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I. ROLL CALL 
 
Chairman Ken Wiles called the meeting of the State of Nevada Economic Forum to 
order at 9:35 a.m. and the secretary called roll.  The members were present at the 
meeting in Carson City, with member Ms. Linda Rosenthal absent excused.   
 
 
II. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked for public comment from attendees in Carson City and 
Las Vegas.  
 
There was no public comment and the Chairman proceeded with the meeting agenda.   
 
 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 30, 2012, MEETING. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked for approval of the minutes. 
 

MR. LEAVITT MOVED FOR APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF THE 
NOVEMBER 30, 2012, MEETING.  MR. NIELSEN SECONDED 
THE MOTION.   
 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
IV. PRESENTATION ON THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK AND SALES TAX AND 

GAMING PERCENTAGE FEE TAX FORECASTS. 
Daniel White, Economist, Moody’s Analytics (by telephone) 

 
Chairman Wiles introduced Mr. Daniel White, Economist, Moody’s Analytics, who joined 
the meeting by telephone.  Mr. White provided the following overview and summary of 
Nevada’s economic outlook and forecasts on the State 2% Sales and Use Tax and 
Gaming Percentage Fee Tax.   
 
Mr. White started his presentation on page 53 of the Economic Forum meeting packet 
(Exhibit A), which was Moody’s Analytics latest forecast published on April 15, 2013.  
He noted that Moody’s U.S. Macro Outlook had changed since his previous 
presentation before the Economic Forum on November 30, 2012.  Mr. White explained 
that some of the downside risk Moody’s identified in November came to fruition, 
principally the federal fiscal outlook.  He said the policymakers were able to avert a 
near-term fiscal meltdown by extending the tax cuts for most Americans and avoiding 
an American shutdown by the continuing resolution in April 2013.  Unfortunately, the 
policymakers had to do it by implementing the full sequester, which Moody’s had not 
assumed in its November outlook.  That meant the full 1.5% impact on gross domestic 
product (GDP), which was discussed at length at the November 30, 2012, meeting, 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8748


 
3 

 

would be felt in calendar year 2013.  Mr. White stated of that 1.5%, approximately 
60 basis points came from the expiration of the payroll tax cut; nearly 40 basis points 
came from tax increases on the wealthiest Americans, along with other miscellaneous 
tax increases and cuts in spending; and 50 basis points came from the full 
sequestration.  As a result, the U.S. economy was slated to grow in the 2% to 
2.5% range in 2013, rather than a normal growth of 3.5% to 4%.  Mr. White thought the 
first quarter GDP number was a good indication of where the U.S. was going to be for 
most of fiscal year 2013.  He said if the sequestration was continued into fiscal year 
2014 the 60 basis point cuts from the payroll tax and the 40 basis points of the 
miscellaneous tax increase would cease in fiscal year 2014; therefore, the U.S. would 
have a healthier economy because of lessened fiscal drag.  Mr. White indicated that 
Moody’s saw GDP growing around 3.5% to 4% in 2014 and in 2015 he hoped it would 
reach above 4%, which would get the U.S. back on track.  He said Moody’s forecast for 
2013 was slightly weaker than in November 2012, the forecast for 2014 was much 
weaker because of the full sequestration, and the forecast for 2015 was expected to be 
strong, but not as strong as it was previously.  Mr. White noted that since the forecast 
was prepared the week of April 15, 2013, the sales tax number in Moody’s forecast did 
not reflect the sales tax data that had been released by the Department of Taxation in 
the days prior to the meeting.  However, his team had enough time to incorporate the 
new data into Moody’s models, but determined the forecast was unchanged.  Mr. White 
said Moody’s was comfortable with its April 15, 2013 forecast, even with the new sales 
tax numbers.  He indicated that some of the upside and downside risks could be seen in 
the sales and use tax numbers so Moody’s brought its estimate down a bit in the near-
term, although Moody’s forecast was robust in the out years especially in early 2015 
due to the housing recovery.  Mr. White said housing was starting to recover in the U.S., 
but Moody’s did not see Nevada making great gains in that area until at least the end of 
calendar year 2014 or the beginning of 2015, which was roughly two years after the 
U.S. recovery.  Mr. White pointed out that Moody’s sales and use tax forecast for 
Nevada for fiscal year 2015 at 7.3% (page 55, Exhibit A) was strong; however, it was 
significantly weaker than the norm following past recessions.  He said given the impact 
that housing recovery had on durable goods purchases, which factored into sales taxes, 
Mr. White remarked it was inevitable that one or two years of strong sales tax receipts 
would be apparent during the housing recovery.   
 
Moving to Gaming Percentage Fee Tax, Mr. White said Moody’s forecast was 
unchanged from the November 30, 2012, meeting, with significant downside risk from 
increasing competition, both domestically and overseas.  Moody’s built that downside 
risk into its forecast, but Mr. White said anything to a greater extent than what was 
already built in would be significant downside risk to collections over time, particularly 
interstate online gaming.  Although that type of gaming was a few years away it would 
be a potential major competitor to brick and mortar type gaming in Nevada.  
He acknowledged there was some upside risk to the gaming percentage fee forecast, 
but Moody’s had heard there were a number of possible projects under discussion in 
Southern Nevada and Las Vegas.  Although those potential projects were not built into 
Moody’s forecast, if any of the projects came to fruition, Mr. White thought it would be 
noteworthy.   
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Chairman Wiles said Mr. White mentioned the full impact of the sequester in his 
presentation, which had not been incorporated into Moody’s November 2012 forecast.  
However, interestingly there had been a robust market rally in terms of the equity 
markets and to some extent with the bond market with rates continuing to fall.  
Chairman Wiles thought there was somewhat of a wealth effect potentially affecting 
local gaming activity as people’s stock portfolios went up in value.  He asked Mr. White 
if Moody’s forecast accounted for that, or how it might have impacted Moody’s 
estimates.   
 
Mr. White said Moody’s did not necessarily take into account the wealth effect, but the 
gains in income from dividends, interest and rent were built into the income numbers 
incorporated into Moody’s gaming forecast.  He indicated that Moody’s did not see 
robust growth in incomes over the course of 2013 mostly because of the cuts that would 
come through the federal government and higher tax rates at the higher income levels.  
He indicated that Moody’s foresaw improvement in the income numbers and they were 
incorporated into the personal income component of Moody’s forecast. 
 
Chairman Wiles appreciated Mr. White’s time and thanked him for the presentation.   
 
Before moving to the next agenda item, Mr. Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal 
Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division, identified the various meeting materials available for 
the members, including the State of Nevada Economic Forum meeting packet 
(Exhibit A), the Executive Budget Office Forecast packet (Exhibit C), the Fiscal Analysis 
Division Forecast Information packet (Exhibit D) and Table 8 (Exhibit B, printed on 
green paper).  Before proceeding with the agenda, he wanted to ensure all the 
members had the appropriate materials that were prepared and provided for the 
meeting.   
 
 
V. PRESENTATION ON THE STATE EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK. 

Bill Anderson, Chief Economist, Research and Analysis Bureau, 
Department of Employment, Training, and Rehabilitation 

 
Mr. Bill Anderson, Chief Economist, Research and Analysis Bureau, Department of 
Employment, Training and Rehabilitation started his presentation with a summary of the 
state employment outlook.  He reported that the state’s labor markets were improving in 
employment growth and characterized that growth as steady, but moderate.  Noting that 
Nevada was the state “hit the hardest” during the recession in terms of job growth, 
Mr. Anderson pointed out Nevada was moving upward in the state rankings and 
narrowing the gap in the unemployment rate.  Mr. Anderson said the outlook was 
marginally more positive than it was at the November 30, 2012, Economic Forum 
meeting.  Therefore, the Department of Employment, Training and Rehabilitation had 
increased its job forecast by approximately one percentage point for growth in the 2.5% 
to 3.0% range, whereas in early in calendar year 2013 the department’s forecast was 
approximately one percentage point lower.  Putting those numbers into a historical 
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perspective, Mr. Anderson indicated before the recession Nevada grew about 6%, 
which equated to nearly double the anticipated growth in the near term.   
 
Referring the members to the Economic Forum meeting packet (Exhibit A), 
Mr. Anderson thought page 60 captured the nationwide picture for U.S. job growth.  The 
graph shown on page 60 depicted the national labor markets as very volatile with good 
and bad months.  He noted that during the recession, Nevada had depended upon what 
transpired nationally and even worldwide in the national labor markets, but some 
continuous U.S. job growth could be seen stretching out over the prior two to 
three years.  Mr. Anderson explained the U.S. needed approximately 150,000 jobs per 
month in order to drive the unemployment rate down on a consistent basis.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked if 150,000 jobs would maintain or reduce national 
unemployment.   
 
Mr. Anderson answered that 150,000 jobs would keep the unemployment rate trending 
down and was the job growth rate to date.  He recalled how the national unemployment 
rate had been about 8.5% in early 2012; over the course of the year preceding the 
May 1, 2013, Economic Forum meeting the national unemployment rate was down to 
7.6%, which showed downward pressure on the jobless rate.   
 
Chairman Wiles commented that part of the reduction in the national unemployment 
rate had been driven by people leaving the workforce, which added a different 
denominator into the equation.   
 
Mr. Anderson said the national unemployment rate was a combination of both job 
growth and sluggish labor force growth.  He noted that for Nevada’s numbers his office 
included all the people who dropped out of the labor force, which resulted in an 
unemployment rate that was approximately one percentage point higher than the official 
reported rates.  Moving to page 61 (Exhibit A), Mr. Anderson remarked that the 
recession had peaked in 2009-2010 and Nevada had been growing ever since in terms 
of personal income growth with a 2.5% gain in 2012.  Although it was positive growth, 
the numbers came up short of where Nevada was prior to the recession.  Mr. Anderson 
said page 62 showed the average weekly wage growth data through the end of 2012.  
The graph indicated that the recession impacted the state in 2009-2010, but a growth 
pattern had started to emerge with the average weekly wage at a record high of 
approximately $839 a week for all of 2012.  However, the state was struggling to keep 
pace with the rate of inflation.  Referring to page 63, Mr. Anderson said the Nevada 
unemployment rate had trended about two percentage points below where the state 
was in mid-2012.  As of March 2013, the unemployment rate was 9.7% after peaking at 
approximately 14% in late 2010.  Mr. Anderson stated that most importantly, Nevada 
had started to narrow the gap in unemployment with the rest of the states throughout 
the nation.  However, as shown on page 64, Nevada still had the highest unemployment 
rate in the nation.  He said there were a number of other states that were just slightly 
better than Nevada and the possibility existed Nevada could move ahead of other states 
in the rankings by the end of 2013.  Moving to page 65, Mr. Anderson said one good 
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indicator that showed the relative nature of Nevada’s growth was the decline in the 
unemployment rate.  It was the strongest in the nation down 1.9 percentage points 
relative to the year prior in March 2012.  He pointed out the majority of states saw 
declines, but none of them had declined at the same rate as Nevada.  Mr. Anderson 
said long-term unemployment (page 66), defined as people without a job for more than 
six months, had been a problem in the state and throughout the nation.  He indicated 
the number of long-term unemployed Nevadans peaked in excess of 90,000 at the 
height of the recession.  Fortunately, that number had declined to approximately 67,000 
in the 12 months ending in March 2013 and continued to trend downward.  Addressing 
Chairman Wiles’ comment that part of the reduction in the national unemployment rate 
had been driven by people leaving the workforce, Mr. Anderson explained if all the 
people who became discouraged in obtaining employment and left the labor force were 
counted in the unemployment rate it would be in excess of 20%.  He said this measure 
was often misreported.  As shown on page 67, there were different measures to 
determine the varying unemployment rates starting with the Official Rate and then 
measurements denoted as U-1 through U-6.  Each measure included the addition of a 
different group of unemployed workers, or part-time employed workers who would 
rather be full-time workers.  Mr. Anderson pointed out that the discouraged worker 
component Chairman Wiles described added about one percentage point to Nevada’s 
unemployment rate.   
 
Mr. Maddox asked what the spread was between U-3 and U-6 over the last 
two decades. 
 
Mr. Anderson estimated it was two-thirds, within a couple of percentage points.   
 
Mr. Anderson thought it was important to look at the unemployment rates for each 
individual county in relationship to Nevada as a whole.  Turning to page 68 of Exhibit A, 
he indicated the bulk of the states’ low unemployment rates were in the rural counties, 
especially in Northeastern Nevada where mining played a large role in the economy.  
The highest unemployment rates were in Lyon and Mineral Counties and the lowest in 
Esmeralda, Lander and Humboldt Counties.  Switching from unemployment information 
to employment information (page 69), Mr. Anderson said job levels were up by 
approximately 19,000 in March 2013 compared to the year prior.  He also indicated job 
levels had held steady for the first few months of 2013; Nevada was up about 
23,000 jobs in comparison with the first quarter of 2012. In fact, Nevada had 
experienced nonstop positive job growth (page 70) every month since the beginning of 
2011, and was just below 2% in terms of job growth in the first part of 2013, compared 
to the same time in 2012.  Mr. Anderson liked to generalize that the economy “bottomed 
out” in 2010 and thought it was a good idea to compare how the state had fared since 
that timeframe.  Focusing on employment growth since 2010, he said page 71 showed 
information on total private and public sector job growth and private sector job growth.  
Mr. Anderson remarked that close to 11,000 private sector jobs were added in 2011, 
with approximately 19,400 added in 2012 for a total growth of private sector jobs at 
30,100 from 2010 to 2012.  Since the state was trending up more than 23,000 jobs in 
the private sector in the first part of 2013, he thought if those gains held, by the end of 
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2013 there was potential to have added 50,000 to 55,000 new private sector jobs since 
2010.  Referring to page 72, Mr. Anderson pointed out that for the first time in several 
years Nevada’s job growth in 2013 had surpassed the national average.  In the first 
quarter of 2013, job growth in Nevada was up approximately 2.3% compared to a 
1.6% growth rate nationwide.  Mr. Anderson thought the most significant chart in his 
presentation was on page 73, which showed how Nevada was performing relative to 
other states, where complete counts of employment from unemployment insurance 
records from 2003 to 2012 were used to compile the data.  As indicated on the chart on 
page 73, prior to the recession Nevada had grown faster in terms of job growth than any 
other state in the nation.  However, during the recession all other states in the nation 
were growing faster, or declining less than Nevada.  Mr. Anderson said beginning in 
2011, Nevada started to improve, and through the first nine months of 2012, the state’s 
growth was higher than 21 other states.  Additionally, if only data from September 2012 
were considered it would show that Nevada grew faster than 35 or 36 other states.  
Therefore, Mr. Anderson said Nevada had started to gather some momentum in terms 
of job growth.  In the interest of time, Mr. Anderson skipped page 74.  Moving to 
page 75, Job Growth by Industry, he said Nevada was starting to see more 
establishments add jobs relative to those that were eliminating jobs.  Mr. Anderson 
indicated nearly all industries were growing, with the exception of professional and 
business services, which had previously been the fastest growing in 2012.  The leisure 
and hospitality industry had led the way in growth in 2013 with about 9,000 new jobs, 
and trade, transportation and utilities also fared well in that timeframe.  He added that 
construction actually had positive growth results from mid-2012 to late 2012; however, 
the state was growing off a historically low base so it still had a long distance to reach a 
full recovery.  Page 76 showed that the number of employers participating in the state’s 
unemployment insurance program improved in 2012 after declining for the previous 
three years.  Mr. Anderson pointed out that initial claims for unemployment (page 77) 
had declined for 37 of the previous 40 months with initial claims totaling 15,400 in 
March 2013, compared to 16,400 in March 2012 following a peak of 36,000 claims 
during the recession.  Page 78 showed the distribution of the state’s unemployed.  
The dark blue area of the chart represented the number of unemployed who claimed 
regular state unemployment benefits, the light blue area denoted the number of 
unemployed who claimed unemployment benefits that were part of the federal funded 
extension program, and the yellow area showed total unemployment.  Referring to page 
79, Mr. Anderson said all of the current barometers for unemployment insurance activity 
including initial claims and unemployment insurance exhaustion were trending below 
their respective historical ten-year averages.  He stated that in terms of the outlook for 
the state’s unemployment rate (page 80) Nevada averaged a 10% rate in the first part of 
2013.  His department estimated that by the end of 2013 the average unemployment 
rate would be 9.4%, with a decline of another 1% in 2014 and 0.5% in 2015.  
Mr. Anderson indicated that by 2015 Nevada would have an unemployment rate that 
approached 8% for the state as a whole.  He said more importantly, on page 81, was 
the employment forecast, which showed an increase of 23,000 additional jobs in 2013, 
30,000 jobs in 2014 and 33,000 jobs in 2015.  Mr. Anderson said that was good news 
even though that was about half the rate of growth Nevada had seen prior to the 
recession, especially in 2009 and 2010.   



 
8 

 

 
Mr. Maddox asked if the 23,000 expected jobs in 2013 was for the calendar year or the 
fiscal year.  Mr. Anderson replied it was for the calendar year.  Mr. Maddox pointed out 
that on page 71 year-to-date growth for the first three months of 2013, 23,000 jobs were 
added.  He asked if that meant zero growth was expected for the remainder of 2013. 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the 23,000 jobs figure shown on page 71 was a 
comparison of the first quarter of 2013, versus the first quarter of 2012.  He said it was 
assumed that in the last nine months of 2013 job levels would come in at about 23,000 
and higher than the previous year; therefore, by the time the figures were averaged 
from 2012 to 2013 the 23,000 jobs would be reached.  Mr. Anderson added that the 
state was trending in line with his departments forecast for job growth. 
 
Referring again to page 71 as well as to page 82, Mr. Maddox indicated he needed 
more clarification on his previous inquiry regarding the 23,000 jobs.  Mr. Anderson 
replied that on a calendar year basis, the state averaged 23,000 jobs higher in the first 
few months of 2013 than the same timeframe in 2012.  He said the Department of 
Employment, Training and Rehabilitation (DETR) expected the kind of job growth the 
state saw the first three months of 2013 to continue into the final three quarters of the 
year.  Mr. Anderson reported when the numbers were finalized for 2013 the average 
employment level would be compared with the average employment level for 2012.  
He projected that comparison would show to be 23,000 jobs higher than where the state 
had been in 2012 because Nevada was trending at that growth level through the first 
three months of the year.   
 
Mr. Leavitt asked if the 23,000 jobs were full-time equivalents, or if that figure equated 
to the total number of people who got a job that did not have one prior. 
 
Mr. Anderson replied it was a head count of people who had filled new jobs, which 
included part-time jobs.   
 
