfers the BLF 
to the Secretary of State from the Department of Taxation as part of the business portal program and requires all entities filing with the Secretary of State under Title 7 to pay the initial 
and annual renewal $200 BLF.  It is estimated to generate an additional $38,254,800 in FY 2010 and $44,802,600 in FY 2011.  Under S.B. 429, the $100 increase in the BLF sunsets 
effective June 30, 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting liquor taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an 
additional $100,400 in FY 2010 and $102,800 in FY 2011.
A.B. 552 lowered the collection allowance provided to a taxpayer for collecting and remitting other tobacco taxes from 0.5% to 0.25%, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate an 
additional $23,560 in FY 2010 and $24,270 in FY 2011.
Effective July 1, 2009, S.B. 53 requires fees collected for expedite services provided by the Secretary of State to business entities to be deposited in the State General Fund.  
Estimated to generate $2,272,569 in FY 2010 and $1,818,056 in FY 2011.
Effective October 1, 2009, S.B. 234 increases the state rate imposed on the short-term rental of a vehicle from 6.0% to 10.0% with the proceeds equivalent to 9.0% deposited in the 
State General Fund and 1.0% deposited in the State Highway Fund (maintains provisions of A.B. 595 from the 2007 Session).  S.B. 234 eliminates the 4.0% recovery surcharge and 
allows short-term car rental companies to impose a surcharge to recover their vehicle licensing and registration costs.  Estimated to generate an additional $9,883,900 in FY 2010 and 
$13,565,000 in FY 2011.
A.B. 480 increases various fees collected by the State Engineer for examining and filing applications and issuing and recording permits, effective July 1, 2009.  Estimated to generate 
an additional $900,000 in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
A.B. 562 redirects $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 
2011.
A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 4-cents worth of property tax generated from their operating rate to the State General Fund in FY 
2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $36,010,800 in FY 2010 and $32,446,600 in FY 2011.  (Clark County: $30,380,500 - FY 2010 and $27,329,100 - FY 2011)  (Washoe 
County: $5,630,300 - FY 2010 and $5,117,500 - FY 2011)  
A.B. 543 requires Clark County and Washoe County to allocate the equivalent of 3.8 cents in FY 2010 and 3.2 cents in FY 2011 worth of property tax generated from the capital rate 
imposed pursuant to NRS 354.59815 to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $34,210,300 in FY 2010 and $25,957,300 in FY 2011.  (Clark 
County: $28,861,500 - FY 2010 and $21,863,300 - FY 2011)  (Washoe County: $5,348,800 - FY 2010 and $4,094,000 - FY 2011)
S.B. 431 requires a portion of the revenue generated from the state 3/8 of 1% room tax revenue provided to the Nevada Commission on Tourism to be allocated to the State General 
Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated to generate $2,334,563 in FY 2010 and $3,265,434 in FY 2011.
A.B. 531 requires the deposit of the portion of the revenue generated from Court Administrative Assessment Fees to be deposited in the state General Fund, effective July 1, 2009.  
Estimated to generate $4,763,532 in FY 2010 and $6,133,023 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of the estimated residual amount of revenue generated from Insurance Verification Fees to the State General Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  Estimated 
to generate $7,000,000 in FY 2010 and $6,000,000 in FY 2011.
S.B. 431 requires the transfer of $25,199,365 in FY 2010 and $22,970,977 in FY 2011 from the Supplemental Account for Medical Assistance to Indigent Persons created in the Fund 
for Hospital Care to Indigent Persons to the State General Fund.
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TABLE 6

G.L.
NO. DESCRIPTION FY 2011 % FY 2012 % FY 2013 %

PRELIMINARY BASED ON NOVEMBER 5, 2010, MEETING
ECONOMIC FORUM - GENERAL FUND REVENUE FORECAST

ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST - PRELIMINARYFY 2010         
ACTUAL [a.]

FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013
Economic Forum November 5, 2010, Meeting - 11/3/10 - 8:15 AM

[19-FY10]

[20-FY10]

[21-FY10]

[22-FY10]

[23-FY10]

[24-FY10]

[25-FY10]

[26-FY10]

[27-FY10]

[28-FY10]

[29-FY10]

[30-FY10]

[31-FY10]