Mr. Leavitt recalled that Nevada had a huge construction industry prior to the recession, 
which provided a large number of jobs.  Although the industry had rebounded slightly, 
he said there was a large group of people no longer employed in construction jobs, or 
jobs associated with that industry.  He wondered what happened to all the people who 
worked in those fairly high paying jobs, and if there was a method in place for tracking 
the movement of that group.  Of that group of people, he also wondered if they had 
accepted jobs outside of the construction industry, had moved out-of-state, or were 
unemployed.  Mr. Leavitt thought the loss of high paying construction jobs had an effect 
on not only employment, but also on taxable sales and other factors.   
 
Mr. Anderson agreed with Mr. Leavitt that the state’s construction jobs were very high 
paying and acknowledged the loss of jobs in the construction industry accounted for the 
decline of the average wage levels that started in 2009 and 2010.  At that time, he said 
Nevada experienced a disproportionate share (approximately 20%) of unemployment 
insurance claims activity that came from the construction sector.  When construction 



 
9 

 

was at its peak, it accounted for about 10% of employment in the state as a whole.  
Addressing Mr. Leavitt’s question about what happened to the construction workers, 
Mr. Anderson understood that many construction workers had left Nevada, although the 
information he had was mostly anecdotal.  Others he said commuted outside the state 
for extended periods of time for work, returning home periodically, while their families 
remained in Nevada.  Mr. Anderson also mentioned that DETR had been involved in 
workforce retraining efforts for many unemployed workers, including those formerly in 
construction.  DETR offered a number of programs that were designed to help 
construction workers retool and take advantage of new opportunities.  Mr. Anderson 
noted that construction workers had skills that were transferrable to the mining and 
manufacturing sectors, industries that started to improve after the recession.   
 
Continuing with his presentation, Mr. Anderson said the chart on page 82 (Exhibit A) 
showed the current employment forecast for Nevada, versus the forecast presented at 
the November 2012, Economic Forum meeting.  The forecast projected approximately 
87,000 jobs over the 2012 to 2015 period, noting that the previous projection was for 
50,000 new jobs, which was off an employment base of roughly 1.2 million.  
He expected that Nevada’s year-over-year employment growth forecast (page 83) 
through 2015 would show about 2.8% growth, which was approximately half the rate of 
growth of 6% seen during the boom period.  Lastly, on page 84, Mr. Anderson pointed 
out a comparison of the current projection of Nevada’s employment growth forecast with 
the November 2012 forecast.  The chart displayed the projected growth to be 
approximately one percentage point higher than the forecast presented to the Economic 
Forum in November 2012.   
 
Mr. Leavitt wondered if Nevada’s employment growth forecast increased by 1% what 
that was anticipated to mean in relation to personal income growth.   
 
Mr. Anderson thought the gains of approximately 2.5% were likely to increase 
marginally in terms of income growth to 3%, including wages and salaries.  He said 
wage growth was up about 1.3% in 2011 to 2012.  As construction continued to pick up 
as projects came to fruition on the Las Vegas Strip, wage growth would be reflected in 
the states average wage data, with a projected gain in the 2% to 2.5% range in average 
weekly wages.  In summary, Mr. Anderson said the increases were good news relative 
to where Nevada was two years prior, but compared to the prerecession period, the 
state had room for improvement.   
 
Chairman Wiles thought it was challenging to make a comparison of Nevada’s economy 
at present date compared to where Nevada was before the recession.  He would argue 
that prerecession time was an artificially inflated economic environment for Nevada.  
To hear Mr. Anderson say that the state was not quite to the growth rates seen during 
the prerecession was pleasing to Chairman Wiles in a way because otherwise it would 
indicate a “bubble economy.” He noted that clearly, Nevada wanted more people 
employed, but a robust economic environment was also desired.  Chairman Wiles said 
making comparisons to that previous level might be an early indicator there was rational 
exuberance spreading throughout the national economy.  He suggested looking at the 
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10-year average to see a longer-term trend line.  Referring to Nevada’s home price 
levels and using the Case Shiller Index, Chairman Wiles pointed out that the state had a 
smooth growth rate until about 2004, and then had abnormal growth with the 
subsequent housing market crash.  When looking at current year-over-year home 
prices, he thought Las Vegas was up 17.8% year-over-year.   
 
Mr. Anderson thought the Las Vegas housing market was up 17.6%, which he believed 
was the third fastest rate of growth among the 20 metro areas.   
 
Referring to employment levels, Chairman Wiles was concerned about personal income 
and the distribution of employment among the various U-3, U-4, and U-5 estimates as 
shown on page 67 (Exhibit A), which would be impacted by the Affordable Care Act.  
He said some employers had indicated they would start moving people from full-time to 
part-time employment to avoid some of the law mandates.  That scenario would 
potentially show an increase in employment levels as companies added more people to 
cover staffing levels; however, those people would be at part-time employment levels.  
Chairman Wiles was concerned about U-3 versus U-5 because the state could see a 
total unemployment rate decline, yet it was possible it would be in part-time or less than 
full-time equivalent positions.  He asked if DETR had estimated any impact that would 
have on personal income in the state.    
 
Mr. Anderson replied that DETR determined its estimates from unemployment 
insurance wage records, which provided information on employment and wages.  
Unfortunately, DETR did not receive information on how many hours an employee 
actually worked because in Nevada, as well as the majority of states, employers were 
not required to report the number of hours worked.  Mr. Anderson pointed out that the 
best anecdotal barometer was the average wage data in which the total wages were 
divided by 52 weeks to gauge the measure of job quality.  He said the average wage 
data grew at approximately 1.3% last year in nominal terms, but was a bit short in real 
or inflation adjusted terms.   
 
Chairman Wiles understood there were limitations on the type of data available for 
collection.  However, he was concerned about the initial indicators, although anecdotal, 
that some employers would move their employees from full-time to part-time.  That shift 
could cause a slowdown in hiring of full-time employees; therefore, having an ongoing 
impact on personal income.  Chairman Wiles expressed the effect on personal income 
was something for the Economic Forum members to consider, particularly when the 
traditional unemployment rate forecast, the U-3 versus U-5 measure, was shown as 
going down to 8%.  His concern was Nevada might have an 8% unemployment rate, but 
it might be based on fewer hours and less personal income.  Lastly, Chairman Wiles 
asked for clarification on the state unemployment rankings located on page 64.  
He noticed that Nevada was number 51 in the ranking and wanted to know if the District 
of Columbia was included in that ranking.  Mr. Anderson indicated the District of 
Columbia was incorporated into the rates.   
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Returning to Chairman Wiles’ first comment regarding comparing Nevada’s economy at 
present with the prerecession economy, Mr. Anderson said the prerecession 6% rate of 
job growth, which was four times the rate of growth nationwide, was not sustainable.  
Therefore, going forward and looking at job growth on a long-term basis with 
approximately 2.5% to 3% growth projected in his department’s forecast is arguably 
more sustainable, and left Nevada less subject to the booms and busts.  Mr. Anderson 
said construction provided the best example of this scenario with 150,000 jobs at peak, 
then bottoming out at 50,000 jobs and slowly climbing back at present to about 
55,000 construction jobs.  He felt that was a large hole to fill and did not foresee 
construction jobs getting back to that high level during his lifetime. 
 
Chairman Wiles thought that he and Mr. Anderson agreed; although, the Chairman did 
not think the hole was as large as previously discussed.  He relayed the importance of 
getting to a level that was sustainable and viable, in which the state was not subjected 
to an overheated economy where prices increased more rapidly than their historical 
averages and the ultimate crash that followed.  Chairman Wiles noted it was challenging 
to estimate or forecast what was going to happen economically when comparing to a 
period of time that was not sustainable or viable.  He suggested choosing a point in time 
for the basis of the comparison, possibly ten years prior to the boom, in order to provide 
for a better comparative estimate.   
 
Discussion concluded on Nevada’s state employment outlook. 
 
Before proceeding with the agenda, Mr. Guindon provided administrative information 
about the duties of the Economic Forum and information regarding the materials and 
tables prepared by staff relevant to Agenda Item VI, review and consideration of 
forecasts for the Major General Fund Revenues.  He explained the responsibilities and 
the duties of the Economic Forum were to produce a forecast under the current statute.  
Even though there were some revenues that would have a statutory change in their law 
or scheduled to “sunset” on July 1, 2013, the Economic Forum was required to produce 
a forecast under the current law.  Whether those sunsets were going to be extended by 
the Legislature was not germane to the Economic Forum at its May 1, 2013, meeting.  
Mr. Guindon pointed out Table 1 on page 85 (Exhibit A) provided five years of fiscal 
history for each of the General Fund revenue sources and included 2013 year-to-date 
information through the month of March.  Table 3 (page 91) showed the forecast for 
every General Fund revenue source from the Executive Branch agency responsible for 
administering and collecting that tax as well forecasts from the Fiscal Analysis Division 
and the Budget Division.  Mr. Guindon noted the minor General Fund revenues 
presented to the Technical Advisory Committee would be taken into account under 
Agenda Item VII.  Table 4 on page 97 summarized the major General Fund revenues by 
each of the forecasters by fiscal year and included forecasts by Moody’s Analytics for 
the 2% Sales and Use Tax and Gaming Percentage Fee Tax.  He said Table 8 on page 
99, which was also presented as a separate handout printed on green paper (Exhibit B), 
showed a comparison of the May 1, 2013, major revenue sources forecasts by 
forecaster with the November 30, 2012, and November 9, 2012, forecasts by forecaster.  
Table 8 also included the consensus forecast approved by the Economic Forum on 
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November 30, 2012.  Lastly, Table 9 on page 103 illustrated the General Fund revenue 
sources in a year-to-date format for the previous three fiscal years along with the actual 
revenues in the prior two fiscal years.  The table also included each entities FY 2013 
forecast compared with the prior fiscal year, and how much growth would be needed for 
the remainder of the fiscal year to hit that entities forecast.  Mr. Guindon thought the use 
of Tables 8 and 9 side-by-side while the forecasters made their presentations would 
help the members to keep track of the information presented.   
 
 
VI. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MAY 1, 2013, FORECASTS OF MAJOR GENERAL 

FUND REVENUES FOR FY 2013, FY 2014, AND FY 2015. 
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 
 
Items A through F were taken out of order. 
 

INSURANCE PREMIUM TAX 
 

Mr. Guindon recalled at the November 30, 2012, Economic Forum meeting, there was a 
discussion of the Affordable Care Act (ACA) and its potential impact on insurance 
premiums and the Insurance Premium Tax.  He said Todd Rich, Deputy Division 
Administrator and Adam Plain, Insurance Regulation Liaison, both from the Division of 
Insurance were nice enough to meet with the Fiscal Analysis Division after the 
November meeting to discuss the potential impact of the ACA.  At the culmination of 
that discussion, it was thought to be of benefit for Mr. Plain to make a presentation to 
the Economic Forum on the ACA and the Insurance Division’s forecast for Insurance 
Premium Tax.  Mr. Guindon noted that Mr. Plain’s presentation started on page 127 of 
the meeting packet (Exhibit A). 
 
Mr. Plain said his presentation intended to offer opinions and insights on Insurance 
Premium Tax projections for the upcoming biennium focusing primarily on the effects of 
the ACA on the tax revenue.  Regarding the material to be presented, he provided the 
following disclaimers: 
 
1. Mr. Plain worked with unrounded numbers that implied a degree of precision that 

did not exist.   
2. The Division of Insurance had a great deal of expertise in insurance, Insurance 

Premium Tax and the ACA, but the division lacked historical data.  Mr. Plain used 
publically available data sources whenever possible, but the underlying calculations 
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were only as sound as the data that was used; therefore, his presentation was not 
actuarially sound.   

3. The primary purpose of the presentation was to give insight on the methods by 
which the ACA might impact the Insurance Premium Tax.  Projections were mainly 
for illustrative purposes and the numbers used in the presentation reflected 
possibilities for Nevada’s insurance market.  Discussion of items such as 
enrollment, numbers of premium increases or related topics were not official 
positions of Mr. Plain, the Division of Insurance or the state of Nevada. 

 
Mr. Plain said page 128 showed a general recap of the Insurance Premium Tax 
projections prepared by the Division of Insurance and the other agencies, which were 
presented at the November 9, 2012, meeting and updated to reflect changes from the 
November 30, 2012, meeting.  Page 128 reflected baseline projections for the 
Insurance Premium Tax from the November 9, 2012, meeting, which did not include any 
adjustments for health care reform or ACA activities.  Mr. Plain included the information 
for illustrative purposes to show where the division’s baseline projections were relative 
to the other agencies.  He explained that in order to reach those baseline projections, 
considering the division’s lack of historical data, a rating factor based on premium tax 
revenue was used along with the population of the state.  Utilizing that data resulted in a 
premium tax per person calculation and then analysis of the change in the tax per 
person.  Mr. Plain noted that through the recession there was a severe decline in the tax 
per person and further declines as the economy started to improve; however, the 
decline was pennies per person, per year.  He said that given the economic recovery in 
Nevada, he used a very small projection increase in premium tax collections per person, 
per year for the baseline, which provided a number in line with the other agencies’ 
projections.  Mr. Plain stated there was extraordinary uncertainty surrounding the ACA, 
and federal rules governing the ACA were being released on a daily or weekly basis.  
He said there were times when some of the rules contradicted other rules previously in 
place; therefore, causing a disparity in opinions received from various sources of 
information.  In starting his analysis, Mr. Plain used a report that the state of Nevada 
commissioned from Gorman Actuarial, which showed to date there were approximately 
557,000 uninsured Nevadans (page 131).  Of those 557,000 people, 496,000 were 
eligible for some type of health insurance coverage.  Mr. Plain explained the difference 
in the two figures encompassed immigrants who were not lawfully present and who 
would be barred from purchasing insurance on a health insurance exchange under 
federal law.  He said of the 496,000 people eligible for insurance, Gorman estimated 
there were 178,560 who would be eligible for Medicaid under the Medicaid expansion 
announced by Governor Sandoval; 17,000 would be eligible for the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program (CHIP); and 300,440 eligible for private insurance programs.  
Unfortunately, the demographics of the uninsured (page 132) were unknown; therefore, 
determining an estimate of those who would become insured under the ACA was 
problematic.  Mr. Plain noted there was discussion at the November 30, 2012, 
Economic Forum meeting about what would be an appropriate pick-up rate.  He said for 
the purposes of the presentation a pick-up rate of 50% in 2014 and a pick-up rate of 
75% in 2015 was assumed. As a point of reference, the Silver State Health Insurance 
Exchange (SSHIX) commissioned a report from Thomson-Reuters Corporation to 
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estimate enrollment. That report estimated 118,000 enrollees in 2014 and 
151,000 enrollees in 2015.  However, Mr. Plain’s estimate was slightly higher to account 
for the fact that not all enrollees would get insurance through the SSHIX.  Some people 
would purchase private insurance or receive insurance through their employment, which 
he pointed out would be a pick-up above the exchanges enrollment figure.  Turning to 
page 133, he said one of the additional components to potential premium tax revenue 
changes was not knowing what would actually happen to premium amounts.  Since 
there was no solid data on average premiums in Nevada, an average national premium 
rate of $278.22 per person, per month obtained from the Kaiser Family Foundation was 
utilized.  Mr. Plain indicated that rate was probably somewhat low for Nevada, but it 
served as a conservative estimate for the purposes of a projection.  He said it was 
important to keep in mind the rate was an average premium blended across people who 
received coverage for individuals, a small group and a large group of 50 or more 
people.  In order to project an increase of what Nevada’s average premium rate might 
be he used the Gorman report, which included charts on potential premium impacts on 
various demographics.  The result of that analysis was blended into the information 
shown in the table on the bottom of page 133.  The table was color-coded in green, 
yellow and red to denote the approximate percentage of impact of premiums on both 
genders in various age categories.  He explained the categories were blended, 
averaged, and weighted, which resulted in the green category (females age 19-34 and 
35-49) showing a decrease of approximately 5% in premiums, the yellow category 
(males and females ages 0-18 and 50 plus) showing no change in premiums and the 
red category (males age 19-34 and 35-49) showing a 20% increase in premiums.  
Mr. Plain said Nevada had not yet received any rate filings under the ACA; however, 
some national rates had started to appear.  Maryland received a rate filing and its 
average price increase was 25%, with the low end showing a small decrease, and the 
high end having a 150% increase.  The rate depended on the states demographic, but 
the division had to determine a blended rate for the purposes of such a large 
aggregation.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked for more information about the 150% increase in the state of 
Maryland.  Mr. Plain said it was for young, healthy males in the individual market. 
 
Continuing on page 133, Mr. Plain used the blended data from Gorman and arrived at a 
weighted average of a 4.65% increase across all premiums.  When applied to Nevada’s 
average monthly premium it would increase it to a total of $291.16 per month.  Based 
on the projected new insureds for Nevada and the average new premium rate under the 
ACA reforms, he estimated approximately $17 million of increased Insurance Premium 
Tax revenue in 2014 and $25.5 million in 2015 (page 134), which was derived using an 
effective premium tax rate of approximately 3.25%.  Mr. Plain noted that Nevada 
statutory premium tax rate was 3.5%.  He said there were minor deductions allowed in 
the Insurance Premium Tax calculation.  Therefore, he lowered the effective rate 
slightly, but it was a gross receipts tax and not a net tax so there were very few 
deductions allowed against the premium tax calculation.   
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Mr. Leavitt asked for a comparison of the amount of the penalty an individual or a 
business would have to pay if they did not get insurance versus the amount of the 
premium paid if insurance was obtained.  He wanted to find out if an individual or a 
business would be willing to pay the penalty and not acquire insurance.   
 
Mr. Plain responded that calculations for an individual’s responsibility and an employer’s 
shared responsibility mandated the penalty.  He said the calculations were 
unnecessarily complicated and explained in 2014 the penalty for an individual was 
$95 per person.  For example, a married individual with dependents would pay $95 for 
himself, $95 for his spouse and $47.50 for any uninsured children.  The penalty amount 
was capped at three times the rate, or $95 times three, or $285.  Once that individual 
person’s amount was established it would be compared to 1% of his income, and 
whichever number was greater, whether it was the flat dollar amount or the percentage 
of income, became the penalty amount.  It was then compared to the least expensive 
bronze level premium in the individual’s state for 12 months and was considered the 
“capture penalty.”  Mr. Plain thought it was a needlessly complex calculation.  
He explained an employer was also subject to mandates if there were 50 or more 
employees.  If the employer did not choose to offer coverage and someone in that 
organization was eligible for a tax credit on the exchange, there was a $2,000 penalty 
for every employed worker.  If an employer chose to offer coverage, but the coverage 
did not meet the minimum actuarial value of 60%, Mr. Plain indicated the penalty was 
$2,000 for every employee who had been offered coverage after the first 30 employees.  
Another scenario was if the employer chose to offer coverage and it was considered 
sufficient, but not affordable, the penalty was $3,000 for every employee to whom it was 
not affordable after the first 30 employees.  He reiterated that the calculations were 
extraordinarily complicated.  In terms of the behavioral analysis, the Congressional 
Budget Office performed an economic behavior study and estimated approximately 
six million people nationwide would choose to pay the penalty.  Mr. Plain reported 
Nevada had a population of approximately eight-tenths of 1% of the entire country’s 
population.  If the behavior of choosing to pay the penalty held true consistently across 
the country, based on population, 48,000 Nevadans would refuse to purchase insurance 
and accept the penalty.  He said some citizens would pay the penalty out of principle 
and other citizens might refuse to purchase insurance and pay the penalty for economic 
reasons because they simply could not afford the premium.  He said there was a test in 
the ACA, which indicated if the cost of insurance was more than 9.5% of a persons 
modified adjusted gross income then that person would not be subject to the individual 
responsibility mandate.  Essentially that meant someone could be uninsured and also 
not have to pay the penalty.  Mr. Plain thought the examples he provided gave the 
members an indication of the complexities of everything involved with the ACA.   
 
Mr. Leavitt asked how much insurance for a year utilizing the ACA 2014 projected 
average premium of $291.16 per month would cost for a husband, wife and two children 
earning around $50,000 per year.   
 
Mr. Plain responded the cost of that scenario would be $14,000 for the family for 
one year.   
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Mr. Leavitt wondered how much the penalty would cost if that family did not get 
insurance. 
 
Mr. Plain indicated the penalty would default to 1% of the family’s income of $50,000 for 
a total of $500.  Even though the family could pay a $500 penalty versus paying 
$14,000 for insurance, he said there were two other factors to consider in that decision 
making.  The first factor was that the family could pay the penalty, but the family still did 
not have any health insurance; therefore, if a health issue was experienced there was 
no coverage.  Secondly, with that specific example, Mr. Plain pointed out a family of four 
making $50,000 fell below the 400% federal poverty level, which would provide eligibility 
for premium assistance through the federal government.  The $14,000 per year 
premium for the family might cost considerably less with federal assistance.  The actual 
out-of-pocket cost for the premiums would determine the family’s purchasing decisions. 
Mr. Leavitt commented that was true only if the family understood the process. 
 
Chairman Wiles wanted to clarify when Mr. Plain used the term employees he was 
referring to full-time employees. 
 
Mr. Plain replied there were two different thresholds to determine whether an employer 
was a small or large employer.  The threshold was 50 full-time employees or full-time 
equivalents.  He explained a full-time employee was defined as someone who worked 
more than 30 hours per week or 120 hours per month, and a full-time equivalent was 
the total of someone’s part-time hours divided by 120.  Determining those numbers 
governed which employers were subject to the mandate.  Once subjected to the 
mandate an employer only had to provide insurance to those employees who met the 
full-time definition (30 hours/week or 130 hours/month).  Mr. Plain noted at that point the 
full-time equivalents were no longer part of the equation.   
 
Referring to the example of the family of four who could either pay $14,000 for a yearly 
insurance premium or a $500 penalty, Chairman Wiles commented the family was 
essentially self-insuring if it were to pay the penalty because it was taking a risk that the 
family medical bills would be less than $13,500 for the year.  Mr. Plain agreed that was 
correct. 
 
Mr. Nielsen commented it was evident there were many complicated mechanics and 
decisions that individuals and businesses could make associated with the ACA.  
He asked if Mr. Plain had captured an estimate of those dynamics in his pick-up rates 
and his view of the number of people who would actually make a choice.   
 
Addressing Mr. Nielsen’s questions, Mr. Plain answered yes and no.  He explained that 
his pick-up rate in the projection was more of a “gut check” number than a 
mathematically sound assessment. Mr. Plain based the 2014 number off the 
Thomson-Reuters report the SSHIX procured; however, if that report were inaccurate 
then Mr. Plain’s number would also be inaccurate.  He indicated it also did not account 
for those people that might forego the mandate.  Mr. Plain noted performing other 
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analyses, which blended estimates to account for his pick-up rate possibly being too 
high and his approximation of premium increases being too low.  He said depending on 
which estimate was used similar ranges were realized.  For example, after adjusting the 
pick-up rate down 25% in 2014 and 2015, with no adjustment to premiums, the estimate 
showed $252 million in 2014 and $264.5 million in 2015, which was lower than his 
baseline projection by approximately $5 million in the first year and $8 million in the 
second year.  He acknowledged the numbers would be impacted by those alternative 
assumptions, but the change was not that great.  Mr. Plain said when he blended in the 
fact that the premium increase he used may have been too low it signified that the 
premium increase counteracted the pick-up rate difference.  This result occurred 
because the premium increase was attributed not only to the new insureds, but also to 
the existing insureds in Nevada as well.  He noted there was another important factor 
not accounted for in his rates, which could cause Nevada to experience a large uptick in 
employers who tried to enact some type of self-insurance.  That factor Mr. Plain cited 
was the result of the way the mandates were written and that the ACA did not 
essentially apply to the Taft Hartly Trust, which were union health plans or Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) self-insured health plans.  He said typically an 
employer in the small to mid-size range did not self-insure because the risk was too 
great.  One employee or a dependent who reached $1 million or more in claims could 
bankrupt a self-insured employer.  Mr. Plain said the Division of Insurance heard there 
were commercial insurers who planned to target those employers who wanted to self-
insure, but could not, by offering policies of stop loss insurance that would limit the 
employers risk or liability to a certain amount of money.  An example would be to 
provide a limit of $10,000 per individual and $30,000 for the employer’s entire staff at 
which point the fully insured policy would take effect and pay the remainder of the 
claims.  Mr. Plain indicated in those instances, the premium for the fully insured policy 
was subject to premium tax; however, the employer was self-insuring their risk, which 
meant that a potentially large portion of the premium tax base would be eliminated 
because the employer was exempt for the remaining portion that equated to the 
premiums.   
 
Mr. Leavitt noted the state would receive the benefit of Insurance Premium Tax from 
someone who paid $14,000 for an insurance plan, but that $14,000 would then not be 
available for them to make purchases in which the state would receive sales tax.  
He said the sales tax component the Economic Forum was concerned about was the 
state 2% rate, but the total tax rates were larger and amounted to approximately 8% to 
10% in Clark County.  Mr. Leavitt thought it equated to about three to four times the 
amount of potential loss as opposed to the gain the state received.   
 
Mr. Maddox wanted to clarify in the $14,000 insurance premium example that the vast 
majority of the people used in the pick-up rate fell below the 400% federal poverty level 
threshold so the premium amount became a percentage of the family’s income; 
therefore, the premium amount would be significantly less, possibly 10%.   
 
Mr. Plain said those below 400% of the federal poverty level received a premium tax 
credit and were guaranteed an out-of-pocket set dollar amount.  The remainder of the 
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premium was paid by the tax credit afforded to them by the federal government.  Noting 
that one of the interesting mechanics of the way the law was written, he said because 
the premium assistance was a tax credit, rather than a subsidy or discount, it was 
considered the individuals money and therefore subject to taxation.  In contrast, if it 
were a true federal subsidy, considered as federal dollars by the federal government, it 
would most likely be exempt from state taxation because the federal government did not 
like states taxing its money.  The law worked for the states benefit because Nevada 
citizens were able to receive federal assistance and the state received some of that 
federal money in tax revenues.   
 
Continuing his presentation, Mr. Plain said page 135 (Exhibit A) showed an adjustment 
to the current premium tax base for the projected increase in premiums.  Historically, 
approximately 25% of Nevada’s premium tax base was attributable to health insurance 
premiums.  Using that projection, plus the 4.65% increase in premiums, he reported that 
the state’s existing insureds would have a premium increase to their policies.  
Furthermore, he indicated the premium increase would result in an increase of the 
Insurance Premium Tax revenue as well and the two numbers shown on page 135 
reflected those projections.  Mr. Plain noted for his projections (page 136) that 
Insurance Premium Tax was collected on a calendar year basis, not a fiscal year basis; 
therefore, fiscal year 2014 encompassed six months of reforms, which started on 
January 1, 2013.  Finally, on page 137, he said the total projected revenue was the 
base projection, including population and Insurance Premium Tax revenue, plus the 
effect of market reforms on the base, plus the effect of increased enrollment adjusted to 
a fiscal year basis.  Mr. Plain concluded his presentation. 
 
Returning overall projections on page 128, and baseline projections on page 129, 
Mr. Nielsen said he understood the difference was the effect of the ACA, but inquired if 
it was correct between the two charts. 
 
Mr. Plain replied yes, the primary difference in the overall projections was the ACA.   
 
Mr. Nielsen pointed out that the Fiscal Analysis Division numbers were the same on 
both the overall projections and the baseline projections.  He asked what the Economic 
Forum members should understand from that information. 
 
Mr. Plain said the numbers were what was reported at the November 30, 2012, 
Economic Forum meeting.  Mr. Nielsen thanked him for the clarification. 
 
Chairman Wiles said he appreciated Mr. Plain’s presentation at the meeting.  It was 
very helpful information because at the November 30, 2012, meeting the members were 
unsure how the projections were developed.  He elaborated on his appreciation for the 
immense amount of time Mr. Plain spent on the information, not only to keep up with the 
existing provision, but also all of the changes that were occurring and to be able to 
answer all the members’ questions quickly and accurately.  Meaning it as a great 
compliment to the challenge that Mr. Plain had trying to estimate the impact of the ACA 
on the state of Nevada, Chairman Wiles wanted to point out a few things from an 
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economic forecasting perspective that he thought were unknown about the ACA.  
He said the following points about the ACA were unknown: 
 
• the rules  
• the timeframe for implementation 
• the tax per person 
• the distribution of the people who would be eligible  
• the type of insurance to be required 
• the premium increase 
• the pick-up rate 
• the impact on the level of employment 
• the impact on the distribution of employment 
• the impact on personal income 
 
Mr. Plain commented the points the Chairman addressed about the unknown facts 
about the ACA was also the reason he provided the four disclaimers at the beginning of 
his presentation.   
 
Chairman Wiles reiterated that he appreciated the immense challenge that Mr. Plain 
and the Division of Insurance faced.  He emphasized that the unknown factors were a 
very challenging component of a major impact on the national and state economy.  
Chairman Wiles was confident that Mr. Plain and the division would keep up with all the 
changes of the ACA as they transpired and inform the Economic Forum members of the 
impact on the state.   
 
Mr. Guindon said the other forecasters were prepared to make presentations on the 
Insurance Premium Tax and their analysis considered the potential impact of the ACA 
on the tax.  He thought the ACA would have some positive impact on Insurance 
Premium Tax collections.  However, Mr. Guindon said as Mr. Leavitt had previously 
pointed out, the effect the ACA would have on disposable income in terms of some of 
the other revenues was unknown.  Mr. Guindon noted that the forecasters had to make 
a projection to the best of their ability on what would happen with the Insurance 
Premium Tax and equally the Economic Forum members had to make a decision 
utilizing that forecast information.  At a later time, the forecasters and the members 
could see how close the actual economy came to those projections.   
 
Chairman Wiles agreed.  He said there were two parts of statistical estimating, the 
estimate and the standard deviation.  He thought that in this case the standard deviation 
was much broader than would be anticipated under normal circumstances. 
 
Mr. Guindon concurred and noted there was always a certain amount of uncertainty that 
went into forecasting.  Generally, he said, the process for the forecasters was about 
uncertainty related to economic conditions driven by market forces and usually less 
about federal programs or federal laws that affected the market.  The ACA was a 
federal program in which little information was known except that enrollment would start 
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on October 1, 2013, and on January 1, 2014, people would start to buy insurance or pay 
penalties.  It would just be a matter of time to see what might happen with the ACA.  
Mr. Guindon wanted to point out for the members that Mr. Plain was able to formulate 
his information utilizing the Economic Forum’s November 30, 2012, forecasts by the 
Budget Division, the Fiscal Analysis Division and the Department of Taxation.  He also 
noted for the members under the Insurance Premium Tax heading on Table 8 
(page 100, Exhibit A) showed the Agency, Fiscal Division and Budget Division forecasts 
for November 9, 2012, November 30, 2012, and May 1, 2013.  Mr. Guindon wanted to 
make clear that the Agency forecast was from the Department of Taxation, rather than 
from the Division of Insurance.   
 
The other forecasters started their presentations on the Insurance Premium Tax. 
 
Sumiko Maser, Deputy Director, Department of Taxation 
 
Ms. Sumiko Maser referred the members to page 123 of Exhibit A for the Department of 
Taxation’s Insurance Premium Tax forecast.  She said the department utilized historical 
General Fund revenues and performed a linear regression analysis on the revenues 
since calendar year 2009.  Ms. Maser indicated the forecast did not take the Affordable 
Care Act into account, because the department thought there was not enough available 
information to consider it in the forecasting process.  She stated the projection provided 
a baseline forecast and included approximately $241.55 million in General Fund 
revenues for FY 2013, which was a 2% increase from FY 2012.  The forecast also 
provided for $243.26 million in revenues for FY 2014, a 0.7% increase compared to 
FY 2013 and approximately $244.96 million in revenues for FY 2015, a 0.7% increase 
compared to FY 2014.  Ms. Maser concluded her presentation.   
 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Janet Rogers started her presentation of the Budget Division forecast for Insurance 
Premium Tax on page 14 of Exhibit C, Executive Budget Office Economic Forum 
Forecast packet.  She said the forecast largely was based on the information received 
from the Division of Insurance and consisted of two parts.  The first part at the top of 
page 14 showed the base forecast adjusted for inflation and population, and the second 
part shown on the bottom of page 14 included the Affordable Care Act (ACA).  
Ms. Rogers said inflation and population were very reasonable factors to use to 
approximate what was going to happen with the Insurance Premium Tax.  
For clarification, she used the Consumer Price Index for inflation, not medical inflation.  
Ms. Rogers assumed that revenues were falling very slightly when the population was 
taken into account and adjusted for inflation.  She said revenues were flat in FY 2013, 
were falling slightly in FY 2014 and picking up in FY 2015, which reflected a potential 
stronger economy.  Ms. Rogers noted when inflation was added along with population 
growth the premiums went up as shown on the bottom of page 14.  She pointed out her 
baseline prediction was $243.5 million for FY 2013, $254.5 million for FY 2014 and 
$264.1 million for FY 2015.  Factoring the ACA into the forecast added $8.1 million in 
calendar year 2014 and $19.1 million in calendar year 2015.  Ms. Rogers clarified for 
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the members that she misunderstood the information she was given prior to the 
November 30, 2012, meeting; therefore, her November forecast was not adjusted for 
fiscal years.  She assumed that calendar years were actually fiscal years so the 
amounts were slightly different from what she had previously presented.  She explained 
the numbers she used for the ACA were a blended number in terms of the number of 
employees that would be picked up.  Her forecast assumed 131,000 uninsureds picked 
up in the first year and a total of 181,000 in the second year out of the 300,000 Mr. Plain 
referenced earlier in his presentation.  Ms. Rogers concluded her presentation. 
 
Prior to the Fiscal Analysis Division presentation on Insurance Premium Tax, 
Mr. Guindon wanted to answer some employment questions that arose earlier in the 
meeting, as the information would also act as a precursor to the Fiscal’s employment 
outlook, which was the driver of all the division’s forecasts.  He referred the members to 
page 2 of Exhibit D, the Fiscal Analysis Division Forecast Information Packet.  
Mr. Guindon explained page 2 was the division’s employment outlook consisting of a 
red line denoting the division’s forecast for total employment at the November 2012 
meeting, and an orange line, which was the April 2013 forecast.  He said the blue line 
showed actual employment was trending above the red line, which was Fiscal’s 
November 2012 forecast.  This was consistent with Mr. Anderson’s point that actual 
employment ended stronger than discussed at the November meeting.  Even though 
there was uncertainty about upcoming projects such as the mega-resort Echelon in 
Las Vegas, the outlook appeared hopeful, but without any announcements on future 
projects there was still some uncertainty in the employment outlook.  Mr. Guindon 
pointed out the growth rates on page 3, which showed the employment growth at 2% 
near the time of the last meeting in November 2012, and closer to 3% to date, a 
1% increase in the projected growth.  Turning to page 4, the average wage per 
employee, he noted the division over-projected the average wage per employee based 
on the latest actual data procured from the Bureau of Economic Analysis in relation to 
the employment data received from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the QCEW 
program.  As seen on the graph, Mr. Guindon said the division had the average wage 
per employee growing much the same, but just starting off from a lower point.  The 
projected growth rates for the division shown on page 5 in red and orange were 
averaging around 2%; Moody’s Analytics lowered their Consumer Price Index forecast 
from the mid-2% to high-2% range to closer to the 2% to 2.5% range currently.  
Mr. Guindon said the average wage per employee was hovering around the inflation 
rates, which indicated it was holding constant against inflation and consistent with some 
of the information Mr. Anderson presented at the meeting.   
 
Referring to the average wage per employee, Chairman Wiles asked if that could be 
driven by lower wage per hour, or was that reduced number of hours at a given wage. 
 
Mr. Guindon responded both, because it was total wages reported by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis divided by the total number of employees.  He said as Mr. Anderson 
pointed out, it was the number of actual people, not the number of full-time equivalents.  
He added it was wages paid to employees, which included part-time workers.  
Mr. Guindon noted there were concerns with the numerator and the denominator in 
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regard to the wages for full-time employees versus part-time employees, and number of 
hours worked for a full-time employee versus a part-time employee.   
 
Chairman Wiles inquired if people were shifting from full-time equivalent to fewer 
number of hours per work, which could potentially be an estimator for some of the 
effects discussed earlier in the meeting.   
 
Mr. Guindon thought the answer to Chairman Wiles’ question was yes, but said that 
issue would have been caught up statistically in those numbers.  Moving to page 6 of 
Exhibit D, he pointed out the division’s total wage forecast, which was nearly the same 
as reported in November 2012, because the employment gain was being offset by the 
average wage per employee decline.  Additionally, page 7 showed the employment 
growth rates, with slightly more growth in the April 2013 forecast than the 
November 2012 forecast.  Nevada’s nonwage component of total personal income was 
located on page 8.  Mr. Guindon explained nonwage could include other labor income, 
dividends, interest, rental income, transfer payments from unemployment insurance and 
other federal programs.  The nonwage component was important because it was a 
consideration in forecasting the Insurance Premium Tax.  He noted there was a large 
uptick in that component shown on page 9 from November 2012 to April 2013.  
However, he did not understand what was driving the uptick so the division treated it as 
an anomalous event, and the current forecast pulled the rate back down to show a 
similar projection to the November 2012 forecast.  Turning to page 12, Mr. Guindon 
pointed out the total personal income outlook, which was driven by wages.  He said 
although the forecast was slightly below the November forecast, the chart displayed on 
page 13 showed by the ending quarter the forecast finished higher due to the growth 
rates.  Last, he directed the members to page 26, room occupancy rate, which factored 
into the outlook for Live Entertainment Tax and Gaming Percentage Fee Tax.  
Mr. Guindon indicated the division had pulled the occupancy rates down compared to 
the November forecast, which in turn pulled the visitor path down as well.  Concluding 
his remarks, Mr. Guindon said there were other charts in the packet, but he would 
forego discussing them.  He wanted to point out the major economic metrics the Fiscal 
Analysis Division used to produce its forecasts.  He turned the Fiscal Analysis Division 
presentation on Insurance Premium Tax over to Mr. Michael Nakamoto.   
 