FY 2010 - Continued: Notes 19 to 31 represent legislative actions approved during the 26th Special Session in February 2010.
Based on information provided to the Fiscal Analysis Division regarding the amount of net proceeds that would be reported to the Department of Taxation on March 1, 2010, pursuant 
to NRS 362.115 for calendar year 2009 for FY 2010 and information on estimated mining operations for calendar year 2010 and 2011, the Fiscal Analysis Division produced a revised 
estimate for FY 2010 and FY 2011 for net proceeds of minerals tax of $71,700,000 and $62,100,000, respectively.  These revised estimates were $31,700,000 and $27,100,000 
higher than the consensus forecast prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Analysis Division on February 1, 2010 of $40,000,000 for FY 2010 and $35,000,000 for FY 2011.
Section 47 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) creates a new annual mining claim fee based on a progressive graduated fee per mining claim associated with the total number of mining claims held 
by an enity in Nevada.  This new mining claims fee is estimated to generate $25,700,000 in FY 2011 only as the fee is scheduled to sunset effective June 30, 2011.
The Division of Insurance of the Department of Business and Industry is required to implement a program to perform desk audits of tax returns submitted by insurance companies 
when filing for the insurance premium tax.  This program is estimated to generate an additional $10,000,000 in insurance premium tax collections in FY 2011.
Section 64 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Department of Taxation to conduct a tax amnesty program from July 1, 2010 to September 30, 2010 for all taxes that are required to be 
reported and paid to the Department.  It is estimated that the tax amnesty program will generate $10,000,000 in FY 2011 from all the different applicable taxes, but an estimate of 
additional revenue expected from each individual revenue source was not prepared.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increased various fees authorized or imposed in NRS associated with activities of the Secretary of State's Office related to securities, commercial recordings, and 
UCC filing requirements as well as changed the allocation of the portion to the State General Fund for fees associated with notary training and domestic partnerships.  The changes 
were estimated to generate the following amounts in FY 2010 and FY 2011:  UCC: $155,200 - FY 2010 and $465,600 - FY 2011; Commercial Recordings: $354,342 - FY 2010 and 
$1,063,027 - FY 2011; Notary Fees: $0 - FY 2010 and $153,600 - FY 2011; Securities: $855,314 - FY 2010 and $4,860,193 - FY 2011; and Domestic Partnerships: $0  - FY 2010 and 
$50,000 - FY 2011.

Section 34 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the adminstrative assessment amount associated with misdemeanor violation fines by $5 effective upon passage and approval of A.B. 6 
(March 12, 2010).  The proceeds from the additional $5 adminstrative assessment as part of the sentence for a violation of a misdemeanor are deposited in the State General Fund 
and is estimated to generate an additional $192,544 in FY 2010 and $2,310,530 in FY 2011.
Based on information provided by the Treasurer's Office, the Fiscal Analysis Division revised the estimate for unclaimed property collections to be deposited in the State General 
Fund to $52,000,000 in FY 2010 and $58,081,000 in FY 2011.  This revised forecast for unclaimed property proceeds yields an additional $4,018,000 in FY 2010 and $15,000,000 in 
FY 2011 above the February 1, 2010, consensus forecast of $47,919,000 for FY 2010 and $43,081,000 for FY 2011 prepared by the Budget Division/Fiscal Division based on 
information provided by the Treasurer's Office.
Section 1 of A.B. 3 (26th S.S.) redirects the full $7,600,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer from the Millennium Scholarship 
Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  A.B. 562 (75th Session) redirected $3,800,000 to the General Fund of the Unclaimed Property revenues collected by the State Treasurer to the 
Millennium Scholarship Trust Fund in FY 2010 and FY 2011.  The net effect of the provisions of A.B 3 is an additional $3,800,000 in General Fund revenue in FY 2010 and FY 2011 
from unclaimed property proceeds.

Section 45 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) increases the license fee from 4% to 6% on the gross receipts from admission fees to a live contest or exhibition of unarmed combat, effective July 1, 
2010.  This fee increase is estimated to generate $1,250,000 in additional revenue for FY 2011.
A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the current fees specified in NRS 440.700 associated with birth and death certificates to continue to be collected by the State Registrar until the State 
Registrar establishes new higher fees through regulation.  The higher fees imposed through regulation are expected to be effective July 1, 2010, and are estimated to generate an 
additional $368,511 in revenue for FY 2011.
Section 31 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) imposes a new fee of $150 per notice of default or election to sell with the proceeds deposited in the State General Fund, effective April 1, 2010.  This 
new notice of default fee is estimated to generate additional General Fund revenue of $2,760,000 in FY 2010 and $11,040,000 in FY 2011.
Section 18 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Clean Water Coalition in Clark County to transfer securities and cash in the amount fo $62,000,000 to the State General Fund.  The 
$62,000,000 in revenue from this transfer is expected to occur in FY 2011.
Section 36 of A.B. 6 (26th S.S.) requires the Legislative Commission to transfer the first $100,000 in revenue collected from lobbyist registration fees imposed pursuant to NRS 
218H.500 to the State General Fund.  The $100,000 transfer to the General Fund is for FY 2011 only as the provisions sunset on June 30, 2011.
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2010 - 2011 Calendar 

 

AUGUST 2010 
S M T W Th F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

29 30 31     
 

 SEPTEMBER 2010 
S M T W Th F S 

   1 2 3 4 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 30   
 

6 Labor Day 
 

     

29 Nevada Day 

OCTOBER 2010 
S M T W Th F S 

     1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

31       
 

 NOVEMBER 2010 
S M T W Th F S 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30     
 

11 Veterans Day 
 
25-26 Thanksgiving  

     

24 Christmas Eve 
31 New Year’s Eve 

DECEMBER 2010 
S M T W Th F S 

   1 2 3 4 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 30 31  
 

 JANUARY 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

       1 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

30 31      
 

17 M.L. King Jr. Day 

     

21 Presidents Day 

FEBRUARY 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

  1 2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28      
 

 MARCH 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

  1 2 3 4 5 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

27 28 29 30 31   
 

 

     

 

APRIL 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

     1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
 

 MAY 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

29 30 31     
 

30  Memorial Day 

     

 

JUNE 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

   1 2 3 4 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

26 27 28 29 30   
 

 JULY 2011 
S M T W Th F S 

     1 2 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

31       
 

4 Independence Day 
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