Michael Nakamoto, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Michael Nakamoto said the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast for the Insurance 
Premium Tax began on page 75 of the Fiscal Analysis Division Forecast Information 
Packet (Exhibit D); however, his presentation started on page 77.  Mr. Nakamoto stated 
the table on page 77 was the Fiscal Analysis Division’s baseline forecast for the 
Insurance Premium Tax.  As in previous Economic Forum meetings, the division 
prepared a forecast for each of the categories listed in the table based on information 
provided by the Department of Taxation as well as the surplus lines category, which 
was collected from the Division of Insurance.  He said based on that information, the 
division’s forecast was approximately $2.5 million higher in FY 2013, approximately 
$3.0 million higher in FY 2014, and approximately $3.5 million higher in FY 2015.  
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Mr. Nakamoto explained since the division’s economic outlook was somewhat stronger, 
especially in regard to employment and personal income, there was an increase in the 
Insurance Premium Tax forecast at the baseline.  Moving to page 78, he said the tables 
showed the analysis in the division’s add-in based on the provisions of the Affordable 
Care Act (ACA).  The estimates were derived largely from information garnered through 
meetings and discussions with Mr. Plain and the Division of Insurance, and from the 
report commissioned by the State of Nevada by Gorman Actuarial.  The Fiscal Analysis 
Division also studied a report by the Society of Actuaries made available in the 
two weeks prior to the Economic Forum meeting.  Mr. Nakamoto said Table 1 was an 
estimate of the non-elderly population, by coverage type, by fiscal year, which utilized 
the Gorman Actuarial report projection of 557,000 uninsured Nevadans for calendar 
year 2010.  To explain how the estimate information was derived, he took the state 
demographer’s estimates for non-elderly population along with the Gorman report 
percentages to develop a pre-ACA estimate, and then applied it to the state 
demographer’s estimates for population in calendar years 2013, 2014 and 2015.  
Further, for assumptions on how the uninsured were going to become insured, the 
Gorman report assumed 11% of those uninsured people would stay uninsured because 
they were ineligible under the provisions of the ACA, 32.1% would be eligible for 
Medicaid, 3.1% would be eligible for Nevada Check Up or Children’s Health Insurance 
Program (CHIP), leaving the remaining 53.8% of the uninsured eligible for insurance.   
 
Continuing with Table 2 (page 78, Exhibit D), Mr. Nakamoto said the estimate added 
127,017 uninsured people for calendar year 2014 and 192,528 for calendar year 2015, 
which assumed a pick-up rate of 40% in calendar year 2014 and 60% in calendar year 
2015.  He indicated that based on discussions with Mr. Plain as well as observation of 
the public perception of ACA, the Fiscal Analysis Division was not confident moving to a 
pick-up rate of 50% or 75%.  Regarding the public perception, he read the Kaiser Family 
Foundation had released a study that approximately 42% of Americans had not even 
realized the ACA had become law.  Some people thought it had been overturned by the 
Supreme Court, some thought Congress had repealed it and others did not know about 
it at all.  Therefore, using a lower pick-up rate was one of the things heavily considered 
for the projections.  Mr. Nakamoto said for the people that the state actually picked up, 
the division used the 2014-projected average premium of $291.16 per month that 
Mr. Plain addressed in his presentation.  When $291.16 was multiplied by 12 it equaled 
$3,494 per year and that number was rounded up to $3,500 per year, which denoted 
the average premium for the year for the purposes of Table 2.  Mr. Nakamoto utilized 
the average premium amount $3,500 per year, multiplied it by the number of additional 
insureds and then multiplied that number by the 3.5% tax rate.  That calculation arrived 
at approximately $15.6 million in increased collections in calendar year 2014 and 
$11.8 million for half of calendar year 2015, which would be the last two quarters of 
fiscal year 2015.  Moving to Table 3, he pointed out the table showed the division’s 
estimate of existing premiums that were already subject to the Insurance Premium Tax 
and the net increase of the cost of those premiums.  Mr. Nakamoto said Mr. Plain’s 
estimate of a 4.65% increase of the 2014-projected average premium was used along 
with an estimate that approximately 25% Insurance Premium Tax collections came from 
health care, which utilized the division’s forecast collections shown on page 77.  
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He explained a quarter of those requisite periods were used and then increased by the 
4.65%, which then derived a net increase in premiums of approximately $2.9 million in 
calendar year 2014 and approximately $1.5 million in calendar year 2015, as listed in 
Table 4.  The total net increase in Insurance Premium Tax collections forecast for 
calendar year 2014 was approximately $18.4 million and $13.3 million for half of 
calendar year 2015.  The last step in the analysis in developing Table 5 was to take the 
calendar quarters and convert them to fiscal years in order to be properly reflected in 
the forecast.  Mr. Nakamoto explained that for fiscal year 2014, which consisted of the 
first two quarters of calendar year 2014, there was a net increase of approximately 
$9.2 million and approximately $22.5 million for fiscal year 2015.  He directed the 
members to page 80 where the Fiscal Analysis Division Insurance Premium Tax 
forecast, which was adjusted for the ACA, was located.  The table illustrated an 
approximate 4% growth in FY 2013, 6.5% growth in FY 2014 and 8.4% growth in 
FY 2015.  Mr. Nakamoto reminded the members in Table 8 (outside the packet on 
green paper) the forecast listed as Agency was not from the Division of Insurance, but 
rather from the Department of Taxation.  By comparison, he pointed out the Division of 
Insurance forecast was $241,173,000 for FY 2013, $256,236,000 for FY 2014 and 
$273,003,000 for FY 2015, which Mr. Nakamoto indicated was in line with the forecast 
presented by the Budget Division and the Fiscal Analysis Division with the ACA.   
 
Inquiring about the numbers Mr. Nakamoto had just quoted for the Division of 
Insurance, Mr. Maddox asked if the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast was $17 million to 
$20 million higher between 2014 and 2015 than the Division of Insurance forecast.    
 
Mr. Nakamoto replied the difference he had between the Fiscal Analysis Division and 
the Division of Insurance was approximately $5.5 million in FY 2014 and $10 million in 
FY 2015.   
 
Mr. Maddox asked what attributed to the difference because the numbers were very 
close to the add-back from the ACA.  He wondered if the Fiscal Analysis Division was 
getting more money out of the $3,500 premium estimate per person, or was it based on 
actual receipts.   
 
Saying he was hesitant to speak for Mr. Plain’s analysis, Mr. Nakamoto thought it 
appeared the basis for the information Mr. Plain presented was mostly driven on 
population.  He said the Fiscal Analysis Division had more growth in its forecast.   
 
Mr. Nielsen believed there was approximately a $5 million difference in the first year, 
which would be consistent.   
 
Chairman Wiles wanted to clarify that Mr. Nakamoto said in 2014, even after the 
implementation of the ACA law, there would still be an assumption that 11% of 
Nevada’s population would be uninsured.   
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Mr. Nakamoto replied in calendar year 2014 the division estimated that approximately 
10.4% of Nevadans would still be uninsured.  However, the reason why those citizens 
would remain uninsured was unclear.    
 
Chairman Wiles asked if the Economic Forum members had any comments, 
suggestions or recommendations regarding the Insurance Premium Tax. 
 
Mr. Nielsen commented that the members had much more information on the tax than 
at the November 2012, meeting.  He appreciated all the efforts of the presenters in 
providing the information with a common and consistent methodology for the members 
to consider in the forecasting process.  However, he noted the level of uncertainty had 
not changed since the November 2012, meeting in regard to the impact of the ACA on 
the tax.  Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast was a good 
place to start for the members to decide on a forecast.  He thought the division had 
taken into account the various factors that drove the final impact and he was willing to 
make a motion as such.   
 
Mr. Leavitt said it seemed the level of uncertainty was greater than the difference 
between any of the forecasts.  He thought the accuracy of recommending a forecast for 
Insurance Premium Tax equated to throwing darts at a dartboard.  He was willing to go 
along with Mr. Nielsen’s recommendation of the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast, 
although he did not feel good about it given the level of uncertainty associated with the 
decision.   
 
 

MR. NIELSEN MOVED TO ACCEPT THE FISCAL ANALYSIS 
DIVISION MAY 1, 2013, FORECAST FOR INSURANCE 
PREMIUM TAX OF $241.556 MILLION FOR FY 2013, 
$243.261 MILLION FOR FY 2014, AND $244.965 MILLION FOR 
FY 2015.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. MADDOX.   

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 
 
 

Chairman Wiles emphasized the members did not need to continue to discuss the 
uncertainty of forecasting for the Insurance Premium Tax, but to keep in mind that there 
was uncertainty over one-sixth of the United States economy.  Therefore, even slight 
changes to the Economic Forum forecast had the potential for significant impact on 
personal income, consumption levels and distribution of incomes.  Chairman Wiles 
thought it very difficult to forecast on a General Fund revenue affected by the Affordable 
Care Act, which there was little known information or its implementation timeframe.  
He cautioned the Forum members to keep that information in mind as further decisions 
were made at the meeting.   
 
Chairman Wiles recessed the meeting at 12:00 p.m. 
Chairman Wiles reconvened the meeting at 12:17 p.m. 
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GAMING PERCENTAGE FEE TAX 

 
Mike Lawton, Senior Research Analyst, Gaming Control Board 
 
Referencing the Gaming Control Board (GCB) handout on page 105, (Exhibit A), 
Mr. Lawton said that since the November 2012 meeting, gaming win and percentage 
fee collections were only reported through September 2012.  Currently, collections 
through February were available leaving three months’ of data to complete the fiscal 
year.  Fiscal year-to-date statewide game win was up 1.4% or $113.5 million compared 
to being up 5.1% through the same period in FY 2012.  Taxable gaming revenue was 
up 1.3% or $99.4 million (page 107) after being up 2.8% in the same period a year ago.  
Year-to-date Percentage Fee collections were up 2.9% or $14 million after increasing 
4.4% in the same period in FY 2012.  Mr. Lawton explained that Percentage Fee 
collections from taxable gaming revenue was up 1.3% or $6.1 million compared to being 
up 2.9% during the same period in FY 2012.  The GCB estimated that Percentage Fees 
collections from taxable gaming revenue would increase by 2.2% in FY 2013 compared 
to the 1.2% increase the state experienced in FY 2012.  He stated that the ratio of 
taxable gaming revenue to gaming win was currently at 90.4%, which was almost 
exactly where the state was in FY 2012 at 90.5%.  Mr. Lawton estimated that this 
number would continue to increase by the end of FY 2013 due to the credit issued from 
the Chinese New Year, which would be paid off within the next few months.  The GCB 
forecast the state taxable gaming revenue (TGR) win ratio was 92.6%, which was 
higher than where it finished in FY 2012. Collections from the Estimated Fee 
Adjustment (EFA) were currently up $7.8 million, and the state was sitting at a -
$27,000 balance compared to a -$7.8 million balance in FY 2012.  Mr. Lawton 
estimated that the EFA would increase more by year-end, finishing at $2.8 million 
compared to a -$2.4 million in FY 2012.   
 
Mr. Lawton stated that statewide slot win was more stable than game and table win 
because of the lack of large swings and growth in slot win, as opposed to table win 
because of baccarat play.  Fiscal year-to-date, slot win was down 1.4% or $72.6 million 
against growth of 2.6% in 2012.  Slot wagering volume was currently down 1.6% 
compared to being up 1.6% in the same period in FY 2012, which could be attributed to 
the fact that gambling budgets have decreased, in addition to the migration of players to 
more volatile higher-hold machines.  He indicated that there were many instances 
where lower-hold, less profitable machines were being removed from casino floors by 
operators, sacrificing volume in order to increase profitability.  The forecast for 
slot growth for FY 2013 was adjusted down; originally the GCB forecast a growth rate of 
6.5%, which was basically flat, and the forecast was decreased .5% with approximately 
$6.8 billion in slot win against an increase of 2.1% in 2012.  Mr. Lawton noted that to 
meet the GCB forecast, slot win needed to increase by 2.3% over the remaining 
three months of FY 2013 against a modest comparison of 7%.  For FY 2014, the rate 
was adjusted down slightly from 2.5% to 2.46% with $6.9 billion in win.  The FY 2015 
growth rate was adjusted down from 3.95% to 3.89% with $7.2 billion in statewide slot 
win. 
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Mr. Lawton reported that games and table win was currently up 6% fiscal year-to-date 
with $186.2 million in collections, compared to being up 9.6% in the same period in 
FY 2012.  In addition, game wagering and volume increased 4.2% fiscal year-to-date 
compared to being up 2% during the same period in FY 2012.  Looking at some of the 
major games, Mr. Lawton indicated that the results were positive – twenty-one was up 
1.6%, craps was down 3.9%, roulette was up 14.1%, and baccarat was up 15.2% fiscal 
year-to-date.  In February 2013, baccarat posted its highest total win in state history 
with $263.9 million, and its third highest wagering volume total of $1.6 billion; currently 
wagering volume was strong, up 12.3% fiscal year-to-date.  Mr. Lawton noted that the 
baccarat business was healthy and there was no indication that would change in the 
near future. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked if the healthy baccarat growth was due to natural growth, or was 
there a specific holiday or event that spurred growth.  Mr. Lawton replied that the 
Chinese New Year in February was a huge success and added to baccarat growth.  
Chart 7 on page 112 (Exhibit A) illustrated how baccarat play was driving the modest 
growth, and without baccarat play, fiscal year-to-date total gaming win was down 7% 
compared to being up 3.3% in FY 2012.  If baccarat play was excluded from games and 
table win, the state was only up 1% for games and table win, as opposed to being up 
6% compared to 4.7% growth during the same period in FY 2012.  He noted if baccarat 
volume was excluded from games and table win, the state was basically flat and only up 
.05%.  During the same period in FY 2012, games and table volume without baccarat 
was up 4.1%.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked if there was an increase in the percentage of people playing 
baccarat relative to other table games, or was the increase primarily driven by a fixed 
group of people playing baccarat, which contributed more to the economy, primarily in 
Southern Nevada.   
 
Mr. Lawton said his understanding was that Las Vegas companies were developing 
relationships and operating properties in Macau, and those new customers desired to 
have a different experience than what they could have in Macau, which helped baccarat 
expand in Southern Nevada.   
 
Mr. Maddox added that Mr. Lawton was correct and there would always be new 
customers, and old customers would fall away.  Las Vegas was seeing net increases in 
the base of new customers, and existing customers were betting more than previously, 
particularly players from the Far East.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Lawton stated that the current growth rate was adjusted upward from 
4.9% to 6.6% with $4.2 billion in win in the Statewide Game and Table Win Forecast 
(Exhibit A, page 113).  During FY 2012, games and table win increased 2.8%, and to 
meet the GCB forecast, win needed to be robust and increase by 9.1% over the 
remaining three months of the fiscal year.  However, games and table win had a soft 
comparison, down 16.8% in the last three months of FY 2013; baccarat win was down 
36.3% fiscal year-to-date.  For FY 2014, the growth rate was adjusted down slightly 
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from 4.8% to 4.7%, with $4.4 billion in total collections.  The GCB forecast for FY 2015 
showed the growth rate for statewide games and table win was adjusted down slightly 
from 5.3% to 5.23%, with $4.6 billion in collections. 
 
Mr. Lawton stated that the Las Vegas Strip gaming win for the individual markets 
(page 115) was currently up 3.9% with $181.9 million in collections compared to being 
up 7.7% during the same period in 2012.  There was continued positive metrics across 
the board with increased visitation and convention attendance, passenger traffic and 
increased room rates and occupancy.  However, the bottom line was more people were 
coming to the state and spending more money on non-gaming activities compared to 
gaming.  Gaming budgets were still below previous levels, and in November 2012 there 
was a shift in how customers spent their money.  Fiscal Year 2012 continued the shift 
as gaming revenue grew by 1% and non-gaming revenue grew by 8%, which resulted in 
gaming revenue representing only 36% of total revenue on the Las Vegas Strip.  The 
non-gaming revenue increased its share to 64% of total revenues.  To put that into 
perspective, Mr. Lawton said that in 1990 gaming revenue on the Las Vegas Strip 
represented 58% of total revenue for the Strip.  The Las Vegas Strip had an easy 
comparison for the last three months with a -9.9% growth rate.  With the baccarat 
comparison being so easy, the GCB increased the Las Vegas Strip growth rate from 
3.3% to 4.7%; FY 2012 gaming win on the Las Vegas Strip increased 3.1%.   
 
Mr. Lawton moved to the Las Vegas Locals Market, which was currently down 2%, 
compared to 3.6% growth during the same period in FY 2012.  He indicated that the 
GCB remained confident in the downtown market with the opening of the Zappos 
headquarters in downtown Las Vegas in October 2013.  Laughlin was currently down 
4.2% and only recorded one increase in FY 2013, compared to being down 1.5% the 
same period in FY 2012.  Moving to the chart, Las Vegas Locals Gaming Win 
(page 115, Exhibit A), Mr. Lawton stated the chart showed the gaming win for the 
Las Vegas locals market.  Fiscal year-to-date, the combined markets were down 2.34%; 
the Boulder Strip was down 2.5%; North Las Vegas was down 5.2%; and the balance of 
Clark County was down 1.5%.  During the same period in FY 2012, the combined 
markets were up 3.2%.  Mr. Lawton indicated that although these markets have recently 
lost traction, through October 2012, the Las Vegas locals market showed positive 
growth and the longer term showed a rebound in the Las Vegas locals gaming market 
that was driven by continued job growth, wages, and the housing market recovery.  
In addition, the GCB believed the new Las Vegas Strip construction over the next 
several years would help the numbers in the forecast.  The GCB forecast for the 
Las Vegas locals market decreased by 1.1% in FY 2013, after increasing 3% in 
FY 2012.  Moving to Northern Nevada, Mr. Lawton indicated that Washoe County was 
currently down 1.5% with a recorded five consecutive months of declines, compared to 
being down 1% during the same period in FY 2012.  Currently, gaming win in Elko was 
down 2.8% compared to 3.6% growth in FY 2012.  He stated that the Elko County 
activity was up slightly in December 2012, and the county experienced consecutive 
double-digit monthly increases, which he believed had to do with inclement weather in 
January and February.  He indicated that the GCB remained positive in the Elko County 
market due to the price of gold and its ties to the mining industry.  Mr. Lawton stated 
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that South Shore Lake Tahoe gaming win was currently up 6.1% compared to a 
2.1% increase in FY 2012, which was a result of strong table game win experienced in 
FY 2012.   
 
Mr. Lawton directed the committee to the GCB revised forecasts for Statewide Gaming 
Win and Percentage Fee Tax collections (page 117, Exhibit A), showing the forecast for 
total win and percentage fees, which were adjusted slightly.  For total Statewide Gaming 
Win, the FY 2013 growth rate was adjusted down slightly from 2.2% to 2.1%, with 
$10.9 billion in revenue. During FY 2012, total gaming win increased by 2.34%.  
To meet the forecast from 2012, Mr. Lawton said that total gaming win needed to 
increase by 4.4% over the remaining three months, an easy comparison to a negative 
5.6% a year ago.  The preliminary results showed an increase in Statewide Gaming Win 
for March 2013.  For FY 2014, the growth rate for Statewide Gaming Win was adjusted 
down slightly from 3.4% to 3.3%, with $11.4 billion in revenue.  For FY 2015, the growth 
rate was decreased from 4.5% to 4.4%, with $11.9 billion in total win.   
 
Moving to the corresponding Gaming Percentage Fees forecast for FY 2013 (page 118, 
Exhibit A), the forecast was adjusted up from 2.9% to 2.96%, with $672.9 million in total 
collections.  During FY 2012, Percentage Fee Tax collections only increased 0.2%.  
Although the forecast for total gaming win was adjusted down, Mr. Lawton believed the 
ratio between taxable gaming revenue and win would come in at 92.0%, which was 
bumped up from what the original forecast of 91.95%.  He felt confident 92.06% in total 
collections was more realistic.   
 
Mr. Lawton said that the GCB anticipated gaming win collections over the remaining 
three months of FY 2013 would increase 4.4% with an associated increase in 
Percentage Fee Tax collections, soft baccarat comparisons and a soft comparison for 
total win – 32.3% for baccarat and 5.6% for total gaming win.  Preliminary results 
indicated that Percentage Fee Tax collections would increase in May 2013, as well as 
gaming win.  To meet the GCB forecast, Percentage Fee Tax collections needed to 
increase by 2.9% over the remaining three months of FY 2013 compared to collections 
of -9.9%.  The growth rate for FY 2014 was adjusted upward slightly, from 3.6% to 
3.68%, with $697.6 million in collections.  The FY 2015 forecast was adjusted 
downward slightly from 5.4% to 5.12%, with $733 million in total collections.   
 
In conclusion, Mr. Lawton stated that the GCB long-term thesis of continued and 
gradual growth in Statewide Gaming Win and Percentage Fee Tax collections remained 
intact and was sustained by growth in baccarat, new investments in projects on the 
Las Vegas Strip, which would continue to increase visitation, in addition to continued 
domestic growth with jobs, wages, and an ongoing housing recovery.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked why the percentage fee tax collections forecast for FY 2015 was 
reduced from 5.4% to 5.12% when the FY 2014 forecast was adjusted up.  Mr. Lawton 
replied that the taxable gross revenue (TGR) ratio for FY 2015 was not increased as 
much as in FY 2013 and FY 2014, so the growth rate was scaled back.  He said the 
GCB forecast increased the taxable gaming revenue to win ratio from 91.95% to 
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92.06% in FY 2013, increased win from 91.81% to 92.07% for the TGR to win ratio in 
FY 2014, and in FY 2015, the TGR to win ratio increased from 92.05% to 92.09%, 
which resulted in the growth rate being scaled back slightly in FY 2015.   
 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Referring to the Executive Budget Office Economic Forum Forecast (Exhibit C), 
Ms. Rogers said the current forecast did not change dramatically from the 
November 2012 forecast.  She stated that the primary economic driver for the forecast 
was visitor volume, which was the central part of economic growth in the state.  
Ms. Rogers referenced The Conference Board, Consumer Confidence Index (Index), 
which recently released numbers showing a large uptick in consumer confidence; 
however, the uptick was relative to recent performance.  The recent results from the 
Index showed that 17.2% of the surveyed population indicated that business conditions 
were currently good, and 28.1% of the population indicated that conditions were bad, 
which was an improvement from the previous month.  For the labor markets, 9.8% of 
the surveyed population indicated that jobs were plentiful; 37.1% indicated that jobs 
were hard to get, which was an improvement over the previous report, but not a 
resounding overwhelming positive report.  Ms. Rogers said that the short-term outlook 
from the Index indicated that 16.9% of the surveyed population saw improvement and 
15.1% saw worsening, which played into visitor volume.  In addition, the federal 
sequestration had an impact, such as the furloughs for the Federal Aviation 
Administration, which caused flight delays, although Congress was quick to eliminate 
that problem.  Ms. Rogers was unsure of the full impact of the sequestration and how 
much of it would be corrected in the near future.  
 
Ms. Rogers referred to the top graph on page 2 of Exhibit C, Year-over-Year Change in 
Monthly Las Vegas Visitor Volume.  She noted the graph showed a declining growth 
rate over the last two fiscal years leveling off a little and then picking up in the out 
years – approximately a 2% growth rate.   Moving to the graph on the bottom of page 2, 
Exhibit C, Ms. Rogers said the graph showed Las Vegas visitor volume on an actual 
visitor volume per month basis – the state was at historic highs at this time and she 
continued to see growth in the future.  The graph on page 3 showed the breakdown of 
the relationship between the various components of Gaming Percentage Fees, the 
estimated fee adjustment (EFA), and how percentage fee collections were impacted by 
non-economic factors.  She pointed out that the Executive Budget Office forecast was 
strictly economically driven.  Mr. Rogers said that baccarat was separate from all other 
gaming in the forecast and slots and tables or cards were lumped together with the idea 
that visitors came to the state with a somewhat fixed budget and would game until their 
budget was depleted.  Ms. Rogers indicated that her forecast began with actual total 
gaming drop, which was done in components – Clark County (non-baccarat), the rest of 
the state, and baccarat drop.  
 
Continuing, Ms. Rogers stated that the top graph on page 4 (Exhibit C) showed 
inflation-adjusted monthly gaming drop per million visitors. The graph contained 
historical data beginning in 1988 and showed that visitors to the state were not 
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spending as much on gaming.  The middle graph on page 4 showed statewide monthly 
gaming drop not adjusted for inflation or visitors, and showed a slight growth in the 
amount played.  Ms. Rogers noted that obviously win was the important number, but the 
state would not get the win if customers were not playing slot machines.  The bottom 
graph on page 4 showed monthly baccarat drop statewide and the econometrics of the 
forecast were fairly limited and took into account the Chinese New Year, and the fact 
that the market would continue to expand.  The forecast then estimated win and taxable 
gross revenue and then the estimated Percentage Fee Tax collections.  The graph on 
the top of page 5 showed the monthly statewide gaming Percentage Fee Tax 
collections and the uptick in the last quarter of FY 2012, compared to a very weak 
quarter in 2011, so growth was a little stronger.  There were adjustments to gaming 
Percentage Fee Tax collections between the win and the taxable gross revenue, such 
as credit play that was usually impacted by high baccarat play, resulting in high credit 
play, which reduced the taxes collected.  Once the adjustments were made, in addition 
to the EFA, Ms. Rogers produced the actual forecast.  The bottom graph on page 5 
showed the forecast for statewide gaming Percentage Fee Tax collections, including a 
5.5% EFA for the year, which was most of the 3.4% increase for FY 2013.  In addition, 
there was credit play that was not accounted for in the previous quarter, which she 
thought would be picked up in the most recent quarter.  The forecast for Percentage 
Fee Tax collections was 3.4% growth in FY 2013, primarily due to picking up the 
previous credit play, along with the EFA – 2.9% growth in FY 2014, and 2.6% growth in 
FY 2015.   
 
Mr. Rogers pointed out that the first graph on page 6 (Exhibit C) showed how careful the 
forecasters had to be when comparing previous data, and the variability of the 
components with regard to gaming were extreme.  The middle graph showed the 
statewide amounts (not adjusted for inflation) and the most recent gaming drop in 
February 2013 compared to February 2012 was up 4%; win was up 15%; taxable gross 
revenue was down 10% due to credit play; and the percentage fees net of the EFA were 
down 10%, and actual total collections were down 12%.  Ms. Rogers indicated that the 
forecast was like a moving target, which was a reason she had a tendency to take the 
forecast as a larger collection rather than divvying out the individual components.   
 
Mr. Leavitt asked Ms. Rogers why the Budget Office forecast was higher in FY 2013, 
but substantially less in FY 2015.  Ms. Rogers replied that she primarily looked at the 
EFA, which she thought would bump up the forecast.  She said there was a weak 
quarter to compare to, resulting in a relatively large EFA that was taking a fairly weak 
forecast and bumping it up to 3.4%, resulting in a higher forecast in FY 2013, slightly 
less in FY 2014, with the largest drop in FY 2015.   
 
Ms. Rogers explained that the difference in the Budget Office forecast was how things 
were modeled – the Budget Office forecast was driven off of visitor volume, which was 
going to be relatively low, in addition to accounting for national economic indicators, 
which she thought were weaker.  She added that gaming has been disappointing for the 
state and she thought there was a tendency to want to assume a strong comeback, 
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which has not happened.  Ms. Rogers believed her model was relatively conservative in 
terms of taking into account the economic conditions the state was likely to see.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked Ms. Rogers what was driving the lower estimate in the forecast 
for visitor volume in the out years.  He thought the Las Vegas Visitor and Convention 
Authority (LVCVA) forecast $40 million for FY 2012 and the state came in lower than 
expectations.   
 
Ms. Rogers replied that the visitor volume forecast between November 2012 and 
May 2013 was basically adjusted for the year-to-date numbers and the slightly lower 
economic forecast from Moody’s Analytics, which was the forecast used for the national 
forecast.  She stated that there was very little difference between the Budget Division 
and Moody’s Analytics forecast, and there were no fundamental differences.  
 
Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Guindon referred the members to page 35 of Exhibit D, the Fiscal Analysis Division 
Forecast Information Packet, which showed the May 2013 forecast for percentage fee 
tax collections highlighted in yellow, the November 2012 forecast highlighted in green, 
and the orange highlighted section showed the difference between the two forecasts.  
Mr. Guindon stated that slot win has been performing worse than thought in the 
November 30, 2012, forecast, so he decreased the forecast for slot win for FY 2013.  
Instead of 0.5% growth in FY 2013, slot win is forecast to decrease by 0.8%.  The 
FY 2014 forecast was decreased to 3.0% growth compared to the November 2012 
forecast of 3.2% growth.  The forecast remained the same for FY 2015 with 
3.2% growth. For games, Mr. Guindon increased the FY 2013 forecast from 3.89% in 
November to 5.8% in the current forecast because of the record month in growth, which 
ended up giving the state a record quarter.  For total gaming win, Mr. Guindon stated 
that because of the downward revision in growth rate for slot win, the loss in slot win 
outpaced the gain in games win from revising the growth rate up, resulting in a slightly 
lower growth rate in total win.  In addition, taxable gaming revenue was lowered in the 
current forecast, which the main driver was lowering the TGR to win ratio compared to 
the November 2012 forecast in terms of where he thought the state would end up in 
FY 2013 and what the ratio would be going forward.  He noted that with baccarat being 
a big part of the market, and having a lower hold on average than some of the other 
table games that used to be a bigger part of the market, the TGR to win ratio would stay 
down.  Historically, that ratio was in the 96% range and because of baccarat play, the 
ratio was currently down in the low 90% range.  In addition, the average hold has gone 
down, there was a high credit event, and collection ratios were still good at 92%, but 
approximately a 4% difference compared to prior history.  With baccarat being a bigger 
play, slot win not coming back, and the lack of credit play, he thought TGR to win ratio 
would stay in the low to mid 92% range.  Mr. Guindon believed when the slot win 
forecast was in the 93% range it was probably too high, which was his logic for lowering 
that ratio in the May 2013 forecast compared to the November 2012 forecast.  In the 
base year, Mr. Guindon lowered the forecast for the average tax rate, but still had it 
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increasing some because the TGR to win ratio was increasing, which would push more 
revenue into the top tax bracket and the average effective tax rate up.   
 
Mr. Guindon stated that the growth rate for gaming Percentage Fee Tax collections from 
TGR was an increase of 1.7% in FY 2013, 3.5% in FY 2014, and 3.3% in FY 2015.  The 
EFA was not changing much in terms of his calculations, but he ended up with 
2.5% growth in FY 2013, 4.0% growth in FY 2014, and 3.2% growth in total Percentage 
Fee Tax Collections compared to the 3.2% growth in FY 2013, 4.2% growth in FY 2014, 
and 3.4% growth in FY 2015 in the November 2012 forecast.  He explained that he was 
decreasing the FY 2013 forecast and the base year adjustment was carrying through 
the forecast horizon into FY 2014 and FY 2015.  The games growth rate was decreased 
in the out years because he assumed that baccarat would bring in the players, but due 
to the phenomenal record quarter, he was unsure the state could continue to get the 
players and the house would win.  Table 3 on page 38, fiscal year for Statewide Game 
Win showed that drop per game was up 7.2% in FY 2011, and only grew 2.3% off the 
7.2% in FY 2011.  Currently, the Fiscal Division forecast drop per game to increase 
7.1% in FY 2013, increase 2.1% in FY 2014, and 1.6% for FY 2015, which he believed 
was somewhat conservative.  Chart 1 on page 40 showed the statewide total win, slot 
win and game win per Las Vegas visitor forecast; the thin orange line on the chart 
represented the actual slot win per visitor.  The dark orange line on Chart 2, page 41 
represented the slot win per employee forecast.  The slot win forecast compared to the 
visitor forecast continued to decline through the current actual, but started to increase 
some over the forecast horizon.  The forecast for game and table win in the first quarter 
of FY 2013 leveled and increased slightly in FY 2014 and FY 2015.  Slot and game win 
was a little more matched statewide; slot win through the latest actuals declined some, 
recovered and was running flat over the forecast horizon for slot win per employee, and 
game and table win was projected to increase slightly over the forecast horizon.  
Clark County total win, slot win and game win shown on page 42, compared to 
Las Vegas visitors was more closely matched; slot win increased over the forecast 
horizon, in addition to game and table win.  The table win showed the spike in baccarat 
on a per visitor basis, and baccarat play maintained those levels over the forecast 
horizon.  Mr. Guindon noted that the Fiscal Division forecast was pulled back compared 
to the other forecasts, which was primarily a result of decreasing the base year, which 
carried through the forecast horizon.   
 
Mr. Maddox asked what the hold was for Las Vegas in February with the phenomenal 
baccarat numbers relative to where it would be normally.   
 
Mr. Lawton responded baccarat play was close to 16% and the average play was 
approximately 12.5% to 13%, so it was somewhat of an anomaly.  Normally, there 
would not be a large deviation from the 12.5% to 13% on an annual basis.  He assumed 
Mr. Guindon took the drop in the forecast and pulled it down into the 12.5% range and 
then grew the base from there.  
 
Mr. Guindon replied that he did not break out baccarat play in the forecast because of 
the variance in this game.  Page 38 of Exhibit D showed the average game win percent 
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was up 0.20% in FY 2012, increasing 0.16% in FY 2013, 0.09% in FY 2014, and 0.11% 
in FY 2015.  He stated that his forecast had the average hold percent increasing over 
the whole forecast horizon; however, not at the levels recently seen.   
 
Mr. Maddox stated that the levels recently seen were abnormal and not an indication of 
a lot of additional volume, but more of the house winning quicker than normal, which 
would always go the other way over a long period of time. 
 
Mr. Wiles asked for comments from the Forum members about the forecasts before a 
recommendation was made. 
 
Mr. Maddox agreed that taking the very strong months and growing those required “the 
best of all worlds” outcomes, and while the large growth could continue, it was tough to 
take the percentage from what has been currently happening and growing from that.  
He liked the Budget Division and Fiscal Division’s forecasts for gaming percentage fee 
tax.  
 
Mr. Neilson stated that there was an interesting convergence across the forecasts for 
FY 2013, FY 2014 and they started to see the variance in FY 2015.    
 
Mr. Leavitt asked if the committee was leaning more toward the Fiscal Division forecast 
for FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015.   
 
Mr. Maddox believed that by backing off the extraordinary win over the last few months 
that the Fiscal Division forecast was the best.  He stated that the state had a tough 
April, May and June of 2012, and gaming Percentage Fee Tax growth was down, so he 
expected to see a lot of growth the end of FY 2013.   
 
Mr. Guindon explained that Table 9, page 103 (Exhibit A) showed the comparison of 
average growth required over the remainder of FY 2013 to achieve the FY 2013 
forecast.  He noted that over the last three months of FY 2012 compared to FY 2011, 
the state was down 9.9%.  Year-to-date through the first nine months of FY 2012, the 
forecasts approved by the Economic Forum in November 2012 were within $200,000 of 
the forecast.  He stated that he struggled with his forecast, and when the forecast came 
in lower than the November 2012 forecast, it was still within $200,000 and he was 
unsure where to make adjustments.   
 
Mr. Maddox said that the Las Vegas Strip looked very solid for April, May and June of 
2012.  He did not think the Economic Forum wanted to go below the FY 2013 forecast 
of $672 million. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked for a motion. 
 
 

MR. LEAVITT MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM FOR 
THE GAMING PERCENTAGE TAX ACCEPT THE CURRENT 
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ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST OF $672.422 MILLION FOR 
FY 2013.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. NIELSEN. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
Mr. Guindon pointed out that the forecasts of the Agency, Fiscal Division and Budget 
Division were within $1 million of the forecasts approved at the November 30, 2012, 
Economic Forum meeting.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked for a motion for the FY 2014 and FY 2015 forecasts for gaming 
percentage fee tax.   
 
 

MR. MADDOX MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM FOR 
THE GAMING PERCENTAGE FEE TAX KEEP THE NOVEMBER 
30, 2012, ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST OF $696.663 
MILLION FOR FY 2014 AND $726.77 MILLION FOR FY 2015.  
THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. LEAVITT.  

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 

LIVE ENTERTAINMENT TAX – GAMING 
 
Chairman Wiles stated that forecasts for Live Entertainment Tax (LET) for the Agency, 
Fiscal Division and Budget Division were close to the estimates approved in 
November 2012.  He asked the forecasters to focus only on significant changes that 
would cause the members to adjust the current Economic Forum forecast.  

 
Mike Lawton, Senior Research Analyst, Gaming Control Board 
 
Mr. Lawton reported that the Gaming Control Board (GCB) forecast for the Live 
Entertainment Tax (LET), with a remainder of four months’ worth of data in FY 2013 to 
be collected, was adjusted down to 2.46%.  Originally, the forecast showed a decrease 
in growth of 1.46%.  Currently, the state was down 4% below the November 2012, 
Economic Forum forecast.  Therefore, in order for the current GCB forecast to hit the 
estimate forecast provided, the state needed growth in the last four months of FY 2013.  
Mr. Lawton was confident the state would see growth in those months based on 
preliminary results that showed LET collections increasing in May 2013, which was the 
first month the state saw an increase in FY 2013.  He explained that the reason 
collections slid in FY 2013 was due to shows that were “dark” because of show 
changes, not being replaced in the fiscal year, or would be replaced later in the fiscal 
year.  The state was still working dark showrooms against ones that were live a year 
ago; however, in FY 2014, the state would have a complete set of shows online.  
Mr. Lawton stated that in March 2012, Celine Dion did not play due to an illness, which 
would have helped the March collections, and in April 2012, LET collections were 
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impacted significantly as a result of a refund.  For events, in April 2012 there was a 
large Bon Jovi concert; May 2012 a Rolling Stones concert, in addition to the 
Michael Jackson show at the Mandalay Bay that opened Memorial Day weekend 
comparing against a dark showroom for that weekend and also in June.  Mr. Lawton 
believed that he could get close to the original forecast for FY 2013, in FY 2014 he 
believed the state would see some growth, and the GCB forecast LET collections 
conservatively for FY 2015 because of the possibility of shows going dark again or 
getting pulled and the variables the forecaster did not have access to like gaming. 
 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Rogers stated that the Budget Division’s November 29, 2012, forecast was the 
highest of all forecasts.  She took the growth rate seen for the first three quarters of 
FY 2013 and extrapolated the growth rate and assumed a continued decrease in 
LET collections, not accounting for the shows that could be coming online. 
 
She stated the Budget Division growth for LET collections in the out years was based 
on the recognition that venue operators realized the importance of shows and would be 
aggressive in trying to bring venues back online. She said that there was no 
fundamental difference in the forecast and it reflected an adjustment for the additional 
months’ of data that had the state down.   
 
Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Guindon stated that the Fiscal Division forecast for Live Entertainment Tax 
collections was similar to the other forecasts, and the actual collections information 
received from the Gaming Control Board was below than the forecast from the 
November 30, 2012, meeting.  Mr. Guindon said that his forecast reflected the state 
falling harder in LET collections in FY 2013, with a recovery later in collections.  
In addition, he pulled the visitor forecast down from the November 2012 forecast, which 
was why the Fiscal Division forecast for LET collections in FY 2014 showed much lower 
growth for FY 2014 compared to the other forecasts.  He stated that he probably did not 
have the timing of when the shows were coming back online and the impact of those 
shows for comparing FY 2013 to the same time a year ago so growth could be a little 
stronger.  Because of the timing, he had stronger growth in FY 2015 relative to where 
the Fiscal Division forecast was in the middle of FY 2014.   
 
Mr. Leavitt stated that all the forecasts were close to the November 30, 2012, 
projections and suggested the Economic Forum stay with the original forecast for 
LET collections. 
 
Mr. Nielson agreed that the forecasts were close but thought current data indicated that 
the state was running below expectations across the board. All three forecasts 
decreased projections for FY 2013 and FY 2014, and two forecasts showed a decline 
for FY 2015.  He noted that the trend indicated that the state was running below 
previous expectations. 
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Chairman Wiles said that the Economic Forum estimates for LET collections for 
FY 2013 were $123 million, and the Agency, Fiscal Division and Budget Division 
forecasts were lower by $1 million.   The FY 2014 forecast was $128 million, which was 
high by $2 million to $4 million, and the FY 2015 Economic Forum forecast was 
$131 million, which was the average of all the forecasts.   
 
Mr. Nielson said that it seemed the least scientific of the forecasts was the FY 2015 
Budget Division forecast and the expectation that casino operators recognized the 
opportunity to bring shows online, but there was still a lot of uncertainty around that 
timeframe. 
 
Ms. Rogers pointed out that although the growth rate in LET collections were strong, 
collections were significantly lower than forecast in November 2012. The Budget 
Division forecast was based on the impact of inflation and an increase in visitors and 
volumes and the fact that she did not believe casino operators would let venues sit dark. 
 
Chairman Wiles said that the Fiscal Division forecast for LET collections was close to an 
average between the Agency and Budget Division forecast for FY 2014 and FY 2015, 
which brought the Economic Forum forecast down slightly.  He noted that it would 
particularly affect the years with the least amount of information, which were FY 2014 
and FY 2015, and it was close to the Economic Forum forecast going out three years. 
 
Mr. Nielsen stated that Chairman Wiles’ suggestions were consistent with his instinct, 
which was that the Economic Forum should recognize what appears to be a trend of 
lower LET collections.  
 
Mr. Lawton noted that the preliminary indicators showed that LET collections would 
increase in May 2013 for the first time in FY 2013 due to the shows finally coming back 
online and having “apples-to-apples” comparisons and less dark showrooms.  
In addition, there were some large venues coming online in April and May 2014 that 
would help, although he did not think the state would hit the Economic Forum’s 
November 30, 2012, forecast of $123.5 million.  He indicated that the GCB’s forecast 
was decreased accordingly. 
 
Chairman Wiles believed the best approach was to accept the Fiscal Division forecast 
for LET collections.   
 
 

MR. NIELSEN MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM ACCEPT 
THE FISCAL DIVISION FORECAST FOR GROWTH IN THE LIVE 
ENTERTAINMENT TAX-GAMING TO DECREASE BY 3.0% IN 
FY 2013 TO $121.576 MILLION; INCREASE BY 2.4% IN FY 2014 
TO $124.494 MILLION; AND INCREASE BY 3.9% IN FY 2015 TO 
$129.353 MILLION.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY 
MR. LEAVITT. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 
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STATE 2% SALES TAX 
 

Sumiko Maser, Deputy Director, Department of Taxation 
 
Ms. Maser stated that the Department of Taxation recognized that the state has seen 
continuous growth in taxable sales in the last 32 months.  The Department of Taxation 
revised its forecasts from November 30, 2012, to take into account the additional 
months of actual collections.  Ms. Maser stated that the methodology used by the 
Department of Taxation to develop the forecast was a simple linear regression model 
that was applied to prior years’ revenue.  She said the Department of Taxation did not 
employ an economist; however, they were able to obtain some assistance from a 
graduate student from the Economics Department, University of Nevada, Reno.  
An econometric time-series model was used, which was coupled with the linear 
regression model that allowed the Department of Taxation to better forecast the 
revenues.  The Department of Taxation’s forecast was revised up from the November 
30, 2012, forecast for the State 2% Sales Tax with $876.28 million in collections in 
FY 2013; $913.02 million in FY 2014; and $949.77 million in FY 2015. 
 
Mr. Nielsen said that it seemed the Department of Taxation used an econometric 
time-series and a linear regression model to forecast the State 2% Sales Tax.  
He asked how those two methodologies were combined in the Department of Taxation 
forecasts.  
 
Ms. Maser replied that the Department of Taxation looked at the linear regression 
analysis that was calculated and the revenues for FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015, in 
addition to the econometric model and the data points from FY 2013, FY 2014 and 
FY 2015 and used the average of the two models. 
 
Mr. Leavitt asked Ms. Maser to provide detail on why the February 2013 State 2% Sales 
Tax collections showed growth in all the counties with the exception of Clark County.  
He asked if she knew what caused Clark County to be flat when there was consistent 
growth for a period of time.  Mr. Leavitt wanted to ensure that the flat growth was 
reflective of a trend instead of an unusual occurrence. 
 
Ms. Maser replied that the difference in collections for Clark County in February 2013 
was due to beverage and tobacco product manufacturing.  She noted that sometimes 
an audit would result in a deficiency or credit, and in February 2013, an audit resulted in 
a credit, which reduced the taxable sales in Clark County. 
 
Mr. Guindon clarified that February 2013 had 28 days compared to 29 days in 
February 2012.  When he looked at growth on a per day basis, February 2013 was up 
8%, but collections were only up 4.5%, so there was a 3.5% gap between collections.  
There was a large negative taxable sales number in the Internet and Publishing North 
American Industry Classification System (NAICS) category in Clark County.  
He indicated that even in Clark County, $36 million was large as a negative taxable 
sales number that pulled the county down in February 2013. 
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Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Rogers directed the members to the charts on page 8 (Exhibit C) which showed 
that the 2% Sales and Use Tax was primarily based on employment activity.  The top 
graph on the page showed the historical long-term employment in Nevada back to 
1985.  The employment forecast was up from the November 30, 2012, forecast, which 
was primarily due to a revision of the data that was released by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  The revisions were released in February 2013, re-benchmarking the old 
data, and the growth was stronger for calendar year 2012 than originally thought based 
on the numbers being reported, which meant there was more employment than thought, 
but less economic activity per employee or per job given that the forecasters did not 
revise the rest of the numbers at the same time.  The top chart on the page showed 
actual employment levels including the forecasts, which was 2.5% growth in FY 2014 
and 2.2% growth in FY 2015.  The middle graph on page 8 (Exhibit C) showed the 
year-over-year change in employment, which was very modest in comparison to what 
the state had seen in the past.  The bottom graph reflected the inflation adjusted change 
in taxable sales per job showing some decline in the growth rate, so growth was not 
negative, but there was slower growth into calendar year 2014 before picking up again. 
 
Referring to page 9 (Exhibit C), Ms. Rogers said the top graph reflected inflation 
adjusted 2% Sales and Use Tax per million jobs, which was based on an econometric 
forecast that not only took into account what employment would do in the state, but 
variables that reflected visitor volume, which had a large impact on taxable sales.  The 
bottom graph on the page showed the 2% Sales and Use Tax forecast and what it 
looked like on a level basis going forward where the growth rate was essentially 
constant, but the number of jobs and inflation was increasing so the forecast was not 
showing the huge increase in the actual buying power of an individual.  The chart 
reflected the State 2% Sales and Use Tax forecast on a fiscal year basis with 
5.2% growth through February 2013, and a forecast of 4.8% growth for the last quarter 
of FY 2013, just slightly slower than what has been seen.  Ms. Rogers expected a slight 
uptick of 5.5% in FY 2015, and hoped to see a continued increase as the national and 
state economy started to grow on more solid footing in FY 2015. 
 
Russell Guindon, Principal Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Guindon referred to Table 2 on page 64 (Exhibit D) which showed the actual 
quarterly total statewide taxable sales forecast.  The Fiscal Division forecasts taxable 
sales on a quarterly basis using an econometric equation specified as a function of 
inflation adjusted taxable sales per employee, inflation adjusted personal income per 
employee, visitors per employee, new vehicle registrations per employee, and 
construction employees per employee. The Fiscal Division forecast had a stronger 
employment outlook and personal income outlook, particularly in FY 2015. 
For construction employment he used the DETR forecast, which was stronger than the 
November 2012 forecast and set the stage for expecting a stronger forecast compared 
to the November 2012 forecast.  In FY 2013, the Fiscal Division forecast taxable sales 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8750
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8750
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8750
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8751


 
40 

 

to grow 5.1% compared to 4.9% in the November 2012 forecast, 5.4% growth in 
FY 2014 compared to 4.2%, and 5.0% in FY 2015 compared to 4.1%, which was 
approximately 1.0% more growth for FY 2014 and FY 2015 than the November 2012 
forecast.   
 
Mr. Guindon recalled that at the November 30, 2012, meeting he discussed the 
abatements for the renewable energy projects and pledges of tax revenues through the 
Sales Tax Anticipated Revenue (STAR) bonds, which have come in larger than thought.  
He indicated that the Nevada Office of Energy recently approved another renewable 
energy project, which based on the fiscal note, was estimated to take almost 
$7.0 million against the State 2% Sales Tax by the end of calendar year 2013.  Based 
on the current information set he had, Mr. Guindon previously forecast collections would 
increase 5.6% against the 4.9% taxable sales; currently he forecast that the State 2% 
Sales Tax collections would grow 5.6% against the 5.1% growth in taxable sales, which 
was approximately a 0.5% gap.  The forecasted gap based on the taxable sales, times 
the sales tax rate and the taxpayer collections allowance, he expected a $10.8 million 
gap in FY 2013, which was $14 million in FY 2012.  The gap is projected to be 
$9.5 million in FY 2014 and $2.6 million in FY 2015.  Mr. Guindon said that he did not 
have other information to believe there were additional renewable energy projects with 
magnitudes of $10 million in collections a year, which was why taxable sales and 
collections converge more in the out years.  The Fiscal Division forecast had a stronger 
taxable sales forecast because of the stronger economic outlook; however, he revised 
the forecast down by approximately $1.4 million after accounting for the STAR bonds 
and the other abatements.  He noted it was similar to gaming and the actual collections 
year-to-date tracked close to the Economic Forum forecast of $891.4 million, which 
came out of the equation after the adjustment for renewable energy and STAR bond 
impacts.  The state sales tax collections were growing stronger in FY 2015 compared to 
the November 2012 forecast, which made up for the loss in the base year and the 
forecast was revised up by $5.2 million.  The forecast was 1.7% stronger for the growth 
rate in FY 2015 picking up approximately $21 million.   
 
Mr. Guindon directed the committee to Chart 1, page 67 (Exhibit D) State 2% Sales Tax 
Collections: Actual versus Forecast on a Quarterly Basis.  He stated that he had 
reservations after looking at taxable sales because he was unsure what was “normal” 
and a relative comparison.  Statewide Taxable Sales: Actual versus Forecast on a 
Quarterly Basis (page 68) the chart on the page looked the same as the previous chart.  
Referencing Chart 4, page 70, he said taxable sales was divided by non-farm 
establishment employee, which showed the significant run up since the trough, but he 
had an inflection point in his forecast that started to increase, but at a decreasing rate.  
He said that taxable sales and collections increased, but it was slowing down on a per 
employee basis.  Mr. Guindon stated that the reason for the large run up was when 
dividing by employees there were visitors coming to the state, but not as much 
employment growth.  Visitors were spending on taxable sale items, which was pulling 
the numerator up, but the denominator stayed the same.  He thought things would be 
more “normal” now that employment started to increase and there was an inflection 
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point where taxable sales started increasing at a decreasing rate instead of an 
increasing rate.     
 
Continuing, Mr. Guindon said the chart of page 71 (Exhibit D) showed statewide taxable 
sales per $1,000 of statewide personal income – actual versus forecast on a quarterly 
basis.  The chart showed collections increasing, but not as robust as on a per employee 
basis because personal income held up better due to the unemployment insurance 
transfer payments on the non-wage side of income.  There was a stronger personal 
income outlook, but relative to taxable sales, there was an inflection point where it 
started to increase at a decreasing rate.  Chart 6, page 72 (Exhibit D) displayed 
Statewide Taxable Sales per Las Vegas Visitor – Actual Versus Forecast on a Quarterly 
Basis, which showed the same inflection point but not as much as on per-employee or 
per income basis.  This result occurs because employment growth with corresponding 
growth in personal income helped taxable sales remain stable so it would be more 
dramatic when statewide taxable sales were divided by the Las Vegas visitor number.  
Mr. Guindon explained that the final chart on page 74 (Exhibit D) displayed Las Vegas 
Visitors per Statewide Number of Employees – Actual versus Forecast – Quarterly 
Basis.  The chart showed a phenomenal run up for visitors per employee, but as 
employment growth was stronger than visitors, then the ratio started to fall.  
Mr. Guindon liked to see employment outpacing visitors, because employment growth 
meant that the underlying economy might be starting to get better versus just bringing 
visitors to the state.   
 
Chairman Wiles said it was interesting how significantly Moody’s Analytics FY 2013, 
FY 2014 and FY 2015 sales tax collections forecast has changed.  The Economic 
Forum estimate for FY 2013 was fairly consistent with the Fiscal Division and Budget 
Division forecast, although a little higher based on the forecast from November 2012.  
Looking at FY 2014, the Economic Forum estimate in November 2012 was $934 million, 
which was fairly close but trending downward.  Fiscal Year 2015 was significantly lower 
and there were estimates in the out year that helped establish budget priorities for the 
Legislature, but there were significantly higher estimates and revisions from all the 
forecasters.  Mr. Wiles said it was interesting to look at the state forecasts versus 
Moody’s Analytics forecast and the swing of approximately $80 million, which would be 
8% to 10% of the base number.  It looked like all forecasters were more in agreement 
now than the November 2012 forecast.   
 
Chairman Wiles said he was uncomfortable making significant upward revisions in the 
sales and use tax forecast for FY 2015 because Nevada was going through great 
economic uncertainty.  He indicated that he was more comfortable making adjustments 
to the FY 2013 and FY 2014 forecasts based on recent information.   
 
Mr. Neilson asked if the FY 2013 forecast for sales and use tax was on target with the 
November 30, 2012, Economic Forum forecast.   
 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8751
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8751
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8751


 
42 

 

Mr. Guindon replied that the state was close to the November 2012 Economic Forum 
forecast; however, recent information showed the state was approximately $2 million 
below the November 2012 forecast for the first eight months.  
 
Chairman Wiles noted that if the state was $2 million below the November 2012 
forecast it would need a significant increase in the last three months of FY 2013 to 
achieve the projections for the sales and use tax.   
 
Mr. Guindon directed the Economic Forum to Table 9, page 103 (Exhibit A) which 
showed a comparison of the average growth required over the remainder of FY 2013 to 
achieve the FY 2013 forecast for the state sales and use tax.  The chart showed that 
the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast was one of the highest forecasts with an average of 
6.2% growth required over the last four months of FY 2012.  Turning to Table 2, 
page 64 of Exhibit D, the table showed the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast for taxable 
sales and state 2% collections.  The growth for the second quarter in FY 2012 showed 
the $5.4 million gap between taxable sales and actual collections versus actual less 
imputed tax collections.  The difference was a decrease of $2.5 million in FY 2013 
compared to $5 million, which bumped up the Fiscal Analysis Division forecast.  
Fiscal Year 2013, Quarter 1, had 5.6% growth, FY 2013, Quarter 2, had 6.2% growth, 
and 6.2% growth was needed in the last quarter, which was basically the same as what 
was needed over the last four months of FY 2013.  Mr. Guindon indicated that he made 
the assumption that the state had more renewable energy projects in the last quarter of 
FY 2012 around the $5 million versus $2.5 million in FY 2013, which was why 
collections were a little stronger in the Fiscal Division forecast.  He noted that was his 
assumption from looking at new renewable energy projects and knowing impacts were 
large a year ago.  However, if that holds true collections could be closer to the other 
forecasts in terms of where the state would end up because the state would not lose as 
much in FY 2013 compared to FY 2012. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked Mr. Guindon if he had uncertainty about future renewable energy 
projects, and if that component does not come in as expected, the state would be closer 
to $885 million as opposed to $890 million.   
 
Mr. Guindon replied that it was more of a statement of assumptions and if the state lost 
$5 million then he would lose $2.5 million against his forecast, which would put 
collections around $887 million.  
 
Chairman Wiles asked the probability of that occurring.  
 
Mr. Guindon was unsure he could provide a percentage for the probability of that 
occurring.  Looking at future energy projects and after analyzing the numbers, his 
forecast was his best guess.  
 
Mr. Maddox asked why the Department of Taxation’s forecast was lower for the last few 
months of FY 2013.   
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Ms. Maser replied that the Department of Taxation’s forecast utilized the same 
methodology as in the November 2012 forecast, and included the new data for the 
actual months of taxable sales, which increased the forecast.  However, the Department 
of Taxation’s forecast was not increased as much as the Fiscal Division or the Budget 
Division’s forecast.   
 
Chairman Wiles stated that all the forecasts seemed high compared to the 
November 2012 forecasts.  
 
Mr. Maddox said that he was uneasy estimating a forecast higher than the Moody’s 
Analytics because they have overshot every forecast in the past.   
 
Chairman Wiles stated that the forecast was challenging because of the uncertainty of 
underlying assumptions and the different econometric models used by the forecasters.  
He believed that the forecast of $885.7 million in State Sales and Use Tax for FY 2013 
was a good forecast.  
 
 

MR. NIELSEN MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM ACCEPT 
THE BUDGET DIVISION FORECAST FOR STATE SALES AND 
USE TAX OF $885.653 MILLION FOR FY 2013.  THE MOTION 
WAS SECONDED BY MR. MADDOX. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
MR. MADDOX MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM 
ACCEPT THE ECONOMIC FORUM FORECAST FOR STATE 
SALES AND USE TAX OF $934.536 MILLION FOR FY 2014.  
THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. LEAVITT. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
Chairman Wiles noted that the FY 2015 Sate Sales and Use Tax forecast appeared to 
have a divergence of opinion between the forecasters.  He said the Economic Forum 
forecast was $972 in November 2012.   
 
Ms. Rogers stated that the growth rates were a good gauge for how much the 
forecasters were expecting in terms of changes, which might provide some additional 
information when forecasting.     
 
Chairman Wiles said if they looked at the growth rates for each year for state sales and 
use tax, the Economic Forum forecast 4% growth; Department of Taxation forecast 4% 
growth; Fiscal Division forecast 6% growth, Budget Division forecast 6% growth; and 
Moody’s Analytics forecast 7% growth.  Moody’s Analytics was optimistic on growth and 
pessimistic on level from its original estimate.   
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Mr. Maddox said that the Economic Forum forecast had growth of 5.5% for FY 2013 to 
FY 2014 in the current forecast, and approximately 5% in FY 2015. 
 
Mr. Guindon referenced the chart on page 63 of Exhibit D, which provided historical 
taxable sales and state collections going back to 1997.  He noted that that there were 
only three fiscal years below 5% growth when he took out the negative growth during 
the economic downturn in FY 2008, FY 2009 and FY 2010.  
 
Ms. Rogers noted that the chart at the bottom of page 8, Exhibit C, showed the inflation 
adjusted change in taxable sales per job, which provided a historical perspective on 
what was currently being forecast along with historical data.   
 
Mr. Guindon stated the forecast for November 2012 from Bill Anderson, Chief 
Economic, Research and Analysis Bureau, Department of Employment, Training and 
Rehabilitation was a percent higher, which was the same as the Fiscal Division and 
Budget Division forecasts in terms of the growth in employment in the out year 
compared to the November 2012 forecast, which was why the forecasters were 
increasing the forecast for taxable sales coming from the economic activity.   
 
Ms. Rogers added that the chart on the bottom of page 8, Exhibit C, showed that the 
periods between positive and negative growth were relatively short.  The Budget 
Division forecast a longer period of growth than what has been seen with the exception 
of the “bubble.”  
 
Mr. Nielson commented that the employment forecast and playing that forward into 
sales tax was logically consistent, and indicated that the employment growth was 
expected and would translate to increased sales tax revenue and accelerate over time.  
 
Chairman Wiles said that the next question was the distribution of employees from 
FTEs, which was an unknown.  He stated there was approximately a 6% growth rate in 
the out years in the Fiscal Analysis Division and the Budget Division forecasts.  
The Economic Forum forecast had a slightly different level and if they believed there 
would be a 5% growth rate going forward, which was consistent with the historical 
averages, he was unsure how they would throw out the negative or zero growth rates.  
If the cycles were far enough out or there were shorter cycles, it was a potential cyclical 
trough.  He said they could take the Economic Forum’s estimate and increase it by a 
growth rate. 
 
Mr. Guindon clarified that if the Economic Forum took the $934.536 million and 
increased it by the average forecast of 6%, it was $990.608 million.  Mr. Guindon said 
that 5.5% of $934.536 was $985.935 million.   
 
Mr. Nielsen believed it was good logic to hold the forecast at 5.5% for FY 2015. 
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MR. NIELSEN MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM 
APPROVE $985.935 MILLION FOR STATE SALES AND USE 
TAX FY 2015.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY 
MR. MADDOX. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 

MODIFIED BUSINESS TAX 
 
NONFINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

 
Sumiko Maser, Deputy Director, Department of Taxation 
 
Ms. Maser referenced page 124 of Exhibit A showing graphs for the nonfinancial 
Modified Business Tax (MBT) forecast for the Department of Taxation.  She noted that 
because the tiered rate was set to sunset at the end of FY 2013, the Department of 
Taxation forecast the linear regression analysis on gross wages.  In addition, a graduate 
student from the Economics Department, University of Nevada, Reno, conducted an 
econometric model based on employment in the nonfinancial sector.  The Department 
of Taxation forecast for MBT nonfinancial for FY 2013 was $364.69 million, decreasing 
to $265.46 million in FY 2014, due to the sunset of the tiered rate, and $274.87 million 
in FY 2015.   
 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Rogers reported that the Budget Division forecast for MBT nonfinancial was on 
pages 10 and 11, of the Executive Budget Office Economic Forecast (Exhibit C).  
The forecast for employment on MBT nonfinancial institutions with an increase of 2.2% 
through March 2013, an increase of 1.6% for the remainder of FY 2013, increasing 
2.5% in FY 2014 and FY 2015, which was a reflection of the strengthening economy.  
She indicated that most of the change going forward was due to the upward revision 
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics on data that was previously released in 
calendar year 2012.   
 
The middle chart on page 10 of Exhibit C showed the inflation adjusted average monthly 
wage at nonfinancial institutions, which increased faster than inflation for a period 
though FY 2007; however, since this period the average monthly wage declined per job 
adjusted for inflation.  She indicated that the decline continued at a slightly slower pace 
through the end of the forecast horizon.  The final chart on page 10 showed the average 
monthly wage at nonfinancial institutions, which was increasing in the forecast for 
FY 2014 and FY 2015, predominately reflected by inflation rather than strengthening in 
wages.   
 
Ms. Rogers stated that the top chart on page 11 of Exhibit C showed total monthly 
payroll at nonfinancial institutions based on wages and employment, which was the 
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primary basis for the Budget Division MBT forecast.  Adjustments were made for the 
health insurance premiums paid by an employer, which was not exactly a one-to-one 
comparison.  In addition, the rate change that occurred between FY 2013 and FY 2014 
was included in the forecast, accounting for the large drop in FY 2014.  The Budget 
Division forecast an increase of 3.4% in FY 2013 with data only for the first two quarters 
of FY 2013.  Fiscal Year 2014 reflected a huge decline based on the change in the 
tiered rate from the 1.17 to .63, and there was an increase of 4.2% in FY 2015.  
 
Joe Reel, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division  
 
Mr. Reel stated that he would focus his presentation on the information on pages 85 
and 86 of the Fiscal Analysis Division Forecast Information Packet (Exhibit D).  He said 
that the economic variables driving the forecast were included on pages 92 and 93.  
Mr. Reel pointed out that the employment forecast on Table 2A was based on DETR’s 
revised employment forecast with a 1% upward adjustment to the total employment 
compared to the November 2012 forecast.  The actual employment for the beginning of 
FY 2012 was lower than originally estimated, and the second half of FY 2012 along with 
the last few months of calendar year 2012 was higher than originally estimated, so on a 
fiscal year basis the FY 2012 employment estimates essentially remained the same in 
terms of the growth rate.  Mr. Reel thought the nonfinancial employment growth for 
FY 2012 in the November 2012 forecast would be 1.9%, but actual growth was 1.7%.  
The Fiscal Analysis Division forecast nonfinancial employment growth of 2% in 
FY 2013, 2.6% growth in FY 2014 and 3% in FY 2015, approximately 1% higher than 
the November 2012 forecast.  Average wage per employee throughout the forecast path 
was approximately $45,000 in FY 2014, and $45,900 in FY 2015, a $700 revision per 
year based on current data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis.  For FY 2013, total 
wage and salaries were revised down slightly, and growth in the November 2012 
forecast was estimated at 3.3%, which was decreased to 2.6%.  Growth in total wages 
increased by approximately 1% with 4.6% growth in FY 2014 and 5.1% growth in 
FY 2015.  Mr. Reel said the actual forecast for MBT nonfinancial tax revenue (page 92) 
resulted in an increase of approximately $5.2 million in FY 2013, $3.3 million in 
FY 2014, and $5.67 million in FY 2015, due to the increase in the wages and 
employment forecast.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked Mr. Reel if he assumed each job was full-time in the employment 
forecast for nonfinancial institutions.  He thought if the forecasts assumed employment 
increases that they also needed to know the distribution of jobs and whether the jobs 
were part-time or full-time.  Mr. Reel replied that he looked at the average wage for 
employee in terms of the job being counted and the wages that go into the average 
wage, which was part of the whole equation. 
 
Mr. Guindon clarified that there was one metric for the employment number, which 
could be either part-time or full-time employment.  In addition, there was a metric for 
total wages reported by the Bureau of Labor and Statistics and the two were divided to 
obtain the wages per employee.  He noted that one employee and employees were a 
body, and one body could have two part-time jobs and be counted as two employees, 
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which was the nuance of the numbers and internally consistent.  The wages for the 
forecast were from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) and were 
required to pay the unemployment insurance tax, which was tied to the MBT. 
 
Chairman Wiles stated that the forecast was capturing the fact that the employees 
could be part-time or full-time and the average wage was captured in the forecast.  
The forecasts for FY 2014 and FY 2015 from the Fiscal Division and Budget Division 
were relatively close, and the Agency budget was an outlier. 
 
Mr. Maddox said it has hard to say what normal growth was.  When he looked at a 
compounded annual growth rate of wage disbursement over the last ten years, and then 
looked at the current forecasts for FY 2015, the growth was approximately 1.8% to 2% 
compounded annually.  He thought that 5.1% growth looked like a lot for FY 2015; 
however, looking at the long-term view, the FY 2015 forecast felt more in line with the 
normal forecast. 
 
Mr. Nielsen said another alternative for the MBT nonfinancial was the Economic Forum 
forecast for FY 2014 and FY 2015, which were reasonably close to the Fiscal Division 
and Budget Division forecasts.  He thought they could look at the forecast in terms of 
collections to date relative to what was expected over the remainder of FY 2013 to 
achieve the FY 2013 forecast.  
 
Mr. Reel replied that Table 9, page 104 (Exhibit A), showed that the state was up 5.4% 
year-to-date for the first two quarters of FY 2013 for MBT nonfinancial growth.   
 
Mr. Nielsen asked if the implied growth rate to reach the Department of Taxation’s 
forecast needed to be 3.7% and Mr. Reel replied that was correct. 
 
Mr. Nielsen stated that he did not think the Department of Taxation or Fiscal Division’s 
forecast for MBT were unrealistic if the trend in growth continued in the state.   
 
 

MR. NIELSEN MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM ACCEPT 
THE FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION’S FORECAST FOR THE MBT 
NONFINANCIAL REVENUE OF $363.3 MILLION FOR FY 2013, 
$246.2 MILLION FOR FY 2014 AND $257.4 MILLION FOR 
FY 2015.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. MADDOX. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
 
Sumiko Maser, Deputy Director, Department of Taxation 
 
Ms. Maser referred to page 125 of Exhibit A, for the Department of Taxation’s forecast 
for MBT financial revenue and growth.  She said the Department of Taxation used a 
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linear regression analysis and historical data from calendar year 2004.  The Department 
of Taxation forecast revenues for the MBT financial of $21.79 million in FY 2013, 
$21.81 million in FY 2014 and $21.83 million in FY 2015. 
 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Rogers referred to pages 12 and 13 of Exhibit C to graphs showing employment 
and wage information for MBT financial institutions.  The Budget Division estimated 
employment growth, inflation-adjusted average wage per employee, and combined 
those to get the total monthly payroll at financial institutions, which was then adjusted to 
reflect the actual MBT collections.  She indicated that the numbers reported 
year-to-date for July through December were up 19%, which was primarily due to 
irregularities in reporting.  Ms. Rogers said actual MBT financial collections showed 
growth of 7.5% in FY 2013, 4.2% growth in FY 2014, and 3.8% growth in FY 2015. 
 
Joe Reel, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Reel noted that the MBT financial actual and forecast wages and employment 
information was shown on page 101 of the Fiscal Analysis Division Forecast Information 
Packet (Exhibit D).  He noted that the MBT financial forecast, and the revision to the 
financial sector on the employment side was significant.  The Fiscal Division forecast 
from November 2012, the un-benchmarked numbers for employment growth 
was -1.9% for FY 2012, and with the benchmark revision, MBT employment was up 1%.  
The result of the taxable wage and salary disbursements being adjusted upward was a 
revision to the average wage per employee.  Mr. Reel thought average wages were 
growing by 4.4%, but wages were actually up 0.6%.  He explained that with the large 
change in the employment revision affecting average wages and ultimately wage and 
salary disbursements being less than what was expected was driving the difference in 
terms of the interaction between employment and wages for the financial sector.  Year-
to-date through the second quarter, the state was up 19.1% compared to -6.4% for the 
same period a year ago.  The state would have to grow 3.8% over the last two quarters 
of FY 2013 to hit the Fiscal Division forecast of 7.9% for the fiscal year.  Mr. Reel stated 
that the adjustment to the forecast with the growth in employment being stronger than 
anticipated, the forecast was increased by $1.1 million in FY 2013 to $23 million, 
increased by $1.7 million in FY 2014 to $24 million, and increased by $2.1 million in 
FY 2015 to $25.3 million.  
 
Mr. Nielsen asked for clarification on the misreporting issue and whether a company 
reported as a non-financial institution instead of a financial.  Ms. Rogers replied that was 
correct and approximately $500,000 was reported as financial MBT collections and 
should have been reported in the non-financial category.  She added that she did not 
directly correct for the misreporting in the Budget Division forecast. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked if an adjustment was made to the non-financial numbers.  
Ms. Rogers replied that number was fairly small for the non-financial category but was 
huge for the financial category.  
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Mr. Nielsen asked if the misreporting issue was considered in the Fiscal Division or the 
Department of Taxation’s forecast.   
 
Ms. Maser clarified that the misreporting issue was due to a taxpayer reporting 
three years of MBT information as a financial institution when it should have been 
reported as non-financial.  She said that because the revenue reported was three years’ 
worth of data, the $500,000 would come out of the forecast, but the money was not 
necessarily related to the second quarter and was several years’ worth of data that was 
reported in one year. 
 
Mr. Maddox asked what the rate was for financial and non-financial institutions.  
Mr. Reel replied that it was 2% on financial and the non-financial rate was a bifurcated 
rate and was zero percent on wages up to $62,500 and 1.17% on wages over $62,500 
per quarter. 
 
Mr. Rogers clarified that the $62,500 was per quarter, which was basically $250,000 per 
year.  Looking at the individual data, most of the money was coming in for the quarter 
that was being reported, but in addition there was money coming in from the previous 
quarters and occasionally for the upcoming quarter.  The money that was reported by 
the Department of Taxation for a given quarter was approximately 95% for that quarter 
and sometimes money was reported from previous years.   
 
Mr. Maddox stated that the financial industry was struggling relative to many other 
industries.  He asked if the forecasters were thinking about the financial industries 
separate from other industries when growing the tax rate because the growth rates were 
fairly similar. 
 
Mr. Rogers said she looked at the MBT forecast as being fueled mostly by the activity 
that would take place and the financial industry would follow. 
 
Mr. Nielsen did not think the growth rates were extraordinarily high given general trends.   
 
Chairman Wiles said the forecasts for MBT financial were relatively close for FY 2013 
and there was divergence in the out years. 
 
 

MR. MADDOX MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM 
ACCEPT THE BUDGET DIVISION’S FORECAST FOR MBT 
FINANCIAL REVENUE OF $22.265 MILLION FOR FY 2013, 
$23.203 MILLION FOR FY 2014 AND $24.092 MILLION FOR 
FY 2015. THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. NIELSEN.   

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 
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REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX 
 

Sumiko Maser, Deputy Director, Department of Taxation 
 
Ms. Maser reported that the Department of Taxation used a linear regression analysis 
and data from calendar year 2009 to forecast Real Property Transfer Tax, in addition to 
the new revenues received since the November 2012 forecast.  The forecast was 
revised upward for Real Property Transfer Tax (RPTT) to reflect collections of 
$49.79 million in FY 2013, $48.88 million in FY 2014, and $47.96 in FY 2015.   

 
Janet Rogers, Chief Economist, Executive Budget Office 
 
Ms. Rogers said her forecast for the RPTT was on page 15, of Exhibit C.  She noted 
that the Case Schiller Home Price Index recently reported that Las Vegas was up 
17.6% year-over-year, still considerably below the trend in the 1990s.  Currently, home 
prices were back to 2001 levels according to the Case Schiller Home Price Index.  
Ms. Rogers noted that single-family home permits were also on the rise and the state 
was currently at levels seen in 1983 and 1984.  She noted the Budget Division’s 
November 2012 forecast was fairly aggressive and still showing a 2% decline; 
year-to-date the state was up 5.4% through the first three quarters of FY 2013, with 
hefty growth of 9% in the fourth quarter of FY 2013, resulting in growth of 6.3% in 
FY 2013.  Fiscal Year 2014 showed a large increase in RPTT because she thought the 
state would see investors picking up on the housing market.  For the current forecast, 
Ms. Rogers moderated the growth rate based on the fact that investors were buying 
homes faster than what she originally forecast.  She had less pronounced growth in the 
FY 2015 as investors stop the “feeding frenzy” and interest rates started rising.   
 
Chairman Wiles stated that the federal government recently announced it was keeping 
the interest rate target stable through the middle of FY 2015.   
 
Michael Nakamoto, Deputy Fiscal Analyst, Fiscal Analysis Division 
 
Mr. Nakamoto referred to the Fiscal Analysis Division’s forecast for RPTT on page 111 
of the Fiscal Analysis Division Forecast Information Packet (Exhibit D).  He reported that 
when the Economic Forum met on November 30, 2012, there was one quarter of actual 
data for FY 2013.  The Fiscal Analysis Division forecast that the second quarter of 
FY 2013 would be down 11.3%, and the third quarter would be down 5.2%.  Based on 
current information, the second quarter of FY 2013 was actually up 20.4%, and from 
information from the Controllers system, the third quarter of FY 2013 would be up 
approximately 11.3%.  The number on the forecast sheet for the third quarter of 
FY 2013 was $11,494,000 based on information for 13 of Nevada’s 17 counties 
recorded.  However, since the forecast was prepared, all 17 counties have reported and 
the actual number was approximately $2,000 less with $11,492,000 in collections.  
Mr. Nakamoto noted that the Fiscal Division forecast for the RPTT has increased by 
approximately $7.5 million per fiscal year, basically taking into account the actual money 
that has been collected.  He believed the fourth quarter would continue to be strong, but 
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FY 2014 would not be able to maintain that level of growth.  Referring to the historical 
and forecast RPTT by quarter on page 113 of Exhibit D, Mr. Nakamoto said the state 
was still bouncing along the bottom and the path was shifted up a little based on actual 
collections.  The Fiscal Analysis Division forecast growth rate of 5.9% for FY 2015, but a 
6% growth rate on a $50 million revenue source translated into an additional $3 million 
revenue in FY 2015 compared to FY 2014. 
 
Mr. Leavitt stated that the RPTT revenue was extremely difficult to forecast.  
He believed the Fiscal Division forecast was in line with the current economy, but the 
forecast was still low.   
 
Chairman Wiles said that another issue affecting the RPTT were the foreclosures that 
have dramatically slowed, along with the significant amount of shadow inventory that 
would eventually come on the market.  In addition, home sales and commercial real 
estate transactions have increased significantly over the last year.   
 
Mr. Maddox said when he looked at $11,492,000 for FY 2013 compared to prior years, 
collections were $10.3 million; FY 2010 was about the same, and FY 2011 was 
significantly higher.  He was surprised by the number and thought the current forecast 
would be higher than the FY 2011 forecast. 
 
Mr. Nakamoto replied that the only information the Fiscal Analysis Division received in 
terms of the RPTT was the amount of revenue collected and the county in which it was 
collected.  He said it was hard to tell what was driving the underlying activity other than 
the last few years have shown that the real estate market, which ultimately drives the 
RPTT, was still fluctuating and it could keep bouncing based on activity in the market.   
 
Mr. Maddox said that the RPTT forecasts on page 112, of Exhibit D showed that the 
fourth quarter of FY 2013 had $13.421 million in forecast collections and 10.6% growth, 
but was still significantly less than FY 2009, FY 2010, and approximately the same as 
FY 2011.  
 
Mr. Leavitt clarified that the RPTT collections also reflect large commercial transactions, 
not just residential transactions, which would affect the collections and clarified the 
uncertainty in the numbers. 
 
Chairman Wiles stated that the forecast estimates for FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015 
where significantly higher that the November 2012 Economic Forum forecast.  With the 
recent information and activity, he thought that the revision to the forecast would be 
higher.  
 
Mr. Nielsen said if they looked at the year-over-year change in RPTT collections, 1.2% 
was the Economic Forum forecast for FY 2014, which was consistent with the other 
forecasts.   
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MR. LEAVITT MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM ACCEPT 
THE FISCAL ANALYSIS DIVISION’S FORECAST FOR REAL 
PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX OF $51.7 MILLION FOR FY 2013, 
$52.2 MILLION FOR FY 2014 AND $55.3 FOR FY 2015. THE 
MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. NIELSEN.    

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
Chairman Wiles said that based on previous discussions for the other major revenue 
sources and the analysis the Economic Forum used to evaluate the revenue sources; 
he thought it would be good to revisit the Insurance Premium Tax forecast approved 
earlier in the meeting.  He said that the FY 2013 forecasts were fairly close, but there 
was a significant divergence of estimates for FY 2014 and FY 2015.  Given that the 
Insurance Premium Tax was such a significant component and the Economic Forum 
had the opportunity to look at the other components at this point, he thought it would be 
good to discuss the Insurance Premium Tax to make sure they were comfortable with 
the previous forecast. 
 
Mr. Guindon replied that the Economic Forum could revisit the previous forecast for the 
Insurance Premium Tax.  He said if necessary, the previous motion for the Insurance 
Premium Tax could be rescinded by the person who seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Nielson said that the Division of Insurance estimated revenue for the Insurance 
Premium Tax was $241.173 million for FY 2013, $256.236 million for FY 2014 and 
$273.003 million for FY 2015.   
 
Chairman Wiles said that the forecasts for FY 2013 for the Insurance Premium Tax 
were fairly close.  He asked if the FY 2013 estimate included the greater employment 
levels that were not included in the Division of Insurance’s forecast. 
 
Mr. Guindon replied that the Fiscal Division’s forecast had a stronger economic outlook, 
along with wages and personal income.  He said the last quarter of FY 2013 came in 
stronger than projected in the November 2012 forecast, which was the reason for the 
upward revision in the Fiscal Division forecast.   
 
Chairman Wiles said that the FY 2014 forecast for the Division of Insurance was 
approximately $256 million; the Economic Forum forecast from the November 2012 
meeting was approximately $264 million; and the Fiscal Analysis Division’s forecast was 
$262.2 million.   
 
Mr. Guindon replied the forecast for the Insurance Premium Tax in November 2012 was 
the Budget Division forecast, and the Affordable Care Act (ACA) impact from the 
Division of Insurance was added to the projections.  Mr. Guindon stated the forecast 
included the Budget Division’s economic outlook in terms of the base, and then the ACA 
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was added versus the base that the Division of Insurance used to calibrate against the 
per capita analysis. 
 
Chairman Wiles asked which table had the specific ACA estimates from the Division of 
Insurance.  Mr. Guindon replied that the tables were on pages 134 and 135 of the 
Economic Forum meeting packet, Exhibit A.  He stated that $17.057 million was 
projected for calendar year 2014 from new insureds, and $25.586 million was projected 
for calendar year 2015 from new insureds.  He added that the existing taxable premium 
base would expand due to market reforms to $2.846 million in FY 2014 and 
$2.892 million in FY 2015. 
 
Mr. Maddox stated that the math for the calculations was simple and both forecasters 
took between 150,000 to 200,000 newly insured people each year, multiplied by $3,500, 
multiplied by 3.25%.  He asked how the subsidies for people making under 400% of the 
poverty level came into play.   
 
Mr. Guindon said it was his understanding that since the tax was tied to the premium 
written and what happened on the back end with regard to the federal government 
subsidizing or giving a credit would not affect the premium written.   
5:20:19 
 
Ms. Rogers clarified that the Budget Division forecast did not present the same level of 
detail as the Fiscal Division’s forecast; however, she was doing the same math in the 
background.  She stated that the differences were subtleties in the base and the 
number of newly insured, rather than a fundamental difference in the application of the 
information.   
 
Mr. Guindon added that the tables on page 78 of the Fiscal Division packet, Exhibit D, 
the calendar year 2014 estimate for additional Insurance Premium Tax for coverage 
changes and rate increases were $18.4 million; the Division of Insurance estimate was 
$17.1 million.  The calendar year 2015 half-year estimate was $13.2 million, so it would 
be $26.5 million compared to the Division of Insurance projection of $25.6 million.  
He noted there was not a lot of difference in what was expected to come from the 
impact of the ACA between the Insurance Division and the Fiscal Division forecasts.  
The Fiscal Analysis Division took the forecasted base, which were the existing 
premiums and increased it by the Division of Insurance’s 4.65%.  Therefore, there was 
already a bigger estimate based on the economic outlook and actual collections came in 
above what they thought in the latest quarter.  The base for FY 2013 was going to be 
larger and the 4.65% was added based on the analysis, and higher by $1 million in 
FY 2013 accounting for the impact of the ACA, which would be higher in FY 2013 and 
would carry across the next two fiscal years due to the increased growth in the base 
before the ACA impact was considered. 
 
Mr. Nielsen asked if the Budget Division’s methodology for the ACA impact led to a 
similar result in terms of the total dollars.  Ms. Rogers replied that Mr. Nielsen was 
correct.  She said the ACA portion was the same and all forecasters based the ACA 
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impact on the same methodology.  She believed the base in the Budget Division’s 
forecast was growing a little more because of the influence of inflation on the existing 
base.  
 
Mr. Guindon said that the Budget Division and Fiscal Division forecasts were 
comparable forecasts for employment, personal income and outlook in terms of the path 
over the forecast horizon.  He said that there was less than a $1 million difference 
between the two forecasts.  He believed it was more of the FY 2013 takeoff point that 
was driving the difference between the Division of Insurance versus Budget Division 
and Fiscal Division forecasts, because the ACA impact was within $1 million.  He said 
the assumptions between the forecasters were different – the Fiscal Division forecast 
had a 40% pickup and 60% pickup, and the Division of Insurance had a 50% and 
75% pickup.  He said the Fiscal Division forecast aged for population for FY 2013 
instead of just taking the FY 2010 number and the population was recalibrated, which 
were the things the Fiscal Division felt were appropriate to account for the information 
set they had and age it for the current world.   
 
Chairman Wiles said it was somewhat compelling that the FY 2013 estimate took into 
account the recent employment levels data.  He said if the Economic Forum believed 
the growth rates going forward then he thought they would be comfortable with the 
previous Insurance Premium Tax forecast.   
 
Mr. Maddox said he wanted certainty from the forecasters that the 127,000 newly 
insureds in FY 2014 under the ACA would actually be at $3,500 per head, which was 
the 3.5%.   
 
Mr. Guindon explained that the ACA rates were unknown and open enrollment started 
October 1, 2013, so the forecasters were guessing at the $3,500 per head.  
 
Chairman Wiles said there were many unknowns about the ACA and when the program 
would start.   
 
Mr. Guindon referenced Table 9, page 103 of Exhibit A, which showed the comparison 
of average growth required over the remainder of FY 2013 to achieve the FY 2013 
forecast for the Insurance Premium Tax.  He noted that fiscal year-to-date the state was 
up 2.1% through the first two quarters compared to being up 1.8% a year ago.  The last 
two quarters of FY 2012 were down -0.2%, which put the Fiscal Division forecast in the 
5% to 6% range growing against the -0.2% when the state was already up 2.1% against 
a positive 1.8% a year ago.   
 
Mr. Nielsen said that he was looking at the percent change from FY 2012 to achieve the 
average growth required over the last two quarters of FY 2013. 
 
Chairman Wiles said the previous forecast for the Insurance Premium Tax would remain 
unchanged. 
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Mr. Guindon said he would contact the Division of Insurance and have a representative 
available at future meetings to provide updates on the Insurance Premium Tax.   
 
 
VII. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MAY 1, 2013, FORECASTS OF MINOR 
GENERAL FUND REVENUES FOR FY 2013, FY 2014, AND FY 2015 APPROVED BY 
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT ITS APRIL 25, 2013, MEETING. 
 
Using Table 6, page 141, (Exhibit A), Mr. Guindon highlighted some of the forecasts of 
the minor General Fund revenues approved by the Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) at its April 25, 2013, meeting for FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015.  The table 
included the revised forecasts for all the minor General Fund revenue 
sources.  Mr. Guindon said the May forecast for the Net Proceeds of Minerals tax for 
FY 2013 was revised down by $12 million compared to the December 
forecast.  The revision was based on the true-up of the calendar year actual net 
proceeds compared to the estimate made in FY 2012 and the mining companies tax 
payments for FY 2013, based on their estimated net proceeds for calendar year 
2013.  In addition, there was some credit carried forward for tax overpayments in prior 
periods and the net of all these factors was reflected in the revised estimate for FY 2013 
included in the table.  The TAC was provided three forecasts which were prepared by 
the Fiscal Analysis Division, Budget Division and Department of Taxation.  The 
forecasts were very close in number and the TAC decided upon an average of those 
three forecasts.  In FY 2015, the TAC Net Proceeds of Mineral tax forecast was revised 
up by approximately $2.0 million compared to the forecasts that were approved in 
November 2012.   
 
Mr. Maddox asked if the Net Proceeds of Mineral gross proceeds was approximately 
the same as the total gaming revenue for the State of Nevada, which was approximately 
$10 billion and Mr. Guindon replied that was correct. 
 
Mr. Maddox asked why the TAC forecast for Net Proceeds of Mineral taxes showed 
declines for all fiscal years when they the tax was generating $10 billion in gross sales.  
He wondered if it was because gold prices would decline. 
 
Mr. Guindon said the assumption in the forecast was that the net proceeds were taxed 
not the gross proceeds, and in the last few years the net has been much higher in terms 
of the net to gross ratio.  He said the net to gross ratio was normally in the mid-to-high 
30% to 40% range; currently it was in the upper 40% range, because gold prices were 
much higher in relation to expenses.  In addition, some of the deductions were taken 
away, such as health and industrial insurance deductions, which was approximately 
$300 to $400 million causing the net to gross ratio to go up.  Mr. Guindon explained, 
under the current law, they would get those deductions back, which was driving the 
reductions.   
 
Mr. Guindon said there was a net downward revision for FY 2013 of approximately 
$3 million; a net upward revision in FY 2014 of $1.7 million; and a net upward revision 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8748


 
56 

 

for FY 2015 of $2.4 million, for a net difference over the three fiscal years of $1.2 million 
for all of the minor General Fund revenue sources forecast by the TAC.  Page 143, 
Exhibit A, contained the consensus forecast prepared by the TAC for the Economic 
Forum’s consideration, total General Fund revenue for FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015, 
compared to the November 2012 forecast.  The FY 2013 forecast was $690 million, 
approximately $2.9 million less than the November 2012 TAC forecast, and the forecast 
of $444.827 million for FY 2014 was revised up $1.7 million from the November 2012 
forecast.  For FY 2015, the forecast of $536.674 million was revised up by 
approximately $2.4 million.  He said the difference was a net positive of $1.2 million 
over the three years, or approximately a .08% change in the forecast.   
 
Chairman Wiles asked if the significant drop between FY 2013 and FY 2014 for total 
General Fund revenue was the impact of the sunsets and Mr. Guindon replied that was 
correct.  
 
Mr. Guindon directed the members to page 141, of Exhibit A, Net Proceeds of Minerals.  
He indicated that there was no estimate for FY 2014 on the chart, so there was an 
$80 to $90 million hit because under current law, there would no payment in FY 2014 as 
the state switched from the estimated payment to the actual payment tax structure 
under the scheduled sunset.  In addition, the bottom of Chart 6 showed the 
Governmental Services Tax under current law and those revenues did not go to the 
General Fund in FY 2014 and FY 2015, which was approximately $64 million a year.   
 
Mr. Nielsen asked about the total for all other revenue sources on Table 8, (Exhibit B) 
and if they matched the revenue sources on Table 6 in the meeting packet (Exhibit A). 
 
Mr. Guindon replied the TAC does not prepare a forecast for sales tax so the TAC 
cannot produce a forecast for the sales tax commission, which was shown on page 85.  
He stated that there were four pieces of revenue that were tied to the local sales tax and 
there was a collection commission retained by the state for collecting and distributing 
the tax to the locals, which was deposited into the General Fund.  He said that the 
difference was the TAC could not produce a sales tax commission without producing a 
state sales forecast.  He said that there was approximately $30 million to $40 million 
associated with the sales tax commissions each fiscal year. 
 
 

MR. LEAVITT MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM ACCEPT 
THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S FORECAST FOR 
THE MINOR GENERAL FUND REVENUES AS PRESENTED IN 
TABLE 6.  THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. MADDOX. 

 
THE MOTION WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

 
 
VIII. PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 
There was no public comment. 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8749
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Mr. Guindon said that Fiscal Analysis Division staff would compile and check the 
forecast and put it into a format to be presented to the Governor. 
 
Chairman Wiles called for a recess at 3:06 p.m. to allow staff to finalize the Economic 
Forum’s forecast.  The Economic Forum reconvened at 3:58 p.m. 
 
Mr. Guindon distributed the Economic Forum’s May 1, 2013, forecast (Exhibit G) to the 
members for their review and signature.  The letter would be sent to the Governor and 
members of the Legislature and would be posted on the legislative website under the 
State of Nevada Economic Forum committee page. 
 
Mr. Guindon said the total General Fund revenue forecast approved by the Economic 
Forum for FY 2013 was $3,086,745,344, which was $7,770,732 higher than the 
November 30, 2012, forecast.  The FY 2014 forecast for total General Fund revenue 
was $2,818,522,472, which was $7,007,455 higher than the November 30, 2012, 
forecast; and the FY 2015 forecast for total General Fund revenue was $3,035,822,473, 
which was $29,711,856, higher than the November 30, 2012, forecast.  He said the 
difference for the three fiscal years was $44,490,043 higher than the 
November 30, 2012, forecast. 
 
Mr. Guindon said the Fiscal Analysis Division also prepared an additional table, 
Exhibit F, which showed the General Fund revenues for the minor and major revenue 
sources.  The revised forecast for the 2013-15 biennium was $314.2 million less than 
the current forecast for the 2011-13 biennium, which was a result of the sunsets.  
He noted that the table itemized the major and minor General Fund revenues sources 
that were subject to the sunset provisions and the impact of those sunsets.  In addition, 
it showed where they were gaining the money because of the growth in the forecast in 
FY 2014 and FY 2015 compared to the current biennium.   
 
Mr. Guindon stated that the forecast table (Exhibit G) would be posted on the committee 
website and available to the public after it was approved by the Economic Forum. 
 
 

MR. LEAVITT MOVED THAT THE ECONOMIC FORUM 
APPROVE THE FORECAST AS PRESENTED IN THE GENERAL 
FUND REVENUES MAY 1, 2013, FORECAST.  THE MOTION 
WAS SECONDED BY MR. NIELSEN. 

 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   

 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT. 
 
Chairman Wiles thanked the presenters and staff for the effort involved in producing the 
forecasts for consideration by the Economic Forum.  He added that the country has 
been in a period of tremendous economic uncertainty, both at the federal and state 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/InterimCommittee/REL/Document/8754
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level, which was absolutely true in present time.  Even after the discussions at the 
meeting, there were significant components of the estimates that were subject to 
considerable amount of uncertain information.  Chairman Wiles looked forward to the to 
the updates in the next few years to see how accurate the forecasts were. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:04 p.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        _______________________________ 
        Patti Sullivan, Committee Secretary 
 
 
 
        _______________________________ 
        Donna Thomas, Transcribing Secretary 
 
APPROVED: 
 
_______________________________ 
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